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Abstract

Learning an additional foreign language (usually referred to as a third
language, L3) after English (L2) in formal settings seems toremain relatively
unsuccessfulin the European context (European Commission 2012), despite
the reported advantages ofextensive language learning experiences. Against
this background the present thesis explores the potential benefits of a
teaching approach focused on writing strategies and metacognitive
reflections for L3 writing.

The study investigates the influence of an intervention concerning the
writing of argumentative texts in L3 German. Two classesof 15 and 16-year-
olds from a Swedish upper secondary school participated. One class received
writing instruction, the other one no special treatment. Texts were collected
at three points in time. Additionally, seven students from the intervention
class the Ofocus studentsGttended five individual writing sessions , in which
their argumentative writing was recorded with keystroke logging and screen
recording software. After each writing session, individual stimulated -recall
interviews were conducted.

The development of L3 writing throughout the course of the intervention
was investigated from three different perspectives: writing products, writing
processes and metacognitive knowledge Text quality was studied on the
basis of aselection of class texts which were scored both analytically and
holistically . The writing processes were examined by automated and manual
analysis of the conducted log and screenrecording files. Metacognitive
knowledge was analysed based on transcripts of stimulatedrecall interviews.

The findings show that only the texts of those students, who attended both
the intervention and the individual writing sessions, including reflective
interviews, improved in quality during the intervention . Further, these
students slightly increased their writing fluency through higher text
production rate and a shift from intense online -source use to more revisions.
The investigation of metacognitive knowledge revealed a number of learner
and languagerelated variables, which seem to be decisive inunderstanding
the interplay between learnersO attitudes, performance and strategic
behaviour.

The results suggest thatwriting practice is crucial, but learning to write
can be further enhanced by including writing strategy instructi on and
metacognitive reflections in the foreign language classroom

14



1 Backgroun d

Writing in a foreign language is challenging. In order to write this PhD
thesis, | moved to Sweden, where | began to learn my thid language
Swedish. After some time, | started to communicate in Swedish, both orally
and in writing, with colleagues and friends. When experiencing the struggles
connected with composing in Swedish, writing in both my mother tongue
German (L1)! and in my L2 English seemed so easy (however,we all know
that writing is not easy). The frustrating feeling of being unable t o express
myself in a way that represents my personality and my thoughts properly is
probably well known to most language learners, may they be young or adult,
novice or experienced.

In this Applied Linguistics thesis, | study Swedish-speaking upper-
secondary school studerts, who are similarly to me learning a third
language, in this case German.l investigate the influence of teaching writing
and composition strategies on students® L3 writing and their ability to reflect
upon their writing. During a 12-week classroom intervention, students wrote
a sequence of argmentative texts. Using a mixed methods approach,
products, processes and metacognitive knowledge ae investigated. Creswell
(2013) argues that using mixed methods allows drawing more
comprehensive pictures of social phenomena. In this study, the combination
of foci, methods and data enables the various dimensions of the L3 writing
challenge to be understood in more detail. | posit that the teaching of writing
as a process and facilitating the use of writing strategies help students to
better deal with the constraints involved in L3 writing . This will enable them
to produce better texts, exert more control in composing, and reflect with
greater awareness about themselves as writers and theimriting .

When producing a written piece, no matter if an e-mail, an essay or a
thesis, writers have to juggle multiple i mportant aspects, which contribute to
a good text. The topic, relevant ideas, readership, rhetoric goal, text
organisation, style, grammar, word choice and coherence are only a few
examples. Even though composing in L1 and L2? generally functions in the

1 In this thesis, the common abbreviation Lx for the position of a language in a biography is

adopted. L1 stands for @anguage oned, that is a studer® mother tongue. L2 is used for the
second language learned (also first foreign language) and L3 represents the third language
learned (also second foreign language). Even though it is acknowledged that many learnersO
language background is more diverse and does not correspond to this strict linear sequere
(see for example Hammarberg [2010] for a terminol ogical discussion), it was chosen due to
the given study context, in which this linearity largely applies.

Studies often refer to the investigated foreign language as L2. Aswith the broad terms
Secord Language Acquisition and Foreign Language Learning, there are inconsistencies in
the use of L2 for a second or any foreign language. The latter case might imply that an L2 in
fact was an L3 or L4. Whether the investigated language is the second or an adiional one
might not always be of importance for the pursued research question. However, showing
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Chapter 1

same way (Krapels 1990; Silva 1993, the situation becomes more difficult
for L2 and L3 writers as available linguistic resources may be limited. This
main difference is reflected in both the writing process and the product. For
example, when composing, L2 writers write less fluently (Chenoweth &
Hayes 2001), they pause longer (Spelman Miller 2000 a), they make more
revisions on a local level, that is, concerning spelling and grammar (Faigley
& Witte 1981; Kowal 2011; Lindgren et al. 2008; Stevenson et al. 2006;
Zamel 1983) and they use fewer writing strategies (Jones & Tetroe 1987;
Whalen & MZnard 1995). The focus onsuch local aspects of the text usually
inhibit s higher-order operations, which coordinate for example content,
organisation and coherence of a text (Whalen & MZnard 1995). Not
surprisingly , L2 texts are often of lower overall quality than L1 equivalents
(Hirose 2003; Silva 1993; Tillema et al. 2012).

However, along with more instruction, more practice and growing
language proficiency in the foreign language, writers usually improve their
writing skill s (Cumming 2001: 6). A larger number of available and easily
retrievable linguistic resources usually leave more cognitive capacity for
better writing management, including for example global planning, reader-
and goal-oriented content, rhetoric structure or advanced revisions. At this
point, most writers should have developed an idea about how writing works
for them, such ashow they organise the writing settin g or where to find help.
From a research perspective,it can be argued that they have gained some
metacognitive knowledge about writing and are able to deploy writing
strategies effectively. Research has shown that L2 writers generally show a
broad range of L2 writing strategies for different purposes ( see Manch—n
[2001] for an overview of related research) and that advanced strategy
application is associated with better L2 text quality (Cumming et al. 1989;
Jones & Tetroe 1987; Whalen & MZnard 1995). Many studies also link
successful writing with the particular use of metacognitive strategies, such as
planning, monitoring and evaluating to manage the writing process
(Schoonen et al. 2009; Victori 1997). Further it has been argued that
strategic knowledge from L1 can potentially be transferred to L2 (Cumming
et al. 1989 Hirose & Sasaki 1994; Jones & Tetroe 1987; Pennington & 8
1993; Whalen & MZnard 1995).

The process of learning an L2, andespecially learning to write in the L2, is
demanding. Particularly the observation that knowledge and skills from
earlier experiencesin L1 can be transferred to L2 appears to be afactor that
could inform L2 instruction. Nowadays many people learn more than one
foreign language in their lives, which means that the transfer mechanisms

awareness of this issue in study descriptions might help other researchers in the review of
previous research.
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Background

from previously learned languages should be of great relevance for L3
pedagogy. In L3 research® it is assumed that L3 learners are more
experienced learners in the sense that theyhave already undergone the L2
learning process. Therefore, they tend to have a wider linguistic repertoire,
have more experiences of crosslinguistic processes, have higher meta-
linguistic awareness, and have abroader range and more frequent use of
learner strategies (Cenoz 2003; Gibson et al. 2001 Ransdell et al. 2006).
Assuming a transfer of writing abilities and the above mentioned learner
characteristics, an immediate hypothesis is that third and any fu rther foreign
language learning requires less effort and is more effective and more
successful Unfortunately, this hypothesis does not hold.

The first European Survey on Language Competence (European
Commission 2012) tested L2 and L3 language skills of 15year-olds in 16 EU-
member states. The results revealed that L3 language skills are generally not
satisfactory. The participating students from Sweden, the country in which
the present study is conducted, achieved the best results in all tested skillsin
their L2 English. In contrast, the results in their L3* were surprisingly poor,
particularly for writing (European Commission 2012: 38D40). For example,
almost half of the participating Swedish students did not reach level Al
(CEFR 2001)° in L3 writing after two or more years of formal instruction.

Reconsidering what research says about the advantage of previous
language learning, the strongly diverging results of this survey are puzzling
in that the most successful L2 learners perform weakly in their L3. What
might be the reasonsthat L3 learning seems to benefit little from successful
L2 learning experiences?

In Sweden, students usually begin to learn L2 English at the age of seven
and it is an obligatory subject throughout the nine years of compulsory
schooling. Besides this formal instruction at school, English plays a special
role in Swedish society. More than in other countries, like Germany or
France, the language is present in manyaspects of daily life, particularly
through media. For example, TV programmes and movies in English are not
dubbed, but provided with Swedish subtitles. In the se respects the status of
English is higher than other foreign languages.

L3 instruction in Sweden, most commonly in Spanish, German or French,
starts in grade six at the earliest and can be continued in upper secondary

L3 research is commonly also referred to as Othird/tertiary language learning researchO
(Cenoz et al. 2001)or Oresearch on multilingualismO(Aronin & Hufeisen 2009).

In this survey, the Swedish studentsO skills in L3 Spanish were tested. In contrast e present
study focuses on L3 German. Even though a similar test in German might have led to slightly
better results (for example due to typological similarities between German and Swedish), a
generally unsatisfactory proficiency level can be assumed forSwedish students in all L30s.

Common European Framework of Reference for Languages (2001).
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Chapter 1

school, provided that enough students choose to do so and that a trained
teacher is available. L3 German, the language the present study focuses on,
has a relatively long teaching history in Sweden, even though it has lost some
of its earlier popularity. Usually, the teaching traditi on is described a having
a strong focus on explicit instruction of grammar. Despite the increased
availability of authentic material on the Internet, course book s arethe main
teaching and learning materials. Outside the classroom, German hardly
plays a role in studentsO livesHence, immediate necessity and motivation to
learn it in order to understa nd or communicate is not given and exposure to
the language outside the classroomlargely depends on the studentsO own
initiative.

The reasons why students may still lag behind in their L3 learning are
diverse. In the case of L3 German in Sweden, the lack of exposure,
motivation and perceived relevance of the languageare likely to play a role.
However, another point of departure in exploring the potential causes ofthe
present situation is to investigate teaching methods. One assumption is that
the traditional grammar focused L3 German instruction is not able to turn
the theoretical advantages of L3 learners, such astheir rich repertoire of
linguistic resources, learning experiences and developed learning strategies
into practical use. Hufeisen and Marx (2007: 315) for example argue that L3
learners do not have advantages per se as they do not automatically make
use of previous language learningexperiences in new situations, but need to
get help to become aware of transfer possibilities, useful techniques and
language learning strategies by the teacher.This is in line with Hauk@&sO
(2015) study, in which she compared the strategy use ofL2 and L3 learners
in compulsory and upper secondary school The analysis of questionnaires
revealed that the L3 learners, despite their increased experiences of learning
foreign languages, reported using fewer strategies and applying them less
frequently in L3 than in L2 . From a more psycholinguistic perspective, but in
a similar line of thought, also Schoonen et al. (2009) argue that
metacognitive knowledge might not always be available for actual use due to
multiple cognitive constraints.

In the Swedish national curriculum for modern languages, only a small
number of passages can be interpreted as encouraging the utilisation of
previous foreign language learning knowledge in further learning. This is
manifested through the terms awareness (medvetenhet) and strategies
(strategier), which students should develop in language classes. Mhe
introduction to the national curriculum for modern languagesstates:
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Undervisningen ska dessutom bidra till att eleverna utvecklar sprEklig medvetenhet
och kunskaper om hur man ISr sig sprEk i och utanf$r undervisningen (Skolverket,

2011: 1§.

In the description of level 3 for modern languages, which roughly
corresponds to level B1 (CEFR 2001) andusually begins in upper secondary
school, it is further stated what a student should be able todo:

I muntlig och skriftlig interaktion uttrycker sig eleven tydligt och med visst flyt samt
med viss anpassning till syfte, mottagare och situation. Dessutom vSljer och anvSnder
eleven vSI fungerande strategier som ISsemproblem i och fSrbSttrar interaktionen och

f8r den fram(Et p(E ett konstruktivt sSt{Skolverket, 2011: 40)7.

These two quotes show thatthere is an acknowledgement of the role of
language learning knowledge and studentsO ability to aply it. H owever, there
is nothing explicit in the national curriculum about how to achieve this
learning goal and how to make use of acquired knowledge and skills acros
subject and language borders. Thus the teachers can decide whether these
aspects are included in their teaching.

Thus, it is important to conduct classroom research investigating the
influence of teaching approaches that stress the roleof studentsO learning
awareness and use of strategies in L3 learning.In this thesis, such an
intervention study was carried out with a focus on writing. Usually, writing
does not play the most prominent role in the L3 German classroom and
exercises are oftenrestricted to short descriptive texts, narratives or letters,
in which students are expected to apply newly learned grammatical
phenomena. However, apart from serving as a medium to test new language
hypothesesand improve general language competence (Cumming 1990) and
lexicon acquisition in particular (Harklau 2002) , writing also develops and
facilitate s metacognitive awareness (Manch—n & Roca de Larios 2008) as it
allows time for reflection and self -monitoring . Hence, writing in an L3 might
be difficult, but it might also be the learning activity that offers the most
potential for initiating metacognitive activities, making use of previous (L1
and L2) knowledge and strategies, enabling students to progress in the target
language (Macaro 2001; Solmecke 199).

Tuition is expected to contribute to the development of students® language awareness and
knowledge about language learning inside and outside of the classroom.(Translation by
Yvonne Knospe)

In oral and written interaction the students are able to express themselves clearly and with
some fluency and to a certain degree adapt to purpose, addressee and situation. Additionally
students choose and use well functbning strategies, which solve problems in interactions in

a constructive way. (Translation by Yvonne Knospe)
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1.1 Goal and research questions

The goal of this gudy is to investigate the influence of teaching composition
and writing strategies on studentsO L3 writing and their ability to reflect upon
their writing. The proposition is that teaching writing as a process and
facilitating the use of writing strategies help students to cope with the
multiple constrai nts in the writing process. | expect that this improves text
quality, writing fluency and metacognitive knowledge.

For this purpose, a study involving two classes ofL3 learners of German in
a Swedish upper secondary school was conducted One class(N=26) received
instruction, which specifically focused on metacognition in writing, the other
class (N=17) received no specific writing instruction . Seven Gocus studentsO
from the class that received special instruction provided the main data for
this thesis. These studentswrote 33 texts in a keystroke logging and screen
recording environment, and participated in recall interviews. Three focus
studentsO interview transcripts were analysed regarding metacognitive
knowledge in detail .

The study exploreshow a 12week intervention in foreign language writing
influences studentsOwriting , specifically text quality, writing processes and
metacognitive knowledge. This analysis sequenceallows for a coherent step-
by-step description of the studentsO L3 writing. Text quality is presented to
shed light on the influence of the intervention on the writing product, a
traditional classroom measure used to asses writing competence. Writing
processes are the main focus of this thesis and they are presented second, as
their development is better understood against the background of text
quality results. Finally, metacognitive knowledge in three studentsO
reflections helps to evaluate the previous results by adding the learners®
perspective and to gain insights, which are not necessarily visible in product
or process data.The following research questionsare posed in relation to the
12-week classroom intervention focusing on teaching composing and writing
strategies:

1. How is the quality of L3 German texts influenced?

2. How do the writing processes of the sevenfocus students develop?

3. How can the metacognitive knowledge of three of the focus
students be described?

1.2 Organisation of the  thesis

The thesis investigates L3 writing from three different perspectives: the
product, the process and the metacognition perspective.As a starting point,
a theoretical overview is provided, which locatesthe present study within the
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second language acquisition SLA)® research area Second, the method
section is presented, which includes study design, context, participants,
material and tools, procedure, an overview of the collected dataand ethical
considerations regarding this study. Thereafter, the thesis splits into three
components, which represent three perspectives on writing: the writing
product, the writing process and metacognition in writing. These form the
main pillars of this thesis. For each pillar, there is a specific theoretical
background, an analysis and a result section as well as a concluding
discussion.

In the final chapter, the results of the three perspectives arereconsidered,
discussedand integrated. Further, a number of pedagogicd implication s are
suggeded and finally, the thesis finish es with a discussion of limitations of
this study, its scientific contributions and suggestions for future research.
Table 1gives on overviewof the structure of this thesis.

