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Abstract

The present study explored the intensity level of whorial

voice in relation to the quality of argumentative witing. 42

undergraduate learners of English as a foreign langage (36
girls and 6 boys) spent 45 minutes to individuallcomplete in-
class position-taking writing tasks for three weeks Their

overall academic writing quality scores assigned ls®d on
portfolio assessment were studied in relation to #ir voice
expression quantified using a voice intensity ratig scale
(VIRS). Findings indicated that, among the componets of
authorial voice, only “assertiveness” showed a pdaie
moderate relationship with academic writing quality (r=0.45,
p< 0.05). In the follow-up qualitative analyses of vioe-
expression strategies, interviews with participantsvhose voice
intensity had been rated either as the strongest oas the
weakest showed nine strategies for voice expressioAt the
sentence-level, high-voice participants most frequély used
intensifiers to express assertiveness, while lowige writers
tried to use other lexico-grammatical tools. At thetext-level,
both high-voice and low-voice participants were carerned
about the effect of the topic on their voice expreson. The
findings imply that undergraduate English as a forégn

language writers do try to express voice and thate required
strategies can be one of the targets of EFL writingesearch
and instruction.
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1. Introduction

Academic writing provides valuable opportunitiesr fthe expression
of identity even though some language learners tipeac what
Gemmell (2008) calls “robot writing” and “parrot ddd what they
have heard in classes or read in other texts,. W2 and detailed
analysis of identity construction and expression tnulti-faceted,
context-sensitive, and social approaches to seclamguage writing
(L2 writing) is a valuable research trend in recemelated
publications that try to tackle this problem. Exgmien of identity
through writing especially through academic writing central to
some of the debates and discussions by L2 writiegearchers
(Atkinson & Ramanathan, 1995; Elbow, 1999; Hylan@002).
Phrases such as “Individualism in writing” (Elbo&981, 1999) and
“Self-representation” through writing (lvanic & Cgn 2001) try to
capture the ways in which writers manifest theientity in writing.
In the socio-constructivist view of L2 writing, $eépresentation
and authorial presence “are central to the waydooking at written
text as social interaction, where readers and kgritenegotiate
meaning” (Hyland, 2012, p.1).

In L2 writing research, works on ideological exgs®n in
writing, authorial presence in texts, and writeriietorical and
stylistic considerations have related the expressiof personal
opinions with the overall quality of first and secdo language
writing. Stewart (1992), for example, asserted thia@ basic quality
of good writing in one’s first language was the gemece of the
author in the text. Similarly, in the context of L&riting, Matsuda
(2001) found that difficulties that Japanese stiglerfaced in
expressing voice in English written discourse “wdsie to their
unfamiliarity with voice-expression strategies d&aflie in English”
(p. 35). The concept of “voice” used as the indejeen variable of
the present study may be one of the determinantshef quality of
written texts produced by Iranian undergraduate Elélarners as
well. It, therefore, needs to be investigated ferthn the context of
EFL writing.

Second language (L2) writing research addressestingyriin
different second or foreign language learning cxiste Because of
the role of English as a lingua franca of the wotlk lion’s share of
published research in this area has looked at thgliigh language as
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the second or foreign language. The concept of evoims been
studied mainly in learning contexts where Englisk & second
language. The impetus for this work comes from idea that if
studies of L2 writing in second language contextsinp to and
explore the concept of voice, EFL writing researshean similarly
ask whether, how, and with what intensity EFL |easn express
voice in academic writing in English as a foreiganduage. The
search carried out for the present study revealett there was a
noticeable gap of empirical studies on the possilbéationship
between voice and the quality of writing in undedpate EFL
academic writing. Research on the representation inolividualized
voice in EFL writing is needed to inform EFL wrignteachers about
the strategies that EFL learners use to projeci tidentity onto their
writing and the techniques that they can employdto this efficiently
in English. Hyland (2012) expresses concern for theek of
empirical studies identifying the requirements andteria for the
development of an explicit social constructiviststmction of voice
in EFL university level writing. He points to thegsificance of the
set of linguistic and cognitive voice strategieailable to writers.