This study contributes to research on writing in a foreign language,
particularly in relation to language instruction that utilises awareness -
raising approaches in general, and metacognition theory in particular.
Further its aim is to inspire foreign language teachers, particularly those of
L30s, to make more use of metacognitive reflections and writing strategies
when teaching writing.

Table 1. Overview of the thesis.

CHAPTER 2
THEORETICAL OVERVIEW
CHAPTER 3
METHOD
CHAPTER 4 CHAPTER 5 CHAPTER 6
WRITING PRODUCT WRITING PROCESS METACOGNITION IN
WRITING

Theoretical background | Theoretical background | Theoretical background
Analysis Analysis Analysis
Results Results Results
Discussion Discussion Discussion

CHAPTER 7

CONCLUSION

8

In the present study, SLA is used in a broad sense regarding any foreign language learnt after

the mother tongue. No distinction is made between acquisition and learning (see Krashen

1982).
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2 Theoretical overview

This study is located within the SLA research field. Learning as information

processing and the role of explicit learning as well as awareness will be
described as underlying theoretical key assumptions of this study. Further,
the theories about metacognition in learning and learner strategies and their
role in classroom and intervention research will be presented. Finally,
writing strategy instruction research is overviewed.

2.1 A cognitive approach to SLA

Discussions about how students learn foreign languages and accordingly,
how to teach them in the best and most effective way, havea long history.
Since the 1950s, numerouslanguage acquisition theories, foreign language
teaching theories and concrete methods have been developed(see Cook
2008; Edmondson & House 2000 for useful overviews).

Cognitive perspectives conceptualise learning as a cognitive process, in
which information is processed and new knowledge constructed. The L2
learner is seen as an actively involved participant, who learns by making
conscious effort, by engaging in different kinds of mental activities and by
using strategies (Hufeisen & Riemer 2010; Mitchell et al. 2013; Uhl Chamot
& OOMalley 1994

In general, cognitive approachesto SLA draw on cognitive psychology,
whose subject matter is Gnain internal psychological processes [...] for
example] attention, perception, learning and memory, language, problem
solving, reasoning and thinking O (Eysenck 2001: 1). Cognitive accounts of
SLA investigate to what degree these different processes underlie the
learning and use of an L2 Main concerns in cognitive SLA theory are
cognitive key mechanisms and functions that are central to L2 learning, for
example memory systems, explicit knowledge about language, skill
acquisition or conscious attention to form (Mitchell et al. 2013).

2.1.1 Definit ion of terms

Before the theoretical underpinnings of this study are elaborated on, some
fundamental terms require further explanation. These are the dichotomies of
declarative versus procedural and explicit versus implicit knowledge and the
conceptsof working memory and attention.

Declarative knowledge and procedural knowledge

In cognitive approaches to SLA, the dichotomy between declarative and

procedural knowledge is widely accepted (Gass & Selinker 2008; Mitchell et

al. 2013; Ellis, R.2008) and refers to two different ty pes of knowledge Gass
and Selinker (2008: 242) state Odeclarative knowledge is concerned with
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knowledge about somethingO It implies the learning and storage of facts,
which is usually explicit, conscious and transferable (Mitchell et al. 20 13).
With regards to language, declarative knowledye is also referred to as
metalinguistic knowledge or metalinguistic awareness (seeJessner 2006).

On the other hand, procedural knowledge relates to knowledgeabout how
to do something, that is, the QGnotor and cognitive skills that involve
sequencing informationO (Gass & Selinker 2008: 242). Procedural
knowledge is implicit, relatively inaccessible and hardly transferable
(Mitchell et al. 20 13). The relationship between declarative and procedural
knowledge has beendescribed as a continuum, in the sensethat declarative
knowledge slowly evolvesinto procedural knowledge after sufficient p ractice
(Ellis, R.2008) (seeskill-acquisition model in section 2.1.2).

Explicit knowledge and implicit knowledge

Closely related to the declarative-procedural knowledge dichotomy is the

distinction between implicit and explicit knowledge . N. Ellis (1994: 1) defines
implicit learning as the Oacquisition of knowledge about the underlying

structure of a complex stimulus environment by a process which takes place
naturally, simply and without conscious operationsO, while explicit learning

refers to Ga more conscious operation where the individual makes and tests
hypotheses in a search for structure.(q(p.1)

R. Ellis (2008) suggests that the explicit/implicit distinction describes the
presence of consciousness, while the procedural/declarative distinction
refers to the degree of controlthat learners may or may not have ower explicit
and implicit knowledge. Gass and Selinker (2008) propose that declarative
knowledge can be seen as the basis axplicit knowledge whereas procedural
knowledge underlies implicit knowledge. However, in their view, the main
difference is the concept of awareness as anissue regarding the explicit
versus implicit distinction . This corresponds to R. EllisO (2008) view and has
also been suggested in DeKeyser (2003),Doughty (2003) and N. Ellis
(2005). In order to be able to operationalise explicit and implicit knowledge,
R. Ellis (2008: 418) suggests a range ofcharacteristics, some of which are
illustrated in Table 2.

While most cognitivists agree that there are at least these two kinds of
knowledge representations and that procedural (or implicit) knowledge is
what SLA generally is striving for, the particular role of declarative (or
explicit) knowledge has been widely discussed (Bialystok 1978; DeKeyser
1998; Ellis, N. 1994; Ellis, R. 1994; Gass & Mackey 2006; Krashen 1982;
MacWhinney 1997; Paradis 2009). The central question refers to whether
there are connections and transfer processes between implicit and explicit
knowledge or not (for the so-called non-interface position see Krashen 1982;
for the opposing views and different kinds of interface positions see for
example Bialystok 1978; De Keyser 1998; Ellis, R. 1994;MacWhinney 1997).
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Table 2. Implicit and explicit knowledge (after Ellis, R. 2008: 418)

Criterion Implicit knowledge Explicit knowledge

Awareness Learner is intuitively Learner is consciously
aware. aware.

Type of knowledge Learner has procedural Learner has declarative
knowledge. knowledge.

Accessibility Knowledge is accessible by Knowledge is acessible
means of automatic only through controlled
processing. processing.

Use of L2 knowledge Knowledge is typically Knowledge is typically
accessed whera learneris accessed wheralearner
performing fluently. experiences a planning

difficulty.

Self-report Non-verbalisable. Verbalisable.

However, among the majority of more recent SLA theories there is a general
consensus about the relative effectiveness of exlicit learning and teaching
and the beneficial role of explicit knowledge in SLA (DeKeyser 2003;
Doughty 1991; Ellis, R. 2008; Long 1991; for a research synthesis see Norris
& Ortega 2000). Given that explicit knowledge is beneficial, the concept of
awarenes<’ receives a central role in learning and instruction.

Working memory and attention

One fundamental assumption in cognitive SLA approaches is the exisence of
different memory systems: a working memory and a long-term memory
(Baddeley 1999. Mitchell et al. (2013: 131) write that memory as a whole is
Qentral to learning, for establishing, storing, representing and accessing
representation during online processing®. Long-term memory is where
information as a product from processing is stored over long periods of time,
from which relevant inform ation is retrieved in order to solve tasks and
where the re-structuring of knowledge takes place. The capacity oflong-term
memory is seen as unlimited (Ellis, R. 2008; Shah & Miyake 1999.

Working memory holds an important role in SLA research becauseit is a
process-oriented construct and essential in providing Qemporary storage
and manipulation of the information necessaryfor such complex cognitive
tasks as language comprelension, learning, and reasoning®(Baddeley 1992:

9 In this study, the terms awareness and consciousness will be used synonymously. Following
Svalberg (2007), awareness can be seen as the result of a process of consciousnesssing
(Sharwood Smith 1981).
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556). Baddeley's model of working memory (see for example Baddeley[1992]
or Baddeley & Hitch [1974]) consists of two components: the first
component is the short-term memory, where information is encoded, held

and rehearsed for a short time. It is further divided into two Glave system€)
the so-called phonological memory, which stores and processes auditory and
verbal information, and the visuo-spatial sketchpad, which processes and
stores visual and spatial information . The second comporent is the central
executive (Baddeley 2007), which executes the two main mechanisms
regulation and control , and is required to carry out complex tasks (Baddeley
2003: 835), such asreasoning, selecting, inhibiting or activating (Kellogg

1996).

Working memory is a central term in SLA, because, as Williams (2012)
argues, it is exclusively relaed to those learning processes,which involve
intentional control and are explicit. Highly automated processes, on the
other hand, do not draw on working memory (MacA rthur & Graham 2016) .
In explicit learning and instruction, | earners are required to Qetain
metalinguistic information in memory whilst simultaneously produ cing and
comprehending languageOQ(Williams 2012: 436). Often, working memory is
used interchangeably with the notion of attention (Baddeley 1993), as for
example Robinson (2003: 633), who argues that working memory
corresponds to contents, which are within focal attention 1°. These comprise
information intake an d processing, control and decision-making (allocation
of attention to competing task demands), automatisation, response
execution and monitoring . Others have arguel that attentional processes
related to working and short-term memory are equal or result in what has
been called consciousness or awareness (Atkinson & Schiffrin 1971;
Robinson 2003).

In information -processing SLAresearch (see section2.1.2), bi-directional
processes between longterm memory and working mem ory are assumed.
Working memory and particularly the knowledge storage in short-term
memory is considered as the QyatewayOto long-term memory through
rehearsal and organisation. Further, working memory is seen as thepart of
long-term memory, which is currently activated depending on the cognitive
task at hand (Miyake & Shah 1999). Another assumption is that the capacity
of working memory, that is attentional resources, is limited, which has
implication s for the language comprehension and production in tasks that
require controlled processing. The more complex and less automatised the
task, the more demands also referred to as cognitive load (Sweller 1988),
are put on working memory. Hence, in the execution of a complex,
controlled and explicit language-learning task, for example foreign language

10 schmidt (1990) also argued that focal attention corresponds to what he called noticing.
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writing (see chapter 5), different writing constraints, such as language form
and text content, may compete for attentional resources (Skehan 1998).

2.1.2 Learning as information p rocessing and acquisition of

skills
Within the cognitive paradigm , SLA is generally seen as a cognitive skillthat
is, the performance of mental procedures (Anderson 1980). Information -
processing theories (see Anderson 1983, 1993; Altarriba & Basnight-Brown
2009; McLaughlin & Heredia 1996; Shiffrin & Schneider 1977) have been
used to explain how information is stored in memory, how new information
is acquired and what the role of explicit knowledge and awarenessin this
process might be (OOMadey & Chamot 1990). In particular skill -acquisition
theory (Anderson 1983) models how learners acquire skills in a gradual
transition from controlled processes (or explicit knowledge) to automatic
processes (implicit knowledge) over time , stressing the role of extensie
practice (R. Ellis 2008) . This three-step development isshown in Table 3.

Three main stages describe this transition from controlled to automatised
processing (Shiffrin & Schneider 1977, 1984). First, learners establish explicit
knowledge in form of abstract concepts and concrete examples, for example
in foreign language classrooms with the help of teachers and teaching
material. This knowledge enables learners to describe how to communicate
in the foreign language, but does not allow skilled performance. This
knowledge is temporarily stored in working memory. Maintaining and using
them requires attentional control and a high level of working memory
capacity. Hence, controlled processing is usually slow and arduous (Shiffrin
& Schneider 1984).

In the second stage of this model, knowledge is being put into action and
repeatedly practised, which usually reduces the amount of errors. Further,
the established declarative knowledge from the earlier presentation stage
might still be accessible, but the learner begins to perform in a more
proceduralised way, and hence fluently. Finally, after sufficient practice,
proceduralised knowledge can become automatised, which means that it
does not require effort and attentional control (Mitchell et al. 2013) .
Controlled processes are generally fast, parallel and relatively effortless
(Shiffrin & Schneider 1984). However, the learner is usually no longer able to
articulate the rules and knowledge behind the procedure, which leads to the
processes being no longr under control and difficult to modify or suppress
(OOMalley & Chamot 1990).

A number of features of this model are of particular importance for the
present study. First, information -processing theories assign explicit
knowledge a decisive role in SLA.Second, a large part of L2 knowledge starts
from being declarative (at least in formal learning contexts), before it
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Table 3. Stages of skill acquisition (after Mitchell etal . 2013: 139) .

1. Presentation
¥ is established bylearners as explicit knowledge
Declarative ¥ is provided asinformation by the teacher, teaching
knowledge material or own observations
¥  its representations are activated in working memory
¥ maintaining its representation require s attentional
control
¥ s constrained by limited capacity of working memory
¥ isrelatively easy transferable to other tasks

2. Practice
Procedural ¥ declarative knowledge is put into action and skill is
knowledge performed
¥  knowledge is prone to restructuring due to perceived
difficulties

¥ demands are reducedon working memory
¥ is harder to transfer to other tasks

3. Production

¥  requires extensive practice
¥  does not require attentional resources
¥ can be integrated with other skills

Automatised
knowledge

becomes proceduralised over time and after extensive practice. Third,
knowledge types differ in the degree of transferability. While declarative
knowledge is easier to transfer to other contexts, language skills and tasks,
automatised knowledge, in contrast, is context and skill-specific (Mitchell et
al. 2013). Fourth, even though fully proceduralised knowledge might not be
transferable between different skills, it might be analysed in an awareness
raising process and be accessible in the declarative system. Thus, the
declarative system can, to a certain degree, assist intransferring already
proceduralised knowledge by analysing it consciously andusing it for other
contexts.

OOMalley andChamot (1990), in their review of AndersonOs model of
cognitive skill learning (1983), incorp orated strategic processing aspart of
learning. For them, strategies are just another kind of skill to be learned;
hence they undergo the samedevelopment from controlled to au tomatised
processes. Consequently, strategiesthat is activities to facilitate the learning
process, can be instructed explicitly to assist other types of cognitive skills
(for example text comprehension or production) and may become
proceduralised after repetitive practice. However, once stored as procedural
knowledge, they may not be transferred to other contexts. In this case,
assistancein the analysis of this proceduralised strategy knowledge as a part
of SLA instruction is needed, for example through conscious reflection, in
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order to make it accessible for other tasksand learning more effectively. This
procedure is the core principle of the strategy-based teaching approach,
which has been adopted in this thesisand will be described in further detalil
in section 2.2.3.

Pedagogical implication of information-processing — explicitness and
awareness

From a pedagogical point of view, information -processing models are useful
theoretical frameworks for SLA teaching methods that involve explicit
instruction as a key feature. Language awareness, as one strand in SLA
research, has evolved asa rather broad term for applied SLA concepts
stressing the role of awareness or consciousness as a crucial aspect of
development of foreign language proficiency (C. Schmidt, 2010).

Most awareness research citesR. Schmidt (1990), who used the term
consciousnessand considered it to facilitate a number of aspects in learning.
R. Schmidt distinguished between consciousness as awareness, intention
and knowledge. Consciousnessas awareness is explained as a threefold
construct consisting of perception, noticing and understanding. While pure
perception may not necessarily be consciousnoticing and understanding are
processes, which are facilitative in explicit instruction. Mitchell et al. (201 3:
146) describe roticing as Ghe processes of bringing some stimulus to focal
attention 3L Understandin g refers to the analysis and comparison of what
has been noticed.R. Schmidt (1990) argues that thinking, problem solving
and metacognition belong to this level of consciousness. Thus, consciousness
as awareness, particularly on the level of noticing and understanding, are
crucial to language learning processes, even thoughR. Schmidt (1990)
himself did not consider them as absolutely necessary for learning, only as
beneficial.