To contribute to the recent debates on authorialcevoin L2
writing and to make up for some of the gaps in eomesearch in
Iranian EFL writing contexts, the present study edmto explore the
intensity level of authorial voice expressed in wngntative writing
by a group of undergraduate EFL learners and tdoexpsome of the
strategies that such learners use to expressdius.v

2. Review of Literature
The concept of voice in EFL academic writing is ottt has been
recently conceptualized in different ways. Researshworking on
voice in L2 writing (e.g. Hyland, 2012; Ivanic & @@, 2001;
Matsuda & Trady, 2007; Stapleton, 2002) assert ttteg concept
gained its momentum in social sciences as a catsiru the works
of Bakhtin (1981) and Keristeva (1986). As stated Wertsch (1991,
p. 51), Bakhtin believes that voice or “a speakirsubject’s
perspective, conceptual horizon, intention, and ldvoviews” applies
both to written and spoken communication. Recenteaehers,
however, have conceptualized voice in ways that nmay be the
same as this original conceptualization. For instanElbow (1995)
identified five types of voice that are representedwriting; sounds
in a text, dramatic voice (character representatddnauthor through
the text), distinctive voice, voice of authoritynda resonant voice.
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These are rather expressivist definitions of vowbkich are followed
by social-constructivist definitions recently incies in L2 writing
research.

In a more social definition of the concept of vgid®amanathan
(1999) states “the core notion underlying this abgpractice seems
to be that, as individuals, we all have essentipllivate and isolated
inner selves, which we give outward expression himugh the use of
a metaphorical voice” (in Matsuda & Tardy, 2007, 236).
Similarly, Johnston (1996) states that voice refetse “the
amalgamative effect of the use of discursive andn-discursive
features that language users choose, deliberatelytloerwise, from
socially available, yet ever changing repertoiregp. 40). As
Matsuda and Trady (2007, p. 236) explain, “voices’ one of the
terms used in L2 writing research to capture theseseof identity in
written discourse. Helms-Park and Stapleton (2003plain the
notion of voice in L2 writing through defining foucomponents of
voice: assertiveness, self-identification, reiterat of central point,
and authorial presence. Based on the most recenteso available to
the researchers, voice is multi-faceted and “thesieould be a
threefold characterization of voice as diverse, timitve, and
dynamic interpersonal and textual process” (Hyl&@d,0, p. 9).

In addition to the diversity that exists in the iaale
definitions of voice in L2 writing, in contemporargcademic writing
research and instruction, there have been cons®gerand heated
debates over the characteristics and possible qoasees of the
concept of voice. One controversial issue is theumption that
cultures that prioritize collective values over iindualism lack
individual voice in L2 writing (see Atkinston, 1997Fox, 1994;
Helms-Park & Stapleton, 2003; Hinkel, 1999). Stapie (2002)
believes that voice can be perceived in the senteidentified
discursive features associated with individualismunid in written
texts in some cultures (p. 178). He claims thatatieng to write in
English requires learners to project an individzedi identity, or to
infuse their writing with voice, while stating omplying that doing
so is an alien notion in some L2 cultures” (p. 180he above
argument may imply that learners from some cultudes not or
cannot express voice through writing. For examplegntralized
social systems that emphasize collectivism may thetig affect
voice expression by undergraduate EFL writers ory nadfect the
deployment of voice expression strategies. In harkwon difficulties
that Japanese learners face in constructing voiceEmglish written
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discourse, Matsuda (2001) states that “difficulti@apanese students
face are not due to incompatibility with their cwll orientation but
to different ways in which voice is constructed Uapanese and
English as well as lack of familiarity with the ategies available in
English” (p. 35). Unlike proponents of the aboventnened view, a
second group of researchers regards voice expressiowriting in
different societies as independent of culture. Kackl999) believes
that the representation of voice is visible in WdoiEnglishes. Some
researcher also stress that all writers, regardleds cultural
diversities, have voice both in individual and sbciperspectives
(Ivanic & Camp, 2001; Prior, 2001).