In the last two decades, language awareness has become a prominent SLA
research field and been defined asGxplicit knowledge about language, and
conscious perception and sensitivity in language learning, language teaching
and language useO (Svalberg 2007: 288) This definition illustrates t he
broadness of the field. Jamesand Garrett (1991) introduced a division of
language awareness into five domains. They distinguished between the
affective, the social, the power, the cognitive and the performance domain.
The main focus of language awareness research has been on the cognitive

11 In this context, attention is another commonly used term in SLA, which has been studied
extensively on its own. It is generally described as a regulating process tha leads to
awareness through for example selecting information, focusing, inhibiting distractions,
activating concepts, coordinating participation (Robinson et al. 2012). However, there are
different conceptualisations of attention and its role for learnin g (see also Tomlin & Villa
1994; Robinson 1995).
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domain, which refers to awareness about entities, categories, patterns and
rules of language(Schmidt, C. 2010), that are basically grammar and lexicon.
This domain of language awareness has found its application in instruction
concepts like the so-called Gocus-on-form O approach (Long 1991 41) or
Onput enhancementO(Robinson et al. 2012: 258; Sharwood Smith 1993).

However, more and more researchers for example Borg 1994; T3Snshoff
1997) stress the importance of what James and Garrett (1991) called the
performance domain, which is the awarenessraising process of making
implicit p rocesses explicit. This domain might as well be called language
learning awareness and is one of the key elements in several overlapping
applied SLA research fields, for example self-regulation (DSrnyei & Skehan
2003), metacognition (Hartman 2001; Tarricone 2011; Weinert & Kluwe
1987), language learner strategies (Cohen & Macaro 2007; Macaro 2001,
OOMalley & Chamot 1990; Oxford 1990; Wenden 1991) and learner
autonomy (Benson 2011). In recent years, also resarch in mul tilingual
learning (Aronin & Hufeisen 2009; Cenoz & Genesee1998; Cenoz & Gorter
2011; T Laoire 2006) and third language learni ng (Cenoz, Hufeisen &
Jessner 2001; Cenoz & Jessner 2000; DeAngelis 2007; Hufeisen &
Lindemann 1998) has stressed the notion of awareness as a decisive
characteristic of multilingual learners due to their richer foreign language
learning experiences (see for exampleCenoz & Gorter 2011;Hufeisen 2000;
Mi §ler 1999).

In the present study, the focus is on foreign language learning in relation
to metacognitive strategies. Thus, metacognition in learning and language
learner strategies serve as theoretical and pedagogical foundationsIn both
concepts, language learning awareness plays a crucial rolén that it enables
students to reflect upon themselves as learners andupon their learning, to
allocate attentional resources when solving problems (or tasks) and to
manage their learning processes.Metacognition is generally divided into two
components: metacognitive knowledge and regulation (see for example
Flavell 1979; Schraw 1998; Wenden 1998) Both are seen as crucial in
successful language learning.Various researchers for example OOMalley &
Chamot 1990; Oxford 2011; Wenden 1991)have established the connection
between metacognition in language learning and learner strategies. It is
particularly the metacognitive regulation component that is considered to be
identical, or at least overlapping, with what strategy research called
metacognitive strategies (OOMalley & Chamot 1990)However, in this study
the bigger concept of metacognition is worked with in the first place, because
the inherent knowledge component is seen as crucial and was, among other
aspects, investigated in this study.
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2.2 Metacognition in language learning

Metacognition refers to internal representations of cognition (Hack er 1998;
Paris & Winograd 1990) and has its roots in memory research and
psycholinguistics. The concept entered learning theory (see for example
Artzt & Armour-Thomas [2001] for learning mathematics or Tanner [2012]
for learning biology) and particularly language learning theory since the
1990s (Hacker et al. 2008; Hartman 2001; Tarricone 2011; Wenden 1991).
The role of metacognition has generally been described as a positive learning
factor, for example in order to gain academic success (Zimmerman &
Bandura 1994), for the development of learner autonomy (Victori & Lockhart
1995), for the development of learner strategies and selfregulated learning
(Wenden 2001) and for the quality and effectiveness of learning (Hartmann
2001; Paris & Winograd 1990; Schraw 1998; Wenden 1998). While these
benefits seem to have found a wide acceptance among researchers and
practitioners , the definition of what metacognition actually involves is still a
topic for discussion.

Flavell (1979: 906) defined it initially as Oknowledge and cognition about
cognitive phenomenaQ Others have specified these cognitive phenomena as
thoughts about our emotions, memories, thoughts, activities (Nelson &
Narens 1994), thoughts aboutoneOswn and other peopleOs thoughts\(ictori
& Lockhart 1995; Wenden 1998) or just thoughts about thoughts (Anderson
2008). Metacognitive learners have been described as béng able to develop
ideas about learning processes,to develop strategies andto solve problems
(Anderson 2002; Anstey 1988); further they are self-regulated, that is they
plan, organise, monitor, regulate and evaluate (Zimmerman 1986). Gourgey
(2001: 18) suggests that Ometacognition enables one to use knowledge
strategically to perform most efficiently.O

One main problem about the concept of metacognition is to distinguish it
clearly from cognition ( Brown 1987; Veenman et al. 2006; Weinert & Kluwe
1987) as both processes can neither be observed nor is it possible to directly
link visible behaviour to their occurrences Nelson and Narens (1990)
proposed a model in order to illustrate the distinction between cogniti on and
metacognition, which is presented in Figure 1.

In this model, there is no reference to external reality, but all levels are of
psychological nature. The object level refers to cognitive processing, while
the meta-level refers to metacognitive processing, which also includes a
representation of cognitive processes. Between these two levels there is a
permanent flow of information, which is subsumed under the terms control
and monitoring. Monitoring implies that the metacognitive representation
of the object level is continually updated, while control processes refer to the
initiation of changing, continuing or finishing processes on the object level.
Both information flows are simultaneously active and direct the object level
in an appropriate, meaningful and effective way (Kuhn 2000). For exa mple,

30



Theoretical overview

Meta-Level

Control Monitoring Flow of information

Object-Level

Figure 1. Model of metacognition (Nelson & Narens 1990: 126).

while cognitive processes are required to execute a specific learning task and
to reach a learning goal (for example memorising a grammatical rule),
metacognitive processes can be helpful in monitoring the execution and
judging how successful the cognitive processing ha been (for example
observing whether the particular memorising was helpful in the particular
context) (Hacker 1998; Schraw 1998).

Cognition and metacognition are interdependent and interwoven, which
makes it methodologically difficult to investigate them. Common notions to
distinguish the two concepts are consciousness and purpsefulness (Hacker
1998; Nelson 1996; Paris & Winograd 1990 Wenden 1998). However, others
have expressed the concern that repetitive and routinised use of
metacognitive activities can become automatic (Flavell & Wellman 1977) and
that a number of observation and evaluation processes can fn in the
background® and only become conscious in particular key moments
(Veenman et al. 2006: 6). Thus, students may not be aware of the fact that
they use metacognitive processes in theirlearning, as these processes have
become routinised.

As such, this does not seem to be problematic, haever, the
automatisation represents a problem when metacognitive processes are not
transferred or modified in new situations, learning tasks or languages. This
problem is in fact in line with assumptions expressed in the information -
processing model described in section 2.1.2. There it was argued that
proceduralised knowledge might have to bemade conscious and analysed in
order for the learner to instrumentalise it as explicit knowledge and transfer
it to other contexts. This conclusion holds for metacognition as well.
Metacognitive processing, such as planning or reviewing, may become
tran sferred from an automatised to controlled and conscious use, in order to
make it applicable in different contexts, where it has not yet been included in
task-solving activities.
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In section 2.2.1, the widely accepted distinction between metacognitive
knowledge and regulation is presented. Often, this distinction is seen to be in
accordance with the declarative and procedural knowledge dichotomy
(Hacker 1998; Kluwe 1982; Kuhn 2000; Paris & Winograd 1990; Schraw
1998). However, in this study it is assumed that declarative and procedural
knowledge is better described as theoretical erd points of a continuum, on
which metacognitive knowledge tends to be more declarative while
metacognitive regulation tends to be procedural. The possibilities of transfer
were described in section2.1.1

2.2.1 Metacognitive knowledge

Metacognitive knowledge refers to a personOs knowledgebout cognitive

processes Flavell (1979) introduced the classification in metacognitive task,

person and strategy knowledge, which is widely accepted Task knowledge
refers to the goal, character and challenge of a specific task, how it
contributes to learning and what skills are required to accomplish it

(Wenden 1998). Metacognitive person knowledge refers to knowledge about
oneOsown character traits, oneOsown learning processes and cognitive
competence @& well as oneOsown knowledge (Weinert & Kluwe 1987).

Further it refers to what the learner assumes to be true regarding the
influence of internal variables on learning effectiveness and success,for

example age or motivation (Wenden 1998). Metacognitive strategy

knowledge refers to general knowledge about the nature of strategies and
specific knowledge regarding their use and effectiveness. Different

researchas have set different foci on each of these three components (see
Paris & Winograd [1990] for person knowledge, Kuhn & Pearsall [1998] for

task knowledge and Wenden [1998] for strategy knowledge), however, all

three are strongly connected and meaningful for metacognitive processes
and learning success. Brown (1987) raised the concern thatlearnersO
metacoghniti ve knowledge is highly subjective and does not necessarily mirror

the truth. For this reason, Paris & Winograd (1990) suggesta needto reflect

and discuss metacognitive knowledge in order to detect and correct
misleading assumptions.

2.2.2 Metacognitive regulation [strategies

Metacognitive regulation refers to different process-oriented aspects of
metacognition, such as planning, strategies, monitoring and revision (Brown
1987; Paris & Winograd 1990). Different terms have been used in the
literature, such as cognitive selfmanagement (Paris & Winograd 1990),
metacognitive strategies and selfregulation (Brown 1987; Wenden 1998),
regulation of cognition (Schraw 1998), metacognitive skill and experience
(Hacker 1998) or monitoring and control (T obias & Everson 2000).
Metacognitive control is particula rly important for learning, as it enables
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learners to draw conclusions from previous experiences and adapt to new
situations and contexts.

Metacognitive regulation is the component of metacognition that
corresponds to what has been labelled Ometacognitive strategies@ the
research area of learner strategies(OOMalley & Chamot 190; Oxford 1990;
Macaro 2001). As research in learner strategies with regard to foreign
language learning has a longer tradition than metacognition, a short outline
of the findings from this area will be presented with a focus on metacognitive
strategies.

Learner strategies

Language learner strategy'? research has its theoretical foundations in
cognitive psychology (Bimmel 2010) and started to evolve in the 1970s.Early
studies on learner strategies were rather descriptive and via self-report,
interviews and questionnaires identified what Ogood languag learnersOdid
in order to recommend good practice for learning (Rubin 1975; Stern 1975)
Later work focused on interventional programmes to teach students the
identified strategies and improve their performance (for example Naiman et
al. 1978). Interest in this field reached a peak in the 1990s, when a number of
comprehensive books were published introducing specific strategy
classifications (O«Malley & Chamot 1990; Oxford 1990; Wenden 199)).
Oxford (2011) gives on overview of a number of SLA fields thathave been
associated with strategy research,for example self-regulation and autonomy
(Holec 1981, Dickinson 1987) metacognition theory (Flavell 1979),
sodocultural theory (Vygotsky 1962 Donato & McCormick 1994) and
information processing theory (Anderson 1983; OOMalley et al. 1987;
OOMalley & Chamot 1990).

Strategies are used in order to construct, memorise, retrieve and control
knowledge (TSnshoff 2003). Accordingly, Oxford (2011: 167) describes
learner strategies as @e learnerOs goatlirected actions for improving
language proficiency or achievement, completing a task, or making learning
more efficient, more effective, and easier.ODue to a number of influential
disciplines, there is not one consistently used definition of strategies.
Further, discussions regarding explicitness and consciousness corespond to
the difficulties described for di scussions regarding information processing
models. Thus, it is assumed that strategies can be represented in the

12 |n the literature, both learner strategies and learning strategies are used. According to
Macaro (2001), learning strategy is a sub-ordinated term of learner strategies, as it implies
that the goal of the strategy use is learning, while learner strategy also implies activities,
which might not have learning as the primary goal. Following OxfordOs (2011) definition, in
this study learner strategy is used as a superordinate term acknowledging that learners nmight
use strategies to complete a task.
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learnerOs mind as declarative or proceduraknowledge (see section 2.1.3,
that is they may be conscious in initial stages of learning and become
automatised over time (OOMalley & Chamot 1990).In addition, they have
also been defined asmental activities, which might result in obse rvable
behaviour (Uhl Chamot 2004), which however has beendiscussed critically
(seeMacaro 2006).

A range of strategy categorisations was developed from descriptive
studies. The two most commonly known ones distinguish between direct
(memory, cognitive and compensation) and indirect (metacognitive, affective
and social) strategies (Oxford 1990) and metacognitive, cognitive and sociat
affective strategies (OOMalley & Chamot 1990).Table 4 illustrates the
classification according to OOMalleyand Chamot (1990), which emerged
from cognitive psychology research and has one of its foundations in
FlavellOs (1979) notion of metacognition

Cognitive strategies refer to mental processes, which directly concern the
learning and/or use of the target language and are intended to faciitate
information processing and knowledge construction processes. Cognitive
strategies are rather task- and skill-specific, for example hypothesis-testing
in reading or memory strategies in vocabulary learning. Social and affective
strategies comprise al strategies that involve interaction with another
person, such asa peer, or the conscious management of affective statessuch

Table 4. Learning strategies  classification (OOMalley & Chamot 1990: 46)

Classification Strategies Definition
Metacognitive Selective Focusing on special aspects of learning tasks.
strategies attention
Planning Planning for the organisation of either written or spoken
discourse.
Monitoring Reviewing attention to a task, comprehension of

information that should be remembered, or production
while it is occurring.

Evaluation Checking comprehension or production after completing a
language task.
Cognitive Rehearsal Repeating items to be remembered.
strategies Organization Grouping and classification of items.
Inferencing Using information to guess, predict or complete.
Summarizing Intermittently synthesizing what one has heard to ensure
the information has been retained.
Deducting Applying rules to the understanding of language.
Imagery Using visual images to understand and remember new
information.
Transfer Using known information to facilitate a new learning task.
Elaboration Linking and integrating new ideas with known
information.
Social/affective  Cooperation Working with peers to solve problems, check notes, or get
strategies feedback.
Questioning Eliciting from a teacher or peer additional explanation.
for clarification
Self-talk Using mental redirection of thinking.
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as anxiety and nervousness. Of major importance for this study are

metacognitive strategies, which organise and support learning and the use of
cognitive strategies. According to OOMalleyand Chamot (1990: 44) they are
best described as Bigher order executive skills that may entail planning for,

monitoring, or evaluating the success of a learning activityO Metacognitive

strategies ae transferable between skills and tasks and particularly
characterised by their scaffolding function in organising complex SLA tasks

and in focussing single exeaition steps (Oxford 1990).

As already mentioned earlier in this section, a clear-cut distinction
between cognitive and metacognitive strategiesis not easy to maintain due to
their interwoven occurrence and matters of automatisation and (sub-)
consciousness. Macaro (2001) attempts to account for this difficulty in
suggesting a number of continua to describe strategies, in which the end
points refer to general tendencies. As Table 5 shows, netacognitive
strategies, for example, havethe tendency to be consdéously deployed, easier
to articulate , evaluative and so forth.

Despite these categorial inconsistencies, thefocus of this study will b e on
metacognitive strategies. As mentioned repeatedly, metacognitive processes
seem to be of particular use in languageinstruction because they tend to be
explicit, conscious, verbalisable and teachable. Further, they are more easily
transferable to different tasks and can support students in their learning.
Researchers havefrequently reported that highly proficient stud ents apply
strategies at a higher frequency (see Oxford 1999 for an overview) and also
argued that particularly the knowledge and use of metacognitive strategies
are characteristics of successful language learners (OOMalley & Chamot 1990;
Macaro 2001; Pawlak 2011; T3Snshoff 2003). However, there are also
contradictory findings (Chen 1990; Cohen 1998).