In spite of the wunclear role of culture in writersvoice
expression, many researchers stress the signigcaricthe concept in
L2 writing. These proponents (e.g. Bowden, 1995bok, 1994;
Hirvela & Belcher, 2001) suggest that voice is amegral part of
writing and that it should be an essential compobneh second
language writing pedagogy. As Stewart (1992) assertthe
fundamental quality of good writing is the presermethe individual
writer....” (p. 283). Consequently, research on thature and
characteristics of the relationship between voicel averall quality
is a major concern in voice research (Zhao & LI@8498).

The research-related issue of the operationalizati@and
measurement of voice in academic writing is alsontraversial
because researches have to clarify exactly what dbmponents of
this construct are and how each can be capturedughr research
instruments. As implied by the definitions of voi@d by previous
research attempts, voice is a construct that ibahly best studied
qualitatively. Quantitative attempts for measuringoice through
rating scales that characterize it as mature andnature (Yeh,
1998), or as appropriate and inappropriate (Dereni®98), do not
seem to capture the essence of what is underst@dvoice in
writing. These attempts were criticized by HelmskPand Stapleton
(2003) for not targeting just voice but mixing ititv other qualities
in writing. Park and Stapleton (2003) instead depetl the “Voice
Intensity Rating Scale (VIRS)” based on their carefsolation of
features of voice from the literature. Using thiestrument, they
classified elements of voice into two levels andurfoscales: a)
Sentence level Scales includindssertiveness(established through
linguistic devices such as hedges and intensifieem)d Self-
Identification (established through the use of first-person puoso
and using active structures) and b) Paragraph ISgdles including
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Reiteration of Central Pointhpw often and how explicitly the main
argument is rearticulated) anduthorial Presence and Autonomy of
Thought(overall presence of the author’s voice)

Inspired by the work on voice reviewed here, oumudgt
addressed the following two research questions #@lation to
undergraduate argumentative academic writing in liElmg as a
foreign language: (Argumentative texts were usedabse of their
high frequency and significance in university wriipractices).

1) Are components of voice in EFL writing deterndnéhrough
Helms-Park and Stapleton’s (2003) Voice Intensitgal& significant
correlates of high quality EFL writing?

2) What are the sets of strategies EFL writers eynpgb express
their voice through argumentative writing? Are awgh of high and
low quality EFL texts significantly different in r@s of voice
strategies?

3. Method

The present study involved the measurement of gnaeéonate EFL
learners’ academic writing quality, the assignmeaft voice intensity
scores to their argumentative written products, #mel exploration of
strategies that they employed to realize the compisn of voice in
their writing. It, therefore, necessitated a quasied study design in
which the qualitative data collected through a eyrwvas reinforced
by interview data on voice-expression strategiehie Tquantitative
phase was a correlational study of voice and vgitquality and the
gualitative phase was the deeper interview study fofir voice
components to seek the strategies that the patitspemployed to
express their voice in writing

4. Participants

Participants consisted of 42 (36 girls and 6 boys)dergraduate
learners of English as a foreign language enrolied two EFL
academic writing classes at the English Departn@nthe University
of Kashan. There were 48 learners in the two ctsse of whom
failed to provide the data required in the studycawse they were
either absent in data collection sessions or th&y bt consent to
participate in the interviews. The participantsd hbeen admitted to
the Bachelor's degree program in English based dmeirt
performance on the university matriculation examor{kur) and they
were taking their English courses at the time efdtudy.
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The participants were asked to indicate their mesi formal
learning experiences in L1 and L2 writing. None diem had
experienced training in writing outside the formedlucation system.
In their L1, all learners had studied basic ruldscorrect writing as
part of Persian language courses at high school and Persian
writing course at university. In English, they hadl successfully
passed one course in the basics of academic writinthe first year
of their undergraduate studies and they were takthg second
course at the time of this study. Based on the irequents of their
writing course, taught by one of the researcheng, learners had to
submit one essay following the rhetorical patteaught each week.
In the two classes, they were learning how to wtiteee- five- or
seven-paragraph essays following comparison/cdantrasuse/effect,
and process/chronology and other forms of orgaioizat