Table 5. Continua to describe strategies (Macaro 2001: 24)

Cognitive < - Meltacog nitit{e/
< > social/affective
subconscious conscious
automatised controlled
difficult to articulate easier to articulate
non-evaluative evaluative
primary support
natural taught
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2.2.3 Metacognition in foreign language teaching N
interventional approaches

A number of researchers consider the systematic and explicit instruction of
metacognition as a possibility of enhanced learning (Flavell 1979; Paris &
Winograd 1990). Both metacognitive knowledge and metacognitive
strategies arecrucial in this learning pr ocess as they areinterdependent. As
early as 1979, Flavell noted that strategies could only be applied in a
controlled manner if students have sufficient task, person and strategy
knowledge at their disposal. Uhl Chamot and OOMalley (1994 372) for
example argue that OMetacognition [E] may be the major factor in
determining effectiveness of individualsO attemptsto learn another language
and [E] explicit metacognitive knowledge about task characteristics and
appropriate strategies for task solution is a major determiner of language
learning effectiveness.O

For example, solving a particular language task can only ke monitored and
regulated when learners can reflect on what they know about the task
requirements and their previous experiences in solving this type of task. In
turn, applying metacognitive strategies enables learners to build up richer
structures of metacognitive knowledge, which may be used in other contexts.
Wenden (1998) evaluates thisability to accessmetacognitive knowledge as a
necessary precondtion for effective strategy use Most approaches to
strategy instruction have aimed, at least implicitly, to develop the knowledge
component as well (seeMacArthur 2012 for an overview) and several studies
have shown that for example metacognitive knowledge regarding writing ,
that is writing knowledge, is a key factor in the development of writing skill s
(Graham 2006b; Graham & Harris 2005 ; Kellogg 1987; McCutchen 1986,
2000 ; Sasaki & Hirose 1996;Schoonen & De Glopper 1996; Victori 1999.

Unlike metacognitive knowledge, the role of metacognitive strategies in
learning has been stressed more widely due to the early practical orientation
in strategy research As Pawlak (2011) notes,from the beginning of strategy
research interest, there has been a strong pedagogicaffocus in the field,
which manifested itself in learner strategy intervention research and resulted
in a number of strategy-based instruction models. Strategy interventions
intend to change learners® behaviour regarding strategy use in order to test
its effects on languagelearning outcome (Macaro 2001; Uhl Chamot 2001).

The general procedure of a strategybased instruction programme has
been described in a number of models for example the Cognitive Academic
Language Learning Approach (Uhl Chamot & OOMalley 1994),Self-
Regulated Strategy Development (Harris et al. 2008) or the Learner
Strategies Training Cycle (Macaro 2001) (see also Cohen 1998; Harris &
Graham 1996; O'Malley & Chamot 1990; Oxford 1990; Uhl Chamot et al.
1999).
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Despite the stress onsingle aspects within the particular programme and
slightly different ter minology, there is general consensus abat the main
intervention steps and their order . These steps are:

¥ Initial identification of the learner strategies already applied by the
learners

¥ Raising awareness regarding the purpose and value of particular
learner strategies

¥ Demonstration and modeling by the teacher

¥ Offering sufficient opportunities to practis e in avariety of tasks

¥ Reflection and self-evaluation

Additionally, researchers have offered advice regading methodological and
practical issues in learner strategy instruction. For example, strategies
should be introduced explicity and integrated into regular classroom
instruction (Cohen 1998; Graham & Harris 2000; OOMalley & Chamot 1990
Uhl Chamot 2004, 2005). Further, the studentsO mother tongue sbuld not
be excluded but considered a valuable aid in learner training (Grenfell &
Harris 1999; Macaro 2001). Moreover, strategy instruction should be related
to problems, which students encounter in their language learning practice
and they should be able to recognise immediate success. Finally,
metacognitive strategies should be prioritised initially and the planning and
implementation of these should take learner variation into consideration
(Pawlak 2011; TSnshoff 2003; Uhl Chamot et al. 1999).

Strategy interventions have been applied to different language
competences and skills There is an inconsistent picture of the overall
success of strategy instruction, often due to a broad diversity of study
designs, no account of various studyrelated information and lack of control
group and/or delayed post-test. Nevertheless, the skills of reading and
writing seem to be more amenable to strategy instruction than listening and
speaking (Pawlak 2011), which is reflected in a higher number of studies in
these fields. The largest amount of research has beenconducted on reading
comprehension (MacArthur 20 12) (see for example McNamara [2007] for a
general reading comprehension strategy review and lkeda & Takeuchi
[2003] and Oxford et al. [2004] for applications in SLA). The second largest
amount of strategy-based instruction has been conducted on writing.

Writing strategies and writing strategy instruction

Within the framework of a cognitively oriented process -approach to writing ,
writing strate gies are actions and procedures to control the management of
the writing process, compensate for the limited capacity of cognitive
resources and overcome problems (Manch—n 2001). They areslsewhere
referred to as composing behaviours (Raimes 1987), writing techniques and
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procedures (Pennington & So 1993), or production processes (Whalen &
MZnard 1995). The variety in terminology points to inconsistencies
regarding how writing strategies are conceptualised and operationalised in
different studies. In overviews, Manch—n(2001) and Manch—n et al. (2007
distinguish between broad and narrow writing strategy conceptualisation s.

Broad conceptualisations equate writing strategies with practically any
writing sub-process, that is planning (brainstorming, organising ideas,
setting goals), writing (rehearsing, pausing, translating) and revising (re-
reading, evaluating, editing) (Hayes & Flower 1980; Graham 2006b). Victori
(1997) adopted such a macro perspective, but based her distinction on the
threefold categorisation of metacognitive strategies: planning, monitoring
and evaluation (seeOOMalley & ChamotOs strategy cgtarisation in Table 4).
Particularly this approach to writing has been taken by Hacker et al. (2009),
who consider writing in itself as metacognition, that is Giltering Othoughts
via writing them down (see chapter 6).

Narrow conceptualisations refer to strategies as more specific actions
within the composing process (Manch—n et al. 20@’). These may becontrol
mechanisms or problem-solving behaviour and refer to specific actions like
backtracking (Wolfersb erger 2003) or reformulation ( R. Zimmerman 2000) .
The current study is oriented towards the broad concept of writing strategies
and specifically uses the metacognition-inspired distinction of planning,
monitoring and evaluation.

Writing strategy instructi on refers to the teaching of more @ophisticated
composing strategies)(Graham 2006 a: 188) and aims for changing studentsO
composing behaviour through more effective ways to compose a text.
MacArthur (2012) further highlights that these procedures are taught
integrated with declarative knowledge, for example regarding the content
area, writing genre, text structure, and potential audience. This stresses once
more the role of metacognitive knowledge in strategy instruction. Three
larger meta-analyses re@rding the effect of writing instruction have been
conducted (Hillocks 1986; Graham 2006 a; Graham & Perin 2007). A general
finding was that the focus of instruction explains variatio n in text quality and
that particularly strategy instruction in writing has the largest effect sizes
(compared to other instructional approaches such as collaborative writing,
prewriting or sentence combining), which could also be maintained over
time and generalised. However, most of the analysed studies werefocused on
students with learning difficulties or other struggling writers. In  the
following section, the focus will be narrowed down to writing instruction for
foreign language writers.

Writing strategy instruction in a foreign language

Writing is often described as a process of problemsolving, which is
perceived as difficult by students (Bereiter & Scardamalia 1987 Flower &
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Hayes 1981, Hayes & Flower 198Q. Compared to writing in oneOsL1,
composing in an L2 or additional languages puts an even heavier cognitive
load on students. Even though the basic underlying processes of writing
described in the cognitive processmodels of writing might be similar in L1
and L2 (Hall 1990; Krapels 1990; Pennington & So 1993 Uzawa 1996, there
are a number of factors that are distinct in L2 and in consequence make
writing more complex and demanding.

In the first place, it can be assumed that limitation s in linguistic resources
cause writers to pay most attention to language form and lexical choices
(Cumming 2001). Due to the limitations of cognitive capacities, less
attention tends to be paid to other dimensions of writing, such as text
organisation, generation of complex ideas or rhetorical features (Graham &
Harris 2000; Kellogg 199 6; Roca de Larios et al. 199; Uzawa & Cumming
1989; Whalen & MZnard 1995). In order to account for such problems in L2
writing caused by limitations of working memory (seesection 5.1.1regarding
the role of working memory in writing ) Schoonen et al. (2009) proposed the
Inhibition Hypothesis. In line with others (Jones & Tetroe 1987; Manch—n et
al. 2009; Schoonen et al. 2003; Whalen & MZnard 1995) they suggest that
studentsO common focus on formal aspects of a texuts such a heavy loal
on working memory, that the retrieval of meta cognitive writing knowledge
and writing experience from long -term memory is inhibited. Hence, students
with a lower language proficiency are likely to spend most of their time
formulating the text instead of distributing their att entional resources more
evenly, utilising their met acognitive knowledge and carrying out
metacognitive strategies such as planning, monitoring and revising (Ortega
2009).

Studies regarding strategies in foreign language writing are either
desaiptive or interventional, with the latter still underrepresented.
Following the broad conceptualisation of writing strategies ( Manch—n 2002,
desaiptive work has investigated writersO straggy use in managing L2
writing ( for example Hirose & Sasaki 1994; Jones & Tetroe 1987; Kobayashi
& Rinnert 1992; Manch—net al. 2000; Roca de Larios et al. 1999; Sasaki
2000; Sasaki & Hirose 1996; Sengupta 2000; Stevenson et al. 2006; Whalen
& MZnard 1995; Zimmerman 2000). Further, focus has been on how L1
influences the deployment of several sub-processes in L2 writing (for
example Cumming 1990; Jones & Tetroe 1987; Kobayashi & Rinnert 1992;
Manch—n & Roca de Larios 2007pSasaki& Hirose 1996; Whalen & MZnard
1995; Wolfersberger 2003). Additionally, learner internal factors, such as L2
proficiency (Manch—n & Roca de Larios 200&; Sasaki 2000; Sasaki &
Hirose 1996; Whalen & MZnard 1995) or writing competence (Sasaki 2000;
Victori 1997; Whalen & MZnard 1995) and learner external factors, such as
task type (Ellis & Yuan 2004; Manch—n et al. 200Q 2009), topic (Manch—n
et al. 2000) and time (Roca de Larios et al. 2008, Sasaki 2004) have been

39



Chapter 2

investigated in relation to strategy use Moreover, it has been studied how
strategies aretransferred across languages(Hirose & Saski 1994 Pennington
& S0 1993 Uzawa 1996;Wolfersberger 2003).

Compared to descriptive studies, research on the influence of strategy
instruction in foreign language writing is relatively scarce. A number of
investigations are relevant for the present study and will be briefly described.
Their instruction focus is either a cognitively oriented foreign language
writing process approach or writing strate gies in foreign language writing .
Since there is alack of research invedigating specifically L3, the overview
exclusively contains studies involving L2 (according to the given language
background information in the studies).

The studies included were mainly carried out in u niversity environments
and researchers used either single-group or control -group-designs. The
reported length of instruction ranged from 42 hours (Lee 2002) to one year
(Sengupta 2000), however it should to be taken into consideration that in
some cases, interventions might be short and intensive and others rather
long, but with spread-out instructional units. Further, t he type of data
collected varies and is in most cases multiple. Except for Ching (2002), all
researchers collected and analysed studentsO texts, and the majority
additionally conducted questionnaires (Ching 2002; Macaro 2001; Yasuda
2011), tests (Hirose & Sasaki 2000), interviews (Lee 2002; Sengupta 2000)
or stimulated -recall interviews and video-recordings (Sasaki 2000, 2002,
2004) in order to investigate the influence of strategy instruction. The focus
of the instruction was either on writing str ategies in general (Macaro 2001,
planning and/or revision (Sasaki 2000; Sengupta 2000) or on specific
strategies, such as selfmonitoring (Creswell 2000), self -regulation (Ching
2002) reader-orientation (Sengupta 2000), genre awareness (Hirose &
Sasaki 2000; Yasuda 2011), coherence (Lee 20B) or translation from L1 to
L2 (Cohen & Brooks-Carson 2001). In order to evaluate the effect of
instructional programmes, success was operationaised as the effect or
influence on text quality (Cohen & Brooks-Carson 2001; Hirose & Sasaki
2000), either in terms of grammatical accuracy (Macaro 2001) or global
features such as organisation and coherence(Lee 2002). Sasaki further
investigated writing fluency in h er three consecutive studies (2000, 2002,
2004). Others looked at the development of general language and learning
competence (Creswell 2000; Yasuda 2011), the deployment of strategies
(Creswell 2000; Sasaki 2000, 2002) or learner-internal factors (Ching 2002;
Macaro 2001; Sengupta 2000).

Creswell (2000) conducted a study with seven ltalian adult learners of
English who were given a four-week writing program me focusing on self-
monitoring. In this study, self -monitoring was taught through writing
annotations while producing a text, in which the participantsOown problems
in composing should be detected and verbalised. Creswell collected fourtexts
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(including annotations) by each learner and inductively analysed the types of
annotations written. In the presentation of his results, he only refers to the
post-instruction state and shows that one third of studentsO annotations
referred to higher-order concerns of composing (content, organisation and
translation) and the rest belonged to linguistic concerns. Creswell judges this
as a success considering the time constraints of the task given. Further he
showed that the students we able to explicitly describe their intentions
through annotations and that this strategy encouraged them to extend their
produ ctive language resources.

In his study with six classes of 14 and 15year-old English learners of
French, Macaro (2001) investigated the influence of five months of
instruction on metacognitive writing strategies in three treatment classes In
the post-test, the treatment groups scored significantly better in grammatical
accuracy. In additional questionnaires, they also reported to rely less on the
teacher, to be more selective in their use of the dictionary, and to be more
careful about their written wo rk.

Cohen and Brooks-Carson (2001) explored the effects of the L1 on the
quality of essays written in French by 39 English- and Spanish-speaking
university students. Students were instructed to either write directly in
French or to write the essay first in their L1, then translate it into French.
The results revealed that essayswritten directly in L2 were of higher quality
than those, which had been translated.

The effects of instruction in metaknowledge and journal writing on the
argumentative writing co mpetence of 83 Japanese university students of
English were the research interests in Hirose and SasakiDs(2000) study.
Over a 12week course, one group received instruction in metaknowledge
regarding argumentative writing only, the other group was instructed in both
metaknowledge regarding the text type argumentation and journal writing.
Both groups received a pre and post metaknowledge test andwrote a pre-
and post-text. The compositions were rated with an analytical rating scheme
including the dimensions content, organisation, language use, \ocabulary
and mechanics. The results showed that group onegained significantly more
metaknowledge, but did not increase text quality. Group two also showed
significantly more metaknowledge and improved writing mechanics, which
is spelling, capitalisation, punctuation, paragraphing and handwriting.
However, in a between-group comparison, the two groups did not show any
significant difference in the post-text scores, which led Hirose and Saski to
the concdusion that neither of the two instruction types can be claimed to
have a greater effect on writing.

Sasaki (2000) investigated the writing processes of 8 Japanese English
novice writers when composing argumentative texts. She analysedmultiple
data sources, such as texts, videotapedpausing behaviour and stimulated
recall. She showed that after six months of writing instruction, focused o n
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writing process strategies such as planning and revising students in fact
decreased the amount of used strategies butalso changedtheir repertoire to
more expert strategies such as @-readingO and Oglobal planning®owever,
the instruction had neither a positive effect on writing fluency nor a
significant effect on text quality .

In a later study, Sasaki (2002) compared 34 Japanese learnersO processes
(12 experts and 22 novices)in writing argumentative texts in English. The
novices receivedtwo semesters of process writing (planning and revising in
particular) and paragraph-writing instruction. Pre- and post-tests were
conducted, collecting texts, video-recordings and stimulated recall protocols.
The results revealed thatafter instruction, the noviceshad longer pre-writing
planning phases, reached a betteroverall text quality, were partly able to
change their strategy usetowards more expert strategies (for example more
global planning) . In contrast, the novicesOwriting fluency did not improve,
presumably due to maintained L1PL2 translation pauses. Overall, the
novices did not reach the expertsO writing competencdevels regarding text
quality, process characteristics, advanced strategy application or writing
style.

In a further study with a similar design, Sasaki(2004) conducted one of
the few longitudinal investigations in this research field and followed 11out
of the 22 novice Japaneselearners of English from her 2002 -study for an
entire period of 3.5 years. Sasaki found that over a longer period of time,
general language proficiency and text quality improved, but much less
during the time period after the instruction p hase and writing fluency
improved only slowly over time. She concluded that progress in writing
competence required consistent practice and that fluency could not be
influenced within short -term instruction periods, but needed more time to
develop. Regarding writing strategies and writing styles, SasakiOs results
were mixed. However, she showed that patterns of use for different
strategies may require different time spans to be changed, and that this may
also bedependent on writer -internal and -external factors.

Lee (2002) looked at the influence of 42-hour writing instruction on the
composition of 16 Chinese university students of English.The content of this
instruction was coherence, operationalised through six distinct features. She
collected 10 draft essaysfrom each student, think-aloud protocols during
draft revision periods, questionnaires and interviews. In her findings, Lee
suggested that oherence teaching improved text coherence and studentsO
awareness of the discourse level of texts in the revision process.

Sengupta (2000) conducted a study with three classes ofChinese learners
of English in secondary school and focused on the effects of a oneyear
revision strategy instruction on the quality of learnersOtexts and their
perception of writing and revision . In a control -group-design with pre- and
post-writing task, including holistic scoring of texts and conducting
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guestionnaires and interviews, Sengupta found that the treatment group
improved their text quality more than the non-treatment group and that the
students had begun to think more globally and more reader-oriented when
writing .

Ching (2002) did a study with a mixed group of 29 engineer students
writing essays in English. The focus of her research concerned the question
whether strategy and self-regulation instruction would help students to plan
and revise their texts and improve their self-efficacy, self-determination and
attribution (that is whether students are influenced by internal or external
factors in the evaluation of the cause of sucess or failure in a task [Ching
2002: 263]) . In a single-group design, Ching mainly collected and analysed
pre- and post-questionnaires about self-regulation and writing processes.
Her results suggest that the instruction provided had equipped students with
more knowledge about planning and revising and improved self-efficacy and
self-determination, but had no effect on attribution.

Yasuda (2011) looked & the development of genre awareness, linguistic
knowledge and writing competence in e-mail writing of 70 Japanese
undergraduate novice learners of English. The writers were given a 15week
writing course and Yasuda collected survey, interview and text daa at three
different points in time. The results showed an increase in studentsOgenre
and audience awareness, as well asan increased understanding of how to
utilise linguistic knowledge in the given genre-based task. Additionally, the
writers seemed to ke able to improve their writing competence in terms of
task fulfilment , cohesion and organisation, grammatical control, flue ncy and
language sophistication, but not in terms of lexical diversity.

In contrast to the previous ones, Kobayashi and Rinnert (20 01) did not
conduct an interventional study as such but looked at the relationship
between studentsO dismurse level revising skills, particularly coherence, and
the amount of writing instruction they had received . They worked with 53
Japanese uwiversity students writing in English. These were divided into
three groups: group one received no writing instruction, group two received
one year of coursebased English writing instruction and group three
received formal university level writing instruction. All  participants were
asked to revise manipulated texts with coherence problems. The results
showed that group two revised significantly more than group one, and group
three revised significantly more than group two. Generally, the students were
more often able to detect a coherence problem thanto detect and correct it.
Further, the results suggested that with increased writing instruction
students are able to deploy a more varied set of correction strategies The
authors suggest that L2 writers can learn to overcome essay coherence
problems through instruction combined with writing and revising
experience.
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This selective review shows that foreign language writing strategy
interventions seem to have the potential to positively influence writers and
writing on different levels, but that the results are mixed. The majority of the
studies focused either on text quality, on strategy deployment or learner-
internal factors. Only Sasaki (2000, 20002, 2004) included the effects of
strategy instruction on the actual writing process. She measured fluency
through total number of produced words and mean number of produced
words per minute and came to the conclusion that fluency might not be
improved within a short period of time.

The present study is a contribution to the previous body of research in
foreign language writing strategy instruction, particularly by offering a three -
fold perspective on writing and a focus on L3 The initial assumption, based
on previous research, is that the explicit engagement with cognitive
processes of writing and writing stra tegies can help students to understand
the complexities of writing as a cognitive task, exert more control over it and
consequently improve text quality, write more fluent ly and develop more
metacognitive writing knowledge . The design of the present study, whichwas
carried out in order to test these assumptions, will be described in chapter 3.

44



Method

3 Method

This thesis follows a mixed-method-approach, in which quantitative and
qualitative research elements are combined?3. In t his chapter, an overview of
the methods used is given. In the following sections, the studyOs design, the
context, the participants, the materials , the teaching procedure, the data and
ethical considerations are presented in detail. The various analysis
procedures, however, are overviewed and discussed in chapters 4, 5 and 6.

3.1 Study design

The study was carried out in the natural environment of German classes at
an upper secondary school andis thus located in the research field of
classroom research (see for example Allwright & Bailey 1991; DSrnyei 2007;
Mackey & Gass 2005)

Two German classes weretaught during an intervention period of 12
weeks. One class was instructed in argumentative writing in L3 German
(intervention class; henceforth IC) while the other class was taught
according to the ordinary schedule (non-intervention class; henceforth
NIC). The decision, which class stould receive the intervention, was based
on the number of students in each class. The bigger class was instructed, as
there were more chances to findfocus student candidates(see below)

The students® writingis investigated from three different perspectives,
which form the main pillars of this thesis: the perspectives of writing
products, of writing processes and of metacognitive knowledge. Each pillar
draws on different kinds of data and requires the use of different methods
and analysis tools. The width of such an approach can be best accessed by
making pragmatic choices regarding the use of qualitative and quantitative
methods (Coe 2012; Creswell 2013) The three pillars represent a stepwise
zooming-in from a wider and external to a more narrow and internal view on
writing , that is, from the writing products over writing processes to
metacognitive reflections. In this way, a comprehensive picture of L3 writing
can bedrawn.

The point of departure for investigating writing from these three
perspectives is the potential influence of teaching writing and composition
strategies. For the first pillar, the study of the writing products (see chapter
4), texts were collected in both classes at three points in time: before the
intervention started, in the middle of it and after it had finished ( see Figure 2

13 According to DSrnyei (2007) quantitative research generally refers to data collection
methods, which result in numbers, are analysed by statistical methods and strive for
objectivity. Qualitative research comprises the collection of open, non-numerical data, which
are analysed in a nonstatistical way. Subjective, contextual knowledge instead of objectivity
is the target here.
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March 2014 June 2014 January 2015
Writing strategy instruction
IC & NIC Text C1 Text C2 Text C3
Focus Text G1 Text G2 Text G3 Text E Text G4
students
Figure 2. Overview of the sequence of data collection.

for sessions and texts Cl1, C2, C3, C indicatingclass). These texts were
analysed to investigate whether the writing strategy instruction had an
influence on the quality of the studentsO texts.

For the second pillar, the study of the writing processes (see chapter 5),
the focus was narrowed down to a group of students in order to provide a
rich description of L3 composing processes. Seven students from the
intervention class (focus students) wrote five more texts each* (see Figure 2
for sessions and texts G1, G2, G3, G4, E, G indicatingGerman and E
indicati ng English). These texts were written in individual sessions using
keystroke logging and screen recording softwaré®>. Each of the first three
texts was written at approximately the same time as the ones written in class.
In addition, one text in English was written shortly after the intervention.
The English writing session was included in the study design to judge the
development of L3 German against the background of L2 English similar to
the previously mentioned European Survey on Language Competence
(European Commission 2012) (see chapter 1). Finally, a delayed postest in
German (G4) was written seven months later.

For the third pillar, the study of metacognition in writing (see chapter 6),
the focus of the study was narrowed down even further. After completing
their texts in the single sessions, the seven focus students reflected on their
writing in stimulated -recall interviews, based on the previously produced
screen recording. A qualitative in-depth analysis regarding metacognitive
knowledge was carried out for three of seven focus students, whose
compositions and reflections captured a variety of L3 writing approaches.

To contextualise and frame the current study, pre- and post-intervention
guestionnaires were conducted in both classes. These will not be used to
answer any of the research questions, but they will provide contextual
information and contribute to the interpretation of the results.

14 When informed about the study, the students were told that their participation as focus
students would comprise the additional workload of three writing sessions. The English and
delayed German text writing sessions had not been planned from the beginning. Thus the
participants were asked at a later point, if they were willing to take part in two additional
sessions. Six participants agreed.

15 Note, however, that texts as products were also the result of these single sessions. They will
be used to answerresearch question one.
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As apparent from the description of the three pillars, a comparative
approach will be combined with a single-group design. Text quality will be
analysed in a comparative fashion including the IC and NIC texts, written
under two different conditions, and the focus studentsCtexts. Even though
this study does not follow a strict quasi-experimental design (seefor example
D3Srnyei 2007 or Mackey & Gass 2005 for further discussion) and the
number of participants is limited , it is assumed that these resultscan be used
to draw some preliminary conclusions about the impact of the intervention
on the text quality . However, due to thelimitations mentioned, the degree of
generdlisations from the generated results and the external validity might be
low18, In addition to this comparative approach in assessingtext quality, a
case study approach will betaken by investigating the writing processes of
the seven focus students and metacognitive reflections of three of them in
more detail. These two pillars represent rich descriptions of the
characteristics of L3 learners and their writing development .

In order to study the complexity of second language learning, Mackey and
Gass (2005) point to the benefits of classroom-based studies, involving
multiple approaches, methods and techniques. By including different
perspectives and designs, this thesis aims to take into account the
multifaceted character of writing. In line with Stake (1995)it is argued that
small-scale studies, as the present one, have the potential to confirm,
question or specify already existing assumptions. For this reason, this study
can contribute to the discussion about the specifics of writing in a third
language and potential benefits of teaching composing and writing
strategies.

3.2 Context of the study

Before the specific study context will be focused on it is necessary toprovide

a general description of the L3 learning situation in Sweden This is

important in order to both relate the studyOs results to potential contextual
variables and to judge to what degree theymight or might not be comparable

to other L3 learning contexts.

As mentioned in chapter 1, English plays a special role in the Swedish
educational system. For example like the subjects Swedish and
Mathematics, English is normally taught from grade one all through primary
and secondary education Thus, it is obligatory during the entire schooling
period. Further, while all other foreign languages follow one syllabus for
modern languages there is a separate one for English, which stresses its

16 External validity or generalisability refers to the degree to which study results can be
generalised to other contexts (DSrnyei 2007). The requirements for external validity can be
different depending on research paradigm (Mackey & Gass 2005; Marshall & Rossman
2006).
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specific position. English also playsan important role in Swedish society as it
has a high status and from early on, children are exposed to it to a
considerable degreein their daily lives . Therefore, the acquisition of English
in Sweden cannot be considerel as a typical foreign language learning
situation, because it takes placein formal as well asinformal settings, there
is generally a high language exposure, and English language skills are, to a
certain degree, necessary for everyday life

Learning a third language, on the other hand, can be describedas more
typical foreign language learning. It is restricted to the classroom, students
start learning one of them at a later point in compulsory school and there is
hardly any exposure outside the formal educational context. Hence, there is
no necessity to learn them in relation to the management of daily routines.
As a consequence, itcan beargued that Swedish students(irst experience of
learning a foreign language in the traditional se nse is when they learn their
L30s. Thiswould make the conditions more comparable to L3 learning in
bilingual settings. However, the difference is that both languages are treated
as foreign languages in educational settings, which easily leads to misleading
assumptions and comparisons regarding L2 and L3 learning by the students.
This, in turn, is likely to have a negative impact on decisive factors such as
studentsGattitude, motivation and self -perception when learning L30s

The present study was conducted in an upper secondary school in a
medium-sized Swedish town. The participants had spent nine years at
different compulsory schools in the surrounding area of that town and
changed to this specific secondary schoola few months before the study
started. Every student has had three or four years d German instruction by
the beginning of upper secondary education. At that stage, student® skills
are expected to be approximately at level A2 (CEFR 2001). However, the
studentsCroficiency level in this study varied largely. At the beginning of the
tenth grade, students have a choice of a number of specific study
programmes, which they follow all through the three -year upper secondary
education. German instruction takes place across these programmes. Hence,
the classes are attended by students with very different interests and
accordingly, educational focal points. The German lessons took place twice a
week for 75 minutes each and with the same teacher. The teacher was a
Swedish mother tongue speaker and present in the classroom in most
sessionsduring t he intervention .

The studentsO answers in the préntervention questionnaire (see also
section 3.4.)) illustrate the major differences between L2 and L3 mentioned
earlier. The majority judged their skil Is in English between average andvery
good, in German from not that good to average. Approximately half of the
students reported to like learning German and that they would also like to
learn more. The students were also asked where they would make use of
their foreign languages. For English, a number of different occasions were
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listed: primarily at school, but also at home and with the family, when going
abroad, on the Internet, when reading books, when watching TV and playing
computer games, when listening to music or even when talking to friends.

German was almost exclusively used at schoalRegarding their motivation to

learn German, the two most frequently given answers were that students
would gain extra credit points at school, which would increase the chances to
be admitted to tertiary education, and that they would like to be able to talk
to native speakers of German. Understanding German culture, literature, art
and movies, using German at potential future work places or earning
reputation by being able to speak German were not madn rationales to
engage into learning this language. These answers indicate that the L3
learning situation in Sweden is difficult and special in the sense that the L2
English takes a very strong position in studentsO liveswhich in turn has an
impact on several aspects in their L3 learning.

Besideslanguage and learner related aspects, it is relevant for this study
that the school, in which the project took place, provides every student with a
laptop and permanent Internet access in school. The students ae allowed to
use the Internet and take the opportunity to consult various kinds of
language-related online sources” when working on classroom learning
assignments like in foreign language classes.

Finally, it is of importance for the comprehensive understanding of the
study setting that | carried out the specific writing instruction . Therefore, my
own person became part of the study context and the interpretation of the
studyOsdata cannot be distinguished from my own background (Creswell
2009). The subjectivity, which comes along with this, needs to be discussed
in order to help the reader to understand descriptions and results of this
work (see for exampleDSrnyei 2007).

I am from Germany, where | lived until th e beginning of my PhD studies.
German is my mother tongue and | have a degree in German as a
foreign/second language with a focus on teaching and learning. My contact
to the students during classroom observations and teaching lasted for several
weeks andour relationship can be described as trustful and friendly after a
short time. Creswell (2013) suggests that it is crucial to avoid establishing a
hierarchical power relation between researcher and students. From the
beginning of the project it was my aim to work against such a development,
for example by discussing our common experiences in learning a foreign
language and feelings of insecurity or even anxiety which often come along
with this learning process. These reflections became aoutine all through the

17 In this study, online sources refer to any language-related website which provides tools or
information considered useful by the language learner, for example online dictionaries,
translation tools, grammar website s, foreign texts or forums.
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project. It was my goal to reduce the distance between the students and
myself in order to be able to work with them on their language competence
with the least possible inhibitions from an early point on. The fact that | was
only about 12 years dder than the students perhaps facilitated these
attempts. The relationship to the participating teacher was friendly and
cooperative throughout the whole study.

3.3 Participants

Two Germman classes participated in the study. There were 26 studentsin the
intervention class and 17 students in the non-intervention class. The
majority of students were L1Swedish speakers Three students stated having
more than one language as their L1 (Swedish/Finnish, Swedish/Sami,
Swedish/Finnish/Kurdish). For all students, the first foreign lang uage
learned in a formal school environment was English.

When entering upper secondary school, the students took a diagnostic test
in German!®. This test consists of a number of grammar exercises and
vocabulary tasks, as well as a short writing and reading comprehension task.
In this test, th e highest possible score was85 points (100 %). The mean score
of the intervention class was at 50.6 points (61.1 % SD 16.9 ranging from
125 to 85.0 points. The mean score of the nonintervention class was 46.8
points (56.8 %; SD 13.5 ranging from 23.5 to 73.0 points. These results
suggest that the intervention and the non-intervention class were at
approximately the same proficiency level. When comparing the scoresacross
exercises for both classes, no value indicated a particular strength or
weakness within any of the tested categories.