5. Writing Tasks
Four weeks after the beginning of the writing ceursvhen students
had been familiarized with the course requiremeans the nature of
the writing activities, the collection of writingasiples from the
participants started. From week 5 to week 7 of tiseirse meetings,
the learners spent 45 minutes of the total classe t(90 minutes)
each week to individually complete in-class writirtgsks to show
their learning of the course materials. For thebeed tasks, they
were asked to clearly state their positions on atrogersial issue
and to follow paragraph and essay organization cpies taught in
the course. Assignments for other weeks were cdeglethrough
multiple in-class drafting, out of class writing, r ocooperative
writing. The three topics used for data collectizere the following:
1.Mercy-killing or euthanasia (there are some peopho agree and
others who do not agree with euthanasia).
2.The positive and negative influences of TV pragga(some argue
that the negative effects of TV programs on youd#ne more than
the positive ones).
3.The educational values of computers (some peapalg computers
facilitate education but do not necessarily enitch

The learners completed the three writing tasks ad pf their class
requirements and handed the final draft to the heador feedback
and scoring. They were unaware of the quality ofceothat was to
be checked in the analyses of their products. Hewevhey had
already learned that they were supposed to handheéir best draft
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because it contributed to their final score on twurse. During the
ninth week, permissions were sought from the laarn® include
their papers for analyses in the study and thrempks written by
each of the 42 participants were filed for analysdbe study.

5.1 Writing quality assessment

The main dependent variable of our study was thé&ingr quality

score that we could assign to each participant.nBEdv®ugh we could
use the English part of the university matriculatiexam that they
took, administer a version of Test of Written EsfQJi or use ESL
Composition  Profile (Jacobs, Zinkgraf, Wormuth, tflal, &

Hughey, 1981), we preferred to wait until week 1i6tlee end of the
term and to obtain each learner's overall writingaltty score which
was assigned based on portfolio assessment. Thal fcore was
based on the average of all scores assigned to lwesdsignments,
scores assigned for the essay writing exam adramedt by the
course instructor, and scores assigned to extrdingrisample that
some learners chose to write for teacher’s feedback

5.2 Voice intensity rating scale (VIRS)

The researchers used VIRS (Helms-Park & Stapletdfp3) to
measure the independent variable of the study, ite expression of
voice in the writing samples collected from the tgvants. This is
an analytic rating scale for voice expression intimg. It has been
constructed by Helms-Park and Stapleton (2003) dbase the key
components of voice found in the related reseantérature. The
scale includes the four voice components of assemiss (quantified
as the frequency of hedges and intensifiers in &same), self-
identification (shown by the wuse of first-person opouns and
grammatical voice), reiteration of central point egsured by the re-
articulation of the central idea), and authorial eqance and
autonomy of thought (measured by the degree to lwhiee author
clearly expresses his or her own views). The imsémt was used
without any modifications to assign an overall imtensity score
between 0-100 to each of the 126 writing samplebeacted for the
study (three samples written by each of the 42 igpants. The
instrument defined four equally weighted levels faissertiveness,
self-identification, reiteration, and authorial gpeace each weighing
25 scores. For the use of the scale with the iménsample, expert
opinion was sought from two EFL writing instructorsoth of whom
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suggested no modifications. The Cronbach Alphaabdity for the
scale was 0.86 §0.05).