At the beginning of the teaching period in the intervention class, all
students were offered the opportunity to write additional texts outside class .
They were told that this was a chance to improve their language proficiency,
as they would get feedback ontheir writing processes and products. They
were also informed that this was part of the data collection and that they
could withdraw their participati on any time. Seven students,four female and
three male ones, volunteered to take part in these sessions and their
pseudonyms are Hilda, Ida, Mia , Sara,Henry, Per and Tom. The result from
the diagnostic test for the focus students as agroup was 65.6 (77,2 % SD
14.7) and the range was between 43.0 and 85.0 points. Thus, the results
suggest that the focus studens(roficiency level was slightly higher than the

18 This non-standardised test is aimed to indicate if it is advisable for the respective student to
continue L3 German at secondary school. If the language proficiency is not sufficient
according to the teacher, the student is dfered other alternatives, for example starting
another foreign language. It is the studentOs own decision whether to continue the L3 or
choose another language. The focus students were all advised to continue L3 German.
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Non-intervention

Intervention class class
12 females 8 females -
14 males 9 males =>Writing products

v

~
Focus students =>Writing processes
4 females and writing
3 males
products
\§ I %
4 ) .
Case studies =>Metacognitive
2 females reflections
1 male
- J

Figure 3. Overview of the study participants.

average of the two Germanclasses.From the seven focus students, Henry,
Hilda and Mia were the ones chosen as case studies in section 5.3.2 and
chapter 6. Figure 3 gives an oveview of the study participants. Besides the
linguistic proficiency assessed in the diagnostic test, someindications about
previous experiences of learning and writing in German , English and
Swedish were gained from the questionnaire data (see also section 3.4.1
below).

Students indicated to have most writing experiences in Swedish, followed
by English and least in German. Accordingly, the students expressed
insecurity regarding language production in German in general, but
particularly in writing texts and applying writi ng strategies. When asked
what text types they had written before, the results for both classes suggest
that particularly for German, descriptive text types, like letters or short
narratives, had been practised, while argumentative texts had never or
seldom been written. However, all genres had been practsed more in
English and much more in Swedish. The students in both classes also stated
that they had less knowledge about the characteristics ofcertain text types,
such asargumentative texts, in German than in the other two languages. It
can be assumed that previous writing experiences of the two classes in
German were comparable insofar as students consistently stated that
argumentations had not been dealt with in German instruction, but that they
were acquainted with the genre through other languages. This was the main
reason for choosing the text type argumentation in this study (see also
section 4.1.1regarding the choice of text type).

51



Chapter 3

3.4 Material and tools
In order to collect the data for this study, di fferent types of materials were
used. These are described in this chapter

3.4.1 Student questionnaires

All students received a questionnaire before the intervention started and one
after it had finished (seeAppendix A). They were anonymous, but coded and
writt en in Swedish. In the first questionnaire , personal information was
obtained, for example sex, age, residence,number of years of learning
German, where the students had learned languages, where they used
languages and a ranking of their assumed competenceén different languages.
The themes in the two questionnaires covered the topics autonomous
learning, foreign language learning, learning German and writing in different
languages. The questionnaire distributed after the intervention differed for
the intervention and the non-intervention class. In the intervention class,
questions regarding the studentsO opinion about the intervention were
added. Further, for both classes some questions from the original
guestionnaire about autonomous learning were left out.

The majority of the 25 questions in each questionnaire were multiple-
item-rating'® questions (Cohen et al. 2011). Seven wgestions were
formulated openly. They always referred to a previous closed question, which
assured that the students had some ofentation about what the questions
aimed for. The weaknessof questionnaires, especally with closed questions,
is the fragmented picture, which they draw from the participants and
therefore, reduce the complexity of their opinions (Mackey & Gass 2005). In
addition, it is not controllable to what degree the participants understand the
guestions correctly and reply to them honestly (DSrnyei 2003).

3.4.2 Writing topics

Texts as products will be used to answer the first research question relating
to the development of text quality under the influence of composition and
strategy instruction . All texts in the IC and the NIC class were written in
German and the topics were

Text C1: OHandys und Computer sollten in der Schule verboten sein, weil sie d
SchY¥ler vom Lemen ablenken.O((Mobile phones and computers should be forbidden
at school, because they distract tudents from learning.0)

19 Multiple refers to the use of dfferent items in order to describe the same construct. The aim
is to avoid guiding answers through a certain word choice and therefore, control more for the
consistency of answers. The scores of different items are subsumed in one overall score
(DSrnyei 2003).
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Text C2: (T'schYss Hotel Mama! Mit 18 sind OKinder@rwachsen und sollten aus dem
Elternhaus ausziehen und selbststSndig werden.O @Ye-bye Hotel Mum! At the age of
18 Okids@ave become grownrups, should move out and become irdependent.O)

Text C3: (Das Internet D die beste Sache seit Erfindung des Fernsehens?O Tiae
Internet - the best thing since theinvention of television.O)
The focus students wrote four additional texts in German (G1, G2, G3, G4)
and one in English (E). The topics of these texts were

Text G1: OJugendliche Yber 16 Jahre sind alt genug, um Alkohol kaufen zu dYrfen.O
(Oreenagers above 16 yearare old enough to buy alcohol.§

Text G2: OFleisch ist ungesund. Deswegen sollte es in KindergSrten und Schulen nur
vegetarische Speisen geben.@Meat is unhealthy. For this reason, nursery schools
and schools should only serve vegetarian meal<)

Text G3: (Fitnessstudios, DiSten, Schinheitsoperationen, Tattoos, etc.N der eigene
K3rper und OgutesO Aussehen sind iter heutigen Gesellschaft wichtiger als Charakter
und Intelligenz.O (Gyms, diets, plastic surgery, tattoos, etc. - in today® society the
own body and Ogood lookstbe more important than personality and intelligence. Q

Text G4: OSoziale Netzwerke (wie Facebook, Twitter, Instagram, Tumblr, etc.) sindfYr
Jugendliche gefShrlich.O(Orhe internet B the best thing since the invention of the
television. 0)

Text E: (The Internet - the best thing since the invention of the television.&¥°

3.4.3 Keystroke logging  software
The texts written by the focus students are not only available as final
products, but their writing processes werealso recorded by keystroke logging
software. The generated data will serveto answer research question two, that
is how studentsO writing processesdevelop under the influence of writing
instruction . Keystroke logging software is an observational method in
writing research (Sullivan & Lindgren 2006a) . It allows researchers to record
the computer-assisted writing process while a text is being composed. It has
been established as a nethod in writing research in order to investigate the
composing of writers in different contexts, for example journalist practices
(Perrin 2003), professional writers (Leijten et al. 2014), writers with reading
and writing difficulties (Wengelin 2007) or f oreign language writers
(Thorson 2000; Spelman Miller 2005 ) from a cognitive, linguistic, textual,
strategy or native versus foreign language perspective. The main focus ion
how a text evolves over timerather than what the final product looks like ,
which has traditionally been the focus of writing research (Leijten & Van
Waes 2013; Spelman Miller & Sullivan 2006).

Using keystroke logging software enables the participant s to write in the
ordinary word processing program, while the logging tool is active in the
background. The software logs all keystrokes, mouse movements and pauses,

20 This task was originally in English. The same topic was given for text C3, but in German.

53



Chapter 3

thus enabling researchers to reconstruct how the text evolves. The basic
assumption using keystroke logging software is that studying writing fluency ,

for example through measures of pauses (Spelman Miller 2000a) or
revisions (Lindgren et al. 2008; Lindgren & Sullivan 2006 ; Thorson 2000),

can reveal aspects ofcognitive processesactive while writing (Leijten & Van

Waes 2013).

In this study, the keystroke logging software Inputlog (Lejten & Van Waes
2013) was used For each writing session, it generates a secalled lodfile, in
which all information about the writing session is stored and every activity is
identified with a position and a time stamp, for example keystrokes, mouse
movements and window switches. Different kinds of in -built analyses can be
run on this logdfile, such as thegeneral analysis, summary analysis, pause
analysis, revision analysis or source analysis. The generated results can
then be transferred to other calculation or statistical programs for further
analysis. For this study, all the above mentioned analyses were used to
obtain the required information. Further, a so -called processgraph, which
can be generated by Inputlog and offers a visual represenation of the writing
process, is used in parts. The specific choices and analysis procedures will be
explained in detail in section 5.2.

While the advantages of this method are clearly its unobtrusiveness and
the reliable generation of large amounts of data, the challenge of using the
software is to build a connection between generated results and cognition
and hereby, reconstruct the complexity of the writing process (Leijten & Van
Waes 2013). Introspective methods, such as think-aloud protocols
(Cumming 1990) or stimulated recall (Lindgren & Sullivan 2003; Sasaki
2000), are considered asuseful complement to keystroke logging software in
order to obtain direct information from the writers (Spelman Miller &
Sullivan 2006).

3.4.4 Screen recording software
Saeen recording software is often used as a complement to keystroke
logging software (for example Xu & Ding 2014) and provides another source
of information about learnersO engagemenwith their texts (Seror 2013).
Thus, it has the potential to capture Quisible phenomena that might
otherwise have gone unnoticed in digital writing O(Geisler & Slattery 2007:
187). Screenrecording software runs in the background and generates video
based files of usersactivities.

In this study, screen recording was also chosen asa complementary data
collection method besides Inputlog 2. It served in the investigation of the

21 | this study, the software Camtasia Studio, developed by TechSmith© Cooperation, was
used, as it allows an easy and convenient handling.
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writing process, as the recordings were analysed regarding the student®
search behaviour and strategies in online sources. In that way, the interplay
between text and writing, search queries, generated search results and
studentsCstrategies were reconstructed, which would not have been possible
with an analysis of the Inputlog files only. In addition , the generated files
served as stimulus for recall-interviews.

3.5 Procedure

At the beginning of my presence in the intervention and the non-

intervention classes, | was introduced by the teacher, who informed the

students that | am a PhD student originally from Germany and that | was

interested in their German classes and theefore, would be attending them

regularly. Before my own teaching in the classes began, | attendedthe

lessonsonce a week and conducted(articipants -as-observerOobservations
(Johnson & Christensen 2012: 209) for about two months. These visits
allowed me both to observe the activities in the classroom,and to participate

in these activities where appropriate and wanted by the teacher. For this

study it seemed crucial to be able to judge the learning and teaching
situation and to allow the students to get used to the presence of another
person. By this relatively long observing phase | hoped to reduceobserver

effects and/or Hawthorne-effects (see for example Mackey & Gass 2005;
Wragg 1999) as much as possible. After a few weekst was my impression

that my presence in the classroom had nearly become a routine and | either
sat at the back of the classroom orhelped students with their exercises and

tasks. After these observations, the teachingperiod in both classes started.

3.5.1 Teachingi n the intervention class

The intervention comprised 10 lessons, which started out in March 2014 and
ended in June 2014. As previously mentioned, the students had two 75-
minute German lessons per week, of which one was dedicated to the
intervention .

In general, the students accepted me well as a temporary teacher. The
language used during the lessons was flexible. | asked the students to try to
express as much as they could in German, but they were free to switch to
English or Swedish when necessary. lalso told them that my Swedish was
only very basic and that | could listen and understand much better than |
could talk. Due to the fact that the studentsOGerman was not advanced
enough to understand complex explanations about writing processes, writing
strategies and similar issues, | gave these explanations in English. The
teaching material was however in German. This seemingly complicated
classroom language policy quickly turned out to be quite convenient for the
given purpose, even though therewere a fewstudents, who always preferred
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Table 6. Overview of the intervention.

Main theme Contents

Introduction organisation, content and goals of the intervention
reflections about experiences in foreign language writing
discussion about writing as a (demanding) process which
consists of different (sub-)activities

¥  getting to know writing strategies

K K K

Text C1
Mobile phones and computers should be forbidden at school, because they distract students
from learning. O

Text type & genre ¥  comparison of text types, activation of previous knowledge
¥  intensive work with purpose, structure and linguistic
markers of argumentative texts

Planning ¥  exploration of different types of plan ning: brainstorming,
mind map, outline
¥  exercises
¥  discussion about how the planning types worked for the
students

Repetition repetition of previous lessons

exercises with focus on outlining argumentative texts

Formulation ¥  discussion about the formulation phase in writing (fluency
and interruptions)
¥  introduction of and discussion about different
compensation strategies: OmoveonQ simplifying, online
language resources (including a disassion about their
reliability)
¥  exercises

Text C2
(Bye-bye Hotel Mum! At the age of 18 Okidstave become grownups, should move out and
become independent.O

Revision ¥  discussion about the importance of the revision phase in
writing
¥  studentsQevision of their own texts and texts by
classmates
¥  the importance of knowing one ® own Olanguage problem
areasO
Repetition ¥  summary and repetition of the intervention contents

¥  focus on linguistic markers of argumentative texts, writing
an outline and simplifying sentences

. Text C3 )
OThe hternet - the best thing since the invention of television.O

to express their thoughts in their L1. In the lessons, in which the students
wrote texts C1, C2 and C3, approximately one hour was spent on the writing
task. In Table 6, an overview of all lessons in the intervention class is
presented (see Appendix B fora detailed description of each lesson). The
general structure of the intervention was inspired by suggestions and
strategy training programmes described in the literature (see section 2.2.3).

3.5.2 Teaching in the non  -intervention class

The lessons in the nonintervention class took place during the same time
period as the lessons in the intervention class. Here | also participated once a
week in the German lessons. The difference was that theclass teacher
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continued to give lessons according to her plan and | supported her in

different aspects. Thematically, these lessors were focused on the

introduction and application of new grammar and vocabulary. For example,

during my presence in this class, the students worked with different kinds of

verbs and pronouns, tenses andcases At the beginning of the lessons,these
grammatical aspects wererepeated, explained explicitly by the teacher and

applied by the students in exercises such as short writing tasks or cloze
texts. Additionally, the teacher included both reading and listening

comprehension exercises, for example in relation to introducing G erman

culture and comparing it t o Sweden.| helped the students when they worked

on their exercises, gave feedbackon their texts and explained grammar

issues This class wrote textsC1, C2 and C3at approximately the same points

in time as the intervention class. The students werealso allowed to write for

one hour, were instructed that they could use paper and pento plan their

texts and that they should pay attention to the keyword ODiscuss@ the task

description. Feedback on these texts was given regarding grammar and
spelling.

3.5.3 Working with the focus students

In addition to the lessons in class | met six focus studentsfive times and one
focus student three times. These single writing sessions followed the same
principle throughout the whole study. The participants could suggestwhen
to meet, which in most cases was after their school dayhad finished. A
separate room was booked for two haurs, which were exclusively spent on
the writing task and the interview. | was the only person present and no
further instruction in writing was given to the students.

The students were initially given a comprehensive explanation about the
procedure of the individual sessions. This is in line with D3rnyeiOs (2007)
suggestions. They were told that the whole writing session on the computer
was recorded with specific software and would result in a short movie, which
we would watch and talk about afterwards. The topics of the argumentative
texts, which the interviews were based on, were given to the students right
before they started writing. They were provided with pen and paper and
could make awritten plan for their texts if they wanted to. The time frame
was, similar to the classes, roughly defined as one hour, but the students
were told that they could decide when their text was finished. | was present
throughout the whole session and the students could ask questions when
they needed information or help. Additionally , they were provided with
Internet access and they were aware of that. | asked then to write the text in
the way they used todo it during a German lesson.

Directly after finishing the writing task , a stimulated-recall interview
started. Stimulated recall is an introspective method, which uses specific
stimuli to help the participants remember and verbalise what they have been
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thinking while carrying out an activity (Mackey & Gass 2005). In this study,
the previously recorded screen recording was used.All interviews were
audio-recorded, which the students had agreed on. | had explained to the
participants that while watching these recordings, | was especially interested
in what they had thought about during writing, what experiences they had
made and how they tried to solve the writing task .

This procedure was exhausting for the students, especially after their
school days. Nevertheless it was important to conduct the interviews directly
after the writing session due to the limited capacity of short-term memory. If
the time distance gets too long and information needs to be retrieved from
the long-term memory, the risk increases that the activity is only partially
remembered and participants try to fill gaps with what they think they are
expected to say Thus, with a growing time distance between accomplishing
the tasks, the reliability of the method decreases(Mackey & Gass 2005)

The recordings were not replayed in original pace but approximately 20%
faster. This allowed for pausing the recording to discuss points of interest.
Initially the students reacted shyly to this unknown task and the answers
were short. After getting used to the procedure, the studentsGconfidence and
communicativen ess improved. They were encouraged to express everything
that came to their minds and, as DSrnyei (2007) suggests, free in their
language choiceé?2. Generally the questions were formulated in an open way
in order not to lead the studentsOanswers into a spedfic direction or to
influence them by a specific choice of words (DSrnyei 2007; Gass & Mackey
2000). Examples of questions are GCan you remember what you thought
here?0 or Bere you take a break, can you remember why?@ven though the
general aim is to better understand participantsO cognitive processes and
resulting activities, it is impossible to draw a complete picture of their
cognitive processes by this method since a number ofthem are unconscious
or too complex to be verbalised (Cohen 1998).

3.6 Data

In this study, a mixed method approach was used and different types of data
were collected in order to answer the three posed research questions This

section provides an overview of the complete data set and presents the
selection criteria, which led to the final choice of data to be analysed Table 7

gives an overview of the data collected in the intervention and non-

intervention class. Altogether 112 texts were written. The criteria for the

choice of texts to analyse were that the writers were not focusstudents and

22 | writing tasks G1, G2 and G3, all students spoke Swedish, in writing tasks E and G4, all
students spoke English. | used English during the interviews.
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Table 7. Overview of all questionnaires and texts collected in intervention
and non -intervention class.

Intervention class (26) Non-intervention class (18)

Questionnaire | 26 16
Questionnaire Il 18 12
! 44 28
Text C1 10 11
Text C2 26 6

Text C3 23 11
! 84 28

that texts C1 and C3 were available from the same student. This resulted in
26 texts b two each from five IC students and eight NIC students. They were
compared with each other, and also with the 33 texts written by the focus
students (see Table 8).Taken together, these 59 texts will serve to answer
research question one How is the quality of L3 German texts influenced in

relation to the 12-week classroom intervention focusing on teaching

composing and writing strategies?

The 33 logfiles and screen recording files were analysed in order to
investigate the focus students® writing processes and answer research
guestion two: How do the writing processes of the seven focus students
develop in relation to the 12-week classroom intervention focusing on
teaching composing and writing strategies?

Finally, out of the seven focusstudents, three were selected for a detailed
analysis of metacognitive reflections. The selection was based on the
analyses ofstudentsQwriting processes. The criteria were that one studentOs
writing process development should represent the group trend, one studentOs
writing process should remain relatively stable throughout t he intervention
and one studentOs writing process shoulddisplay changes throughout the
intervention. This selection resulted in 13 interview transcripts from three
students (five from two students, three from one student), which were
analysed in order to answer research question three: How can the
metacognitive knowledge of three of the focus students be describedin
relation to the 12-week classroom intervention focusing on teaching
composing and writing strategies?

Table 8. Data from the seven focus students .

texts logfiles screen recall-
recordings interview
recordings
Text G1 7 7 7 7
Text G2 7 7 7 7
Text G3 7 7 7 7
Text G4 6 6 6 6
Text E 6 6 6 6
! 33 33 33 33
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3.7 Ethical considerations

Ethical issues in Applied Linguistics are rather subtle (Johnson &
Christensen 2012). When working with mixed methods, such as
qguestionnaires, keystroke logs and interviews, sensitive participant
information can be revealed.

If research involves human beings, it is advisable or even mandatory in
Sweden to write an application for ethical approval (which is verified by the
regional ethics board). For this study, ethical approval was obtained from the
regional ethics committee Ume@E {4 May 2013, nr. 2013166-31...). The
committee had no objections to the data collection methods, but a number of
suggestions, whichwere followed.

Asis common and also required by law, the students were informed about
the project in oral and written form. They had the chance to ask questiors
about the study and they were not promised any reward for their
participation. Further, the students were assured voluntariness and the
permanent right to withdraw from participation in the study . Their
anonymity was assured by using pseudonyms and remowal of sensitive
information in the data presented. A written consent form in Swedish (see
Appendix C) was handed out, which was signed by all students.

It has been discussed in the literature if too comprehensive informing
might influence students Ganswers and behaviours and therefore affect the
validity of the research results (D3Srnyei 2007; Mackey & Gass 2005). In the
present study, informing the participants explicitly about the goals of the
project, that is the improvement of their writing skills in L3 German, did not
contradict the research goal to investigate the influence of writing
instruction .

An ethical issue inherent in the research design is that one of the
participating classes does not receive writing instruction (Creswell 2009;
D3rnyei 2007). In this study, the non-intervention class did not receive
teaching in writing and the students were not offered to spend additional
time on writing outside class. Therefore, the potential positive effects of the
intervention were not made available to them. One possibility to approach
this problem is to replicate the study with the class, which did not get writing
instruction , at a later point. However, this option could not be taken into
consideration, as the data analysis and a replication were not within the
given time frame of this PhD project. A second option to counteract such an
inherent dilemma of the study design is to support the non-intervention
class in another way (Creswell 2009). Thus, | was also present once a week
as a second teacher in the nonintervention class. As a mother tongue
speaker of German| could contribute to these classes, for example in oral
communication tasks and various grammar exercises.
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A further relevant ethical question concerns the possibility of negative
consequencesof the treatment for the intervention class. Even though the
goal was to positively influence writing skills, there was no guarantee that
this would be the result. Due to the specific focus on one skill, theteacher
could not follow her teaching plan to the same extent as usual, which means
that there was a risk of neglecting other skills. From this circumstance,

another negative development could have been expectedthat is that through

the repetitive activity of writing, the students might lose their interest and

motivation in writing in a foreign language instead of fostering it.

Using only one out the two weekly German lessons ér the teaching of
writing was meant to minimi se these potential risks as far as possible.
Furthermore, throughout the whole project, there was a close cooperation
with the teacher and lesson contents could be arrangedin cooperation with
her. The students also gathered content knowledge for the intervention in
different classroom arrangements, which made them practise other skills
impli citly.

In the same way as the students also the teacher was informed about this
project and signed a written consent form (see Appendix D).
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4 Quality of argumentative texts in L3
German

Texts are often the results of lengthy writing processes. In this thesis, these
final products will be focused in the first step. There are two main reasons
for this. First, providing text quality results facilitates ju dging and discussing
writing processes more comprehensively. As several writing process studies
suggest, including text quality has the potential to add another Qindicator of
the effectiveness of the processO to be investigated (Roca de Larios et al.
2001: 528; see also Rijlaasdam & Van den Bergh 1996). Secondthis study
was conducted in an authentic school setting, in which the text as final
product is mostly prioritised over the process. Therefore, the quality of the
texts produced in this study may be of particular interest for readers with a
teacher perspective.

First, a theoretical overview of text quality in foreign language writing is
given, followed by a description of the analysis procedure. Finally, the results
are presented and discussed.

4.1 Defining and measuring te xt quality

Besides writing process research and socio-cultural approaches regarding
the writers themselves and their contexts, the investigation of writing

products is another way to gain knowledge about how writing is learned

(Cumming 2001; Hyland 2011; Polio 2008 ; Roca de Larios et al. 2002.
Perhaps more often than the other two elements of the writing activity,

processes and sociecultural aspects, research on writing products is

considered a thorny issue as quality markers need to be defined Quality

markers are in turn considered to be indicators of learnersO underlying
writing ability (Olinghouse et al. 2012 ; Weigle 2002). Hence, there is a risk
that if one aspect,for example grammatical accuracy, is the only criterion for
rating text quality, the implication is that grammatical knowledge is
equivalent to writing ability. If text content and organisation/coherence are
the distinguishing criteria between good and poor texts, then it might be

concluded that the application of genre and rhetoric knowledge is the
decisive factor of writing skill.

Indeed, most people would agree that several factors are involved in
defining text quality. However, these issues need to bedefined when
choosing and explaining rating procedures as well as when drawing
conclusions about writing ability from rated texts (see section 4.2for details
about text rating procedures). In order to discuss the perspective, from
which the quality of texts was judged, the broad distinction between (1) texts
as objects and (2) texts as discourse (Hyland 2011) is usually referred to, or
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alternatively the (1) micro and (2) macro perspective on texts (Cumming
2001).

A core assumption of the first approach is that @Gexts are autonomous
objects which can be analysed and described indepndently of particular
contexts, writers, or readersO(Hyland 2011: 21). Hence, texts are formations,
built together by a number of formal properties, such as words, clauses and
sentences, and they are arranged according to grammatical rules.
Accordingly, writing ability would imply being able to compose
grammatically correct and syntactically complex texts. These properties
make it apparently easy to specify what a good text is, measure these aspects
(for example by counting the number of words, the number of sub-ordinated
clauses or the number of spelling or grammar mistakes) and draw
conclusions about a writerOgerformance or development over time.

However, choosing accuracy and complexity as the only indicators of good
writing is questionable, as formally correct texts are not necessarily good
ones (Hyland 1996). From the perspective of texts as discourse written
pieces are judged within a given communicative situations. That means that
a text is being produced within a certain rhetorical context, with an intended
readership and with a communicative goal. In educational settings, giving
students an imaginary context, in which the writing is situated, often
simulates these communicative contexts. This approach has also been called
the genre approach (Swales 1990) which categorises different classes of
communicative events (such as texts) according to the features that they
share (for example their purpose). Within this framework, | inguistic choices
are looked upon asmeans to certain ends, that is, expressing and organising
thoughts for an intended readership and in order to reach a particular
communicative goal. Assessing texts within this paradigm takes into
consideration how content, organisation, coherence and realer-orientation
of a text fit the given communicative context (Cumming 2001 ; Hyland 2011).

Most researchers and teachers would probably agree that a holistic view
on texts, which implies both formal and discourse aspects of a text, offers the
most appropriate reflection of students® overdl writing ability. Holistic text
rating scales are the most common way to assess overall writing ability 6ee
for example Van Weijen et al. 2008) (see section 4.2 for a discussion of
holistic rating scales). Alternatively, a number of individual measures are
chosen, which reflect a comprehensive view of text quality. Sasaki (2000) for
example derived the composite scores of her study with L2 writers by
assigning sub-scores for content, organisation, vocalulary, language use and
mechanics.

Nonetheless, research is not always aimed atinvestigating overall writing
skill, but specific aspects of it. This is particularly important in L2 writing,
because there is often a discrepancy between L2 knowledge and all other
knowledge resources related to writing a specific text. For example, adult L2
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learners, having gained intellectual maturity and developed advanced
writing skills in their L1, might not be able to transform their thoughts into
linguistic forms in L2 due to limited linguistic resources . Further it mig ht be
of importance for instructional purposes to distinguish between text quality
dimensions in order to find out what dimension is most prone to
improvements under the influence of certain instruction. Insofar it seems
justified to rate texts according to different text dimensions, for example
grammatical accuracy, syntactic complexity, text organisation and content.
Analytical rating procedures are most commonly used to assessuch isolated
text dimensions (see section 4.3.

4.1.1 Perspectives on L2 text quali ty

Regarding L2 writing, Polio (2008: 92) specifies eight different categories,
according to which a majority of texts are rated: overall quality, linguistic

accuracy, syntactic complexity, lexical features content, mechanics,
coherence/discourse features, fluency (in terms of ease of reading, and
revisions (for example by comparing different drafts of a text) . All of these
categories can potentially be correlated to different independent variables,
such aslength of exposure to a specific language(Sasaki 2004), instruction

(Sengupta 2000; Shaw & Liu 1998), or writing experience (Sasaki 2000).
Moreover, different study designs have been chosen to present text quality of
writers. Some studies cmtrast texts of L1 and L2 writers (Hinkel 2003 ;
Kormos 2011), compare texts of writers in their L1 and L2 (Hirose 2003;

Pennington & So 1993; Stevenson et al. 2006; Tillema et al. 2012; Van
Weijen et al. 2008), texts of novice and/or advanced L2 writers (Raimes
1985; Sasaki 2000, 2002) or texts of L2 writers from a developmental
perspective (for example text quality before and after an instructional

programme) (Berg 1999; Lee 2002; Sasaki 2004).

Research has identified a number of general L2 text characteristics both
on micro and macro level. In his review, Silva (1993) came to the conclusion,
that when compared with their L1 counterparts, L2 texts are of lower quality
due to a higher number of errors, lower lexical variation and less complex
syntactic structures; they are in general terms Osimper in natureO (Silva
1993 668). Cumming (2001), taking the perspective of L2 development,
reports that with growing language proficiency, writers are able to improve
accuracy, complexity and lexical variation in their texts.

In the investigation of L2 wr iting, most often learners are asked to write
either narratives (Ellis & Yuan 2004 ; Pennington & So 1993; Raimes 1985
or argumentations (Lindgren et al. 2008 ; Sasaki 2002; Tillema et al. 2012).
It has been arguead that differences between these two text types are of
importance, as the cognitive demands during writing and consequently the
writing processes differ (Bereiter & Scardamalia 1987; Weigle 2002). The
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Table 9. Model of writing discourse

VShSpSssi [1982])

Text quality of argumentative texts in L3 German

(after Weigle [2002:

8], originally  in

REPORTORIAL EXPLORATORY
DISCOURSE DISCOURSE
INVENT/GENERATE

ORGANIZE/REORGANIZE

Inform about know n
phenomena, concepts or
mental states

Inform about
new/alternative
phenomena, concepts or
mental states

Intention Audience
1. To learn Self Notes,_ resume, summarise Metaphors, analogies
outline, paraphrasing
2.To convey Selff Personal story, diary or letter Personal, reflective essays
emotions Others
News, instructions, Expository writing
3. Toinform  Others announcement, biography, (academic essay, book
science report/experiment review, commentary)
4.To S . .
. Letter of application, advice, Argumentative/
convince/  Others ) S - iy
personal views and opinions Persuasive writing
persuade

differences between texts with linear structure, such as narratives, and
hierarchically organised texts, such as argumentations, are presented in an
overview by Weigle (2002; referring to VShSpSssi [1982]). An adapted
version is shown in Table 9.

Weigle (2002) argues that argumentative texts are the most difficult ones
for writers, as they require the writers to generate original ideas. Most often,
the writing theme is a controversial issue and writers are supposed to
convince the assumed readership of ther own view on the theme. In doing
so, knowledge needs to be generated and transformed into arguments and
potential counter -arguments, which in a logical and coherent way will lead to
the intended communicative goal. Hence, writers have to create the string of
an overall argument and consider a number of different textual aspects, such
as the relevant information, audience expectations, and logical patterns of
argument organisation (Grabe & Kaplan 1996). Despite their obvious
difficulty , expository or argumentative texts are more frequently used in L2
writing studies involving text quality as a measure (Silva 1993), for example
when comparing L1 and L2 rhetoric (Hirose 2003; Kubota 1998) or in
relation to L2 proficiency and L1 writing ability (Sasaki & Hirose 1996), L2
meta-knowledge (Hirose & Sasaki 2000), L1 use during L2 writing (Van
Weijen et al. 2008), types of revisions made during writing (Stevenson et al.
2006) and underlying writing processes (Tillema 2012).

In the present study the focus is on argumentative text writing. The main
reason for this decision relates back to contextual information obtained from
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the questionnaires. The students in this study wereinexperienced in writing

argumentative texts in their L3 German, even though they knew the genre
from other language classes. This circumstance was useful in ruling out the
possibility of different pre -intervention experiences and also helped in
understanding how much use students made of their knowledge from
learning other languages. Further, argumentation is a genre, which has often
been used in L2 writing studies and enables certain acrossstudy
comparisons. In addition, the choice of writing argumentative texts is
motivated by the research question (see section 1) as it was of interest
whether a high cognitive load while writing in an L3 can be reduced by
metacognitive reflections and writing strategy instruction , a reduction that
consequently leads to improvement of texts.

4.1.2 Writing instruction and L2 argumentative text quality

Of particular interest to the present study are those investigations that rated
text quality of L2 argumentative texts from a developmental perspective
under the influence of a particular instruction programme. Shaw and Liu
(1998) for example compared essays ofuniversity students before and after a
three-month full -time academic writing course. One group of students wrote
descriptive texts, another group wrote persuasive texts. The authors mainly
focused their analysis on how the students were able to fulfil the formal
demands of written academic language. The results indicate that studentsO
written English changed in that it became less like speech and more like
conventional academic English, for example by increasing the amount of
passive constructions and decresing the amount of spoken formula and
attitude markers (Shaw & Liu 1998: 245). Further , the authors observed an
increased genre awareness relating to the two chosen text types.