5.3 Interview protocol

In order to study the components of voice in mosetaids and to see
whether the participants’ perspective of voice dowaldd any details
to the raters’ analyses of voice in a written pgssaan interview
protocol (Appendix) was designed and used for dadection from

a few participants whose voice intensity had beated either as the
strongest or as the weakest. The interviews wemgiedaout in the

first language of the learners to ensure that lagguwas not a
problem for the expression of ideas. The resultiaga were used for
qualitative analyses. The interview protocol waspared based on
the guidelines provided by Yin (2010). It includedarts on

interview details, expression of consent, the psepoof the

interview, and 12 main questions. There were thrpeestions for
each of the four components of voice examined ia tuantitative
part of the study. One question sought the padmi views on

their expression of the components of voice. Anotlgeestion was
about their (dis)agreement with the raters' ideathwir expression of
voice. The final question on each component was utabthe

interviewees’ idea on the use of tactics for exgrgs each

component of voice. These semi-structured intersiemere recorded
and transcribed. They were independently analyzed ao sentence-
by-sentence basis by two of the researchers whe&dcdbde responses
based on themes related to each component of voice.

6. Procedures
Three argumentative essays were obtained from eafchthe 42
participants, resulting in a total of 126 writingansples. Bio-data
from the original copies were removed to mask tdeniity of the
authors and photocopies were made of all of thermenT samples
collected from the two classes were reshuffled amdded in half
for the two selected raters to score for voice. e Thters used a copy
of the Voice Intensity Rating Scale for this purposThey were
trained in using the scale since they discusseavhile scoring five
samples for voice intensity under the supervisioh tike research
team leader. The raters exchanged halves and scalledof the
remaining samples until for each sample two voicres were
recorded. Based on the Spearman-Brown Prophesy ukarninter-
rater reliability for the ratings of voice intensitvas 0.78 (g 0.05).
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The mean of the two voice intensity scores assighgdthe two
raters was calculated as the voice score of eadtingvrsample and
the mean of voice intensity scores received by epahticipant on
his or her three samples was taken as the pantisipaverall voice
score.

Having recorded voice scores for each writing s@amphd for
each individual, the researchers collected thegrateve final scores
on writing quality and carefully recorded these dlata sheets that
were then computerized for analyses using PASW ri¢ise and
inferential statistics. The overall voice scoresceived by the 42
participants (i.e. the mean of the average voice@rescon the
participant’s three samples) were ranked and tlule¢he highest and
three of the lowest were selected for in-depth itatale analyses of
voice strategies through semi-structured interviewVhen the
participants were contacted, only six girls conedntto be
interviewed and recorded and the male interviewsrse to leave the
door open in the interview room as he was recordiegause of the
limitation in opposite-gender relations. This mightave negatively
affected recorded voice quality that made the job t@nscribing
difficult. The transcriptions were carefully recedd and studied by
the researchers; their contents were analyzed; theg were coded
based on the themes that emerged.

7. Analysis and Findings

7.1 Relationship between voice and quality

Descriptive statistics on components of voice foe tentire sample as
well as for the male and female sub-samples ofn&xar indicated
that these undergraduate learners received theedtigmean voice
score on the component of assertiveness and thestomean on the
component of self-identification. As the findingsunsmarized in
Table 1 show, group mean scores were 57.37 forrtaggeess, 55.23
for authorial presence, 49.94 for reiteration ofntcal point, and
41.46 for self-identification. This is another wayf saying that the
expression of voice was most frequently seen by rdters in the use
of hedges and intensifiers in written passages tbapresses the
“assertiveness” component of voice. On the contraing use of first-
person pronouns and active grammatical voice forelf-'s
identification” was the least frequently used taeghe for the
expression of voice in EFL argumentative writing.
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Table 1. Mean scores on components of voice in &fumentative writing
(N =42, 36 girls 6 boys)

Group Mean Mean for Mean for Chi-square

Components of voice (SD) boys girls value Sig
Assertiveness 57.37(6.67) 62.8 57.2297 24.84 0.52
Authorial presence  55.23(13.01) 58.4 54.2027 16.97 0.71
E;'rt]fra“on ofcentral 49 948.05) 552 492297  26.11 0.42
Self-identification 41.46(8.46) 38.8 41.8243 27.69 0.22

For the three voice components of assertivenesshoal
presence, and reiteration of the central point, fite male learners
received higher means and female learners gainesligatly higher
mean only for self-identification. However, Chi-sge analyses
performed to test the comparisons between male fanthle learners
pointed to no statistically significant gender-teth differences in
mean score on voice components. This might, of ssgube due to
the gender composition of the sample (6 male ppaits and 36
females).

The study of voice intensity levels in relation tbhe quality of
academic writing (final teacher-assigned portfdlased scores on
writing quality) indicated that for the learnersvavall mean score on
voice, a very weak positive correlation existed hwitacademic
writing quality (r=0.19, g 0.05). Among the components of voice,
only “assertiveness” showed a positive moderateaticeiship with
academic writing quality (r=0.45, <p 0.05). In other words,
component-specific results and the overall resustsmmarized in
Table 2 below showed some positive relationshipswéen voice
intensity of the texts written by undergraduate Efkiters and the
guality-based EFL writing achievement scores thaytgained at the
end of the term.

Table 2. Correlation of voice intensity and thelgyaf writing

Voice Components Correlation Significance
Assertiveness A451(%) .023
Self-identification .196 214
Central Point -.055 .728
Authorial pres. .080 .617
Overall voice .19 0.024

* Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2ied).
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7.2 Voice expression strategies used by undergraate EFL writers
(Research question two)

In order to qualitatively discover some of the &gees used by EFL
learners in expressing voice through writing, theesearchers
transcribed 30-minute interviews with three higheeo intensity and
three low-voice intensity writers indentified in eth quantitative
phase. Following guidelines offered by Yin (201@he authors used
a three-level coding scheme to summarize the datae highest
coding level was the four components of voice idewdt in Helm-
Park and Stapleton (2003). Then the raters assidmstdlevel codes
primarily on a sentence-by-sentence basis. The gnger themes
were finally determined based on the codes. As é&lshows, the
interviewees referred to nine strategies in theipression of voice in
their passages. At the sentence level, the higbevoparticipants
most frequently used intensifiers to express assedss (n=37) and
the low-voice writers tried to use more lexico-gmaatical tools
(n=19). At the text-level, both the high-voice artie low-voice
participants were concerned about the effect of tbpic on their
voice expression. Moreover, low-voice writers wengore doubtful
about the necessity of expressing voice throughtingti In Table 3
below, further details on each of the discoveredentds are
represented.

Table 3. Frequencies of themes and subsets inldwglUality writings

Voice components a:

third -level codes Second-level codes: Themes
(Based on Heln-Park  emerging from the interviews
& Stapleton, 2003)

codes for 3 codes for 3low Total
high voice voice first level
interviewees interviewees codes

Making confident assertions using

intensifiers 37 12 49
Mirco-level or Using linguistic and textual tool
Sentenc-level 26 19 45
(assertiveness and &~ Juxtaposing others’ views 4 11 15
identification’ . -
‘ Avoiding repetition and
3 7 10
redundancy
Considering the topic of writing 12 41 53
Doubting tehxe fgslﬁgwty of voice 12 18 30
Macrc-level or Text- £ XD . q
level (reiteration an xpressmg: per(t:ep lons an 7 21 28
authorial presen: interests
Forgetting audiences 1 5 6
Forgetting intentions 0 5 5

Total 102 139 241
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Results of the interview data provided by the twabsets indicate
that writers of quality scripts projected strongassertion in contrast
to low-quality writers who showed weaker assertian their

writings. The assertion strategies retrieved frohe tinterview data
are presented below with extracts from the intevees’ utterances.

7.3 Considering the topic of writing
The most frequently-mentioned theme in relatioth® expression of voice
was the effect of the topic of the task on therlees’ expression of voice.
This theme appeared 53 times in sentence-by-sentending. The
participants thought that topics of these tasksudational values of
computers, influences of TV programs, and euthapasvere very
controversial and that it was not very easy fontte take sides very easily.
This theme was referred to 12 times by one of gméigipants rated as high
voice intensity and four times by another ratetbasvoice intensity writer.
The researchers’ understanding was that learneid oot stay focused on a
position while they knew that there were many passidistracting
counterarguments. One of the participants with kigloe intensity based on
the VIRS said:

....it depends on the topic of the text | write. If |

write about girls, | will enumerate the positive

points only.....that's because of the topic, | thirk.

was because of the topic of computers and

ICT....you know, we read both about their negative

and their positive effects. It is difficult to sayhich

one has more proponents.... | don't like the subject

and | have no information about euthanasia; It is

difficult to say thing about the topics | have létt

information about....I want topics that are closely

related to my own interests for example the

necessity of hejab...[S.4 HVI]

7.4 Making confident assertions by using intens#irs
The second most frequent theme was the theme ahgakong assertions
about one’s position. The participants showed it doyposefully using
intensifiers. The following are some of the examsdieat the interviews in
both high-intensity voice and low-intensity voiceogps used to intensify
their positions:
... | mean the decisions should be made very ciéyefu
about peoples’ lives.... | use topics like thesdladl time.
Then | seriously argue with friends on campus [H\8].
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They are mostly aggressive scenes....| can write well
against them....Not to exaggerate about myself, ehav
strong ability to write their ideas. My words arerigded
from their words and | seriously disagree at thd.en
[S.3 LVI].

7.5 Using linguistic and textual tool
The interviewees repeatedly expressed the fact thaddition to hedges
and intensifiers, they tried to use other lingaistlevices such as the
grammar of the sentences or the meaning load ofvtrds to express their
authorial voice. Here are some examples:

...| gave a brief but to the point explanation of

what | thought was wrong.... | classified views on
TV programs for the youths in my own new way
[S.6 HVI].

I concluded in one sentence only and here | said
what | thought. The rest is what others say about

computers.... | changed their ideas to English but |
don’t know if mercy-killing is good or not after lal
[S.3 LVI]

Sometimes | don’t have the courage to write about
these in English or even say what | think in
English. When | feel | have to say something
which is totally different from what the class
discusses, | switch to Persian and say everything.
Most of the time | show them how they are
wrong.... Sometimes | am feel English structure or
word choice problems may not convey what | think
[S.5 LVI]

7.6 Doubting the suitability of voice expression
The transcript of the interviews indicated, in mahgces, that EFL learners
did not understand that they were actually expngssineir voice in their
writing. The codes from which this theme emergedewabserved in both
high voice intensity and low voice intensity groupsThey expressed
hesitation about the suitability of voicing out ithewn ideas in their texts
and showed no eagerness to claim the possessitite dext. Below are
some examples:

Is it something psychological? And do you mean

my own voice is constructed in the text as | am
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writing? It is good to use others’ ideas and expres
yourself? [S.2 HVI]

Do they (raters checking the sample using VIRS)
mean my writing...., it has identity representation?
...l don't know, was it directly mentioned or
understood...? | don’'t know what to say. [S.5 LVI]

7.7 Expressing perceptions and interests
The rereading and reexamination of the writing demgpritten by the
interviews while having them think aloud about thebice expression
revealed that they tried to give expression to whay had seen, heard, or
perceived in other ways. They also attempted twevaut their own
interests when writing about argumentative topidse following extracts
clarify this:
| like these (thrillers). ...I try to emphasize alff o
the positive points....Can | also say that it is my
favorite program and | defend it? [S.6 HVI]
This (part of my views on euthanasia: *do this to
terminally ill and you will realize how nice to say
goodbye after you do all that you can) is limiteml t
what | saw, heard and experienced..... My relatives
looked after this lady for 11 years and all of them
were at her bed when she was dying.... [S.1 LVI]

7.8 Juxtaposing others’ views
One of the interviewees, whose voice intensity seeas among the lowest,
believed that she should just juxtapose contraeyvsion the topic of the
essay and letting the reader make judgments. So,trgdd to compare
people who argued against the use of computerstiage who enumerated
the benefits of computers on a point-by-point basisout even mentioning
at the end which group she herself voted for. Heesome extracts from
her interview:

These are their opinions.... | tried to refer to the

idea in each side. ...and can we say our own ideas

here? How do we compare? You mean we should

not mention others’ opinions? [S.5 LVI]

7.9 Avoiding repetition and redundancy

Some of the interviewees thought that it was ndésirable feature of their
writing to repeatedly refer to themselves and thisaughts on the topic of
the writing task. That is why they tried to avoigntifying themselves:
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I know | have used it (I think, | believe) a lothdy
have been repeated many times. It is not good to
use it so much. May be | should use them
sparingly....I am not used to doing this. [S.6 HVI]

7.10 Forgetting audiences and intentions
The themes emerging from the interview showed tB&L learners
sometimes forgot who they were writing for duritg tcomposing process
and used linguistic manifestations of voice withimi¢nding to convey their
own Vvoice:
| know my classmates and teachers read the
passages, but | think | write something that | .like
want to like it when | read it myself. | think we
don't have a close relationship with the audience.
Most of the time the teacher does not mention any
target audience and ...We may not be interested in
some audiences and not say exactly what we think.
[S.5 LVI]

8. Discussion and Conclusion

The findings of the present study showed that E€arrers did try to
express voice through writing in English. Howevefpr the

participants in this study, voice expression wasnsenost frequently
in the use of hedges and intensifiers in writtensspges for the
expression of assertiveness. In other words, thesemt study
showed that EFL learners tended to express voicee mo this voice
component. This finding was confirmed in our qudiite phase as
well. Partly due to what we think could be the riaga transfer of
training, our learners did not use first-person nprns and active
grammatical voice for “self-identification” and hen rated lowest on
this voice component. The study also pointed to ignifscant

relationship between the voice components of “disesess” and
academic writing quality. Voice intensity of textaritten by EFL

learners represented here as their level of agseess was found to
be a correlate of the teachers’ evaluation of wgitiquality. In the
qualitative phase of the study, previous findingerev strengthened
and the researchers observed that high-voice jpamits frequently
used intensifiers to express voice.

These findings confirm previous understandings thdt people

give expression to their inner selves through wgitin one way or
another (Ramanathan, 1999). The study showed that BFL
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learners were no exceptions. It seems that theiterlanguage
systems do not have to be at an advanced levelew€lapbment to
give them the discursive and non-discursive ressurcequired for
voice expression. Such resources are ever chandihghnston,
1996). The findings also question the validity dfetargument that
voice expression through academic writing may beecifigc to
cultures that prioritize individualism (Stapletor2002) and point to
the presence of voice in the writings of the selédample.

The quantitative finding that the level of assestigss is related
to the overall quality of academic EFL writing afesome evidence
for the instructional relevance of voice that Zhaod Llosa (2008)
were looking for in the related research. Moreoveuyr qualitative
findings, pointing to some strategies that EFL rheas use for voice
expression, reinforce Matsuda’'s (2001) observatidghat EFL
writers’ problems in voice expression through acaide writing are
not rooted in their culture but are due to theifaomliarity with L2
voice expression strategies.

Based on this study, we conclude that EFL learnats an
undergraduate level do have some authorial voiceexpress through
writing, even though the strategies that they usedd so may not be
adequate. We also conclude that some of the datessary for
decision-making in the evaluation of the overallalijy of academic
writing may come from voice expression strategi€s=L learners,
therefore, need to be aware of such strategiescaepdable academic
discourse in different contexts. Successful voicexpression
strategies need to be discovered, enumerated, ethdeland
highlighted in writing tasks so that learners arensitized to their
presence and techniques of realization.

This study was limited to argumentative writing Kss Data
providers were also limited to intact non-randomdengraduate EFL
writers. The findings and conclusions, thereforeeech to be
cautiously considered in relation to academic EFLting in other
genres or by learners and writers at other levdlsalaility. If the
learners had been asked to write a short storyeadstof position-
taking samples or if they were EFL advanced writeesnmenting on
their peer-reviewed published work, the set of tegi@s discovered
for voice expression might have been different. sTihesearch trend
is recent and future research can follow up witkesth and other
related issues.
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