Other relevant studies were carried out by researchers in the Japanese
higher-education context. In all of them an instructional approach was
chosen to research the developmentof different dimensions of text quality .
In Hirose and Sasaki (2000), meta-knowledge was taught in L2 English
writing classes at a Japanese universityfor three months. The students wrote
pre- and post-course expository compositions. Even though students
improved their meta-knowledge significantly, the results did not show any
positive impact on the total score or any of the five tested sub-scores that is,
content, organisation, vocabulary, language use and mechanics(the same
sub-scores were used in all following reported studies by Sasak). The
researchers speculate that the students were not able to apply their
knowledge within the short time span of the study.

In another study, Sasaki (2000) provided novice writers with six months
of processwriting instruction , including for example discourse patterns,
paragraph writing as well as planning and revising. In the study, the students
made some improvements in terms of vocabulary and language use.
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However, the differences between the two conditions were not statistically
significant. In a later replication study with a larger number of participants
(Sasaki 2002), the overall comparison of results showed that the writers
were able to improve their writing significantly based onthe total scores and
all sub-scores.

As a whole, these studies show that writing-process instruction has the
potential to improve aspects of L2 text quality. However, the results indicate
that sub-scores for formal text aspects appearedto be more prone to change.
In writing process research it has been argued that L2 writers are
constrained by capacity limitations of working memory in the allocation of
attentional resources. Often a focus on the formal aspects of a text is
developed, as L2 learnersdo not yet have the ability to retrieve vocabulary
and formulate language automatically. This form focus is at the expense of
the content and discourse features of the text,which means that |earners do
not consider text organisation, rhetorical structures or writing goal as much
as they might do in their L1 (see chapter 5 for the process perspective of
writing). Hence, when students attempt to improve their compositions
during an instructional programme, they might invest most of their effort in
formal text aspects, which might in turn lead to a partial disregard of content
and discourse features. It is particularly the development of these two text
dimensions that the current project puts focu s on in both the instructional
programme and the text quality analysis.

4.2 Textrating procedure in the current study

In most text quality studies, either an analytic or a holistic rating procedu re

is chosen, depending on the Gonstruct being measuredO(Weigle 2002: 72).
The advantages and disadvantages of both procedures have been discussed
comprehensively (Rijlaarsdam et al. 2012; Van Steendam et al. 2012; Weigle
2002).

In this study, there are two sets of texts, which were both analysed
holistically and analytically. The first set is of main interest for the present
study and consists of all 33 texts written by the seven focus students. The
second set of textscomprises texts written by intervention class and non-
intervention class students, which met the selection requirements (see
section 3.6). This resulted in 26 texts by five IC and eight NIC students, who
wrote two texts each In Table 10, a summary provides an overview of the
text sets.

The analytic rating procedure departs from the assumption t hat different
dimensions of text quality can be isolated from one another, for example
grammar, rhetoric or organisation. A rating can therefore be specifically
focused on one or more dimensions of interest. Different traits need to be
defined in order to describe a particular dimension in further detail. In case
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Table 10. Applied rating procedures on the two sets of texts.
Analytical text Holistic text
rating rating

33 texts written by the 7 focus students in single sessions X X

26 texts written by 13 students (5intervention and 8 X X

non-intervention) in class

of text organisation, such a trait could be the presence of an introduction and
a conclusion or the degree of coherence. For each trait, a number of scores
can be given depending on how well the requirements are met. Finally, all
scores for the different traits are subsumed under one main score and
represent the quality of a text regarding the specifically chosen text
dimension (Rijlaarsdam et al. 2012).

Two issueshave to be considered when usingthis method. Firstly, it is a
controversial question whether an analytical rating procedure, which focuses
on content and organisation of argumentative texts, should be applied on
texts of writers, who were not instructed in those aspects, as it seems self
evident that their texts would achieve a lower rating than the texts of the
instructed students. However, when testing instructional practices and their
potential impact on studentsO performance, it remains the most suitéle
procedure in order to make claims about the instructionOs efficiency.
Secondly, applying an analytical rating procedure often implies neglecting a
number of other text features, which in turn presupposes a rather narrow
perspective on text quality. For example, a text of poor quality according to
an analytical rating scheme might in fact be of average or good quality, when
more text dimensions are taken into consideration .

In this study, the analytical rating procedure focusing on content and
organisation of argumentative texts (see Appendix E) was chosen because
these aspectshad been the focus of instruction. H owever, it cannot be
excluded that other text quality aspects changed during the period of
instruction . For example, in order to understand whether other writing
domains have suffered or benefitted from the particular instruction, it would
have been worthwhile to investigate grammatical accuracy or sentence
complexity, too. However, the high within -classvariability of linguistic
proficiency (see section 3.3) might have made conclusions about these
aspects rather difficult. Therefore the analytical rating was focused on
content and organisation, and additionally a holistic rating procedure was
applied, which may reflect a potential development of overall text quality.

Holistic text rating does not isolate different text dimensions, but
subsumes them in one main score, which is considered to represent the
overall text quality (Van den Bergh et al. 2012; Weigle 2002). Usually, the
more aspects are sbbsumed in this score, the more generalisable are the
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results regarding overall writing competence. However, the present study
only looks at a small number of texts and generalisability is not primarily
strived for. Instead, it is a matter of interest wheth er analytical and holistic
ratings show a similar trend or not, that is if improvements in text content
and organisation entail an improvement of overall text quality .

In order to observe the development of the writersO textsover time,
attempts were made to reduce possible rater, rating and task effects
(Rijlaarsdam et al. 2012) for both rating procedures. Rater and rating effects
refer to instability and variability within and among the raters and the
employed rating procedure. In this study, two raters were chosen for each
rating procedure (four raters altogether), which is in line with suggestions by
Schoonen (2005) and Gebril (2009), who consider a minimal number of two
raters as required to gain a valid text analysis.

In the analytical rating, one of the raters was a highly proficient near -
native speaker of German with many years of teaching experience while the
other one was a native speaker of German with little teaching experience. In
order to mediate potential rater effects, the rating scale (a modified version
based on Van Weijen[2009] and Olinghouse et al. [2012], see Appendix E)
was discussed togetherwith the raters before the individual rating started.
After comparing and discussing the given scores, the rater agreement was at
94.14 %. In the holistic rating, both raters were German mother tongue
speakers, one with many years of teaching experience, one without any
teaching experience. They were provided with an instruction sheet and a
rating scale, which included benchmark texts (Blok 1986; Schoonen 2005;
Tillema et al. 2012). These benchmarkswere used for both focus studentand
class texts (see Appendix F). After comparing and discussing the scores,
these raters reached an agreement 0f65.38%. This rather low agreement
might be due to the generally less structured rating procedure without
defined traits, even though benchmark texts are considered to counteract
these effects. There were no indications about under which condition the
texts were written, that is, in the beginning or towards the end of the
intervention. In both rating procedures, calculating the mean of both raters®
ratings derived the final scores, in case theydeviated from each other.

Besides effects caused by the raters and rating procedures, also the chosen
task may influence the text quality score. Task effects refer to the problem of
generalising scoring results from single tasks in specific genres to overall
writing proficiency. It has been argued that more than one text in preferably
more than one genre is nealed to describe a learner® general writing
proficiency (Olinghouse et al. 2012; Van den Bergh et al. 2012; \An Weijen
2009). However, these conclusions assume awide conceptualisation of
writing. In this study, writing proficiency is conceptualised in a narrow
sense (Rijlaarsdam et al. 2012) as exclusively argumentative texts were
collected and conclusions to be drawn about writing skill will only refer to
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argumentativ e text writing skill. Rijlaarsda m et al. (2012) problematise that
narrow conceptualisation s of writing in fact c reate a generalisation dilemma
N if one cannot generalise across text genres, then one cannogeneralise
across witing topics either. Hence, theoretically hardly any generalisations
about writersO writing skills are possible. Even though topic knowledge is
acknowledged asan important variable, in this thesis it is assumed that,
despite inherent difficulties, it is possible to draw a number of conclusions
about argumentative writing proficiency, if several texts about different
topics are collected.

4.3 Results

The writing sessions and the respective texts within the actual inte rvention
instruction period are referred to as GIBG3, while G4 refers to the delayed
post-session seven maths after the intervention. G1, G2, G3 andG4 are
analysed from a developmental perspective, but G4 needs to be judged in the
context of the mentioned time delay. The English writing session (E) took
place shortly after G3. In the figures, the German sessiors will be grouped
together to show the development in this language, and E will be located
furthest on the right side. An illustra tion in the top right-hand corner of all
figures containing information about all writing sessions reminds of the
actual sequence of the writing sessions in time(see Figure 4 as an example)
In the next section, the results of the text rating procedures will be described
and discussed.

First, the focus studentsCresults in the single sessionsGIDG4 and E are
presented from an analytical and holistic rating perspective . These values
represent the development within the focus student group, which received
both the intervention instruction a nd the extra writing exercise in the single
sesgons. Second, the results ofthe analytical and the holistic text quality
rating from the intervention and the non-intervention class are presented.
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Figure 4. Example of f igure layout in all followi ng result chapters
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4.3.1 Text quality of focus student sGexts

An overview of the writing products in terms of final text lengths in number
of words in relation to writing time is given in Table 11, before the actual
scores of the rating procedure are presented As the studentsdid not have a
strict time or word limit, these values are not relevant for text quality per se.
They arerather intended to give an impression of how long students wrote in
general and how many words they produced until they considered their texts
to be finished. Further, Table 11 gives a first impression of the variability
among the students. This impression will be confirmed and strengthened in
the following chapters.

The mean values in Table 11 show that within the first three writing
sessions, whichwere of similar length, the students wrote longer texts in G2
than in G1 and decreased the numberof words again in G3. In the delayed
post-session G4, both the length of the witing session and of the text
increased considerably. Furthermore, when given a comparable task in L2
English, the mean value shows that the students were able to produce more
text in less time.

Figure 5 shows the mean values for studentsOscores from the analytical
rating. The maximum score for argumentative text structure and content was
at 23 points. Figure 5 further depicts that in the initial writing session G1, the
studentsOmean text quality rating was at 13.3 points, which was the lowest
point throughout the intervention . In the subsequent writing session G2, the
produced texts received a higher scoring of 17.6 points, while in G3, this
development reversed and dropped to 14.3 points. In the delayed post-
session G4, again an increase in scong up to 18.1 is noted, which is the
highest score amorg all German writing sessions. In addition, it is shown
that the final score for German exceeds the English one. As far as the
development of writing German ar gumentative texts is considered, G3
represents a relative setback in the overall text quality progression.

Table 11 ParticipantsO writing times (minutes) and final text lengths
(words) .

Gl G2 G3 G4 E

min  w min  w min w min  w min  w

Hilda 62 333 |65 349 |71 244 | - - - -

Henry 45 160 |47 265 |34 195 |76 323 57 641
Ida 47 207 |57 215 |48 210 |63 357 53 534
Mia 61 228 |67 316 |63 213 |67 243 22 313
Per 58 133 |43 138 | 43 142 | 77 422 45 243
Sara 46 258 |61 308 |71 31063 365 61 880
Tom 47 179 | 51 196 | 47 192 | 63 290 43 415
Mean 52 214 |56 255 |54 21568 333 47 504
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Figure 5. Aggregated text quality scores acr oss all writing sessions
according to an analytic rating  procedure (possible maximum 23 points).

In addition to these mean values, the scores inTable 12 depict the individual
developments. It is shown that the studentsOindividual developments are
well represented by the mean values. Withthe exception of Mia, the trend of
a progression until G4 with a relative setback in G3 canbe shown for all
participants, ir respective of the initial score variety in G1.

The results presented so far suggest that in the course of the intervention,
the studentsO text were more in accordance with the task requirements.
Even though there is a relative setback in the third writin g session G3, the
results suggest an improvement of the ability to write argumentative texts in
German.

In addition to the assessment of the aspects included in the instruction
through an analytical rating procedure, a holistic rating was applied. In
Figure 6, the mean scores across sessions are summarised and Table 13
presents the individual results. On a given rating scale, 10 represented a text
of average quality, 5 of low qualty and 20 of good quality.

Table 12. Individual scores across all writing sessions according to an
analytic rating procedure

G1 G2 G3 G4 E

Hilda 12.0 175 150 n.a. n.a.
Henry 115 195 125 19.0 20.0
Ida 165 165 12.0 20.0 195
Mia 155 20.5 175 165 185
Per 8.5 14.0 105 130 125
Sara 185 215 210 22.0 20.5
Tom 105 135 115 18.0 16.0
Mean 13.3 17.6 14.9 18.1 17.8
SD 3.6 3.1 3.8 3.1 3.1
Ccov 271% 17.7% 265% 17.1% 17.1%
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Figure 6. Aggregated text quality scores across all writing session S
according to a holistic rating procedure (10 points represent average

quality).
o000 @

&#! —

- &8

$# $#,!

$" Sl

ll#!

vy

%! %8 %" %(! )!

The mean scores according to the holistic rating of texts written across all
writing sessions in Figure 6 show a trend similar to that of the analytical

rating shown in Figure 5. There is an increase of quality from G1 to G2, G3
represents a relative setback and in G4, the quality increases again, but only
slightly compared to G2. The main difference between the two rating

procedures is that from a holistic perspective, the English texts were rated
higher in relation to the German texts. This result suggests that the German
texts reached a quality comparable to the English text regarding
argumentative text organisation and content, but the English texts remained

superior regarding other text aspects, such as general elaboration, lexical

Table 13. Individual scores across all writing sessions according to a
holistic rating procedure.

G1 G2 G3 G4 E
Hilda 10.0 14.0 10.0 n.a. n.a.

Henry 8.0 20.0 10.0 14.0 22.0
Ida 110 150 7.0 17.0 20.0
Mia 10.0 17.0 14.0 18.0 18.0
Per 5.0 8.5 2.0 3.5 17.0
Sara 20.0 20.0 185 30.0 30.0
Tom 5.0 10.0 9.0 110 20.0
Mean 9.9 14.9 10.1 15.6 21.2
SD 51 4.5 5.2 8.8 4.7
cov 51.5% 30.2% 51.6% 56.3% 22.0%
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variation, linguistic correctness or rhetorical devices. Limitations to this
conclusion are discussed in section 4.4.

In order to illustrate how quality development according to both rating
procedures was reflected in the studentsO texts,HenryOsexamples?® are
shown and commented. On the one hand, his development is representative
of the groupsGtrend, and on the other hand, the fluctuations between his
texts are slightly more visible than for other students, which clearly shows
the quality differe nces. First, Henry® texts G1 and G2are presented, and
later G3, G4 and E

Text G1: OJugendliche Yber 16 Jahre sind alt genug, um Alkohol kaufen zu dYrfen.O
(Oreenagers above 16 yearare old enough to buy alcohol.§

Ich denke dass man achtzehn jahrealt muss sein ob mann Alkohol kaufen will.
Alkohol ist nicht gut fYr Jugendliche oder Erwachsene aber wenn mann ein
Erwachsener ist hat mann eigenes Verantwortung. Die Jugendliche sind nicht reif
aber sie denken das. Deshalb mag ich nicht dass die Jugendthe in Deutschland (16+)
Alkohol kaufen k3nnen. Sie wei" nicht wie gefSrlich es ist und wann sie viel trinken
kSnnen sie sogar sterben. Nicht oft aber es hat passiert.

Wenn man 18 jahre alt ist, ist man immer noch jung und vielleicht reif aber man hat
mehr kontrolle Yber sich. Jetzt wann ich schreibe diese text habe ich meine Meinung
Sndern. Man muss Yber zwanzig sein fYr Alkoholeinkauf. Ich sage diese weil
Jugendliche (18jahre) als Alkohol kaufen k3nnen, k3nnen manchmal so viel fYr zum
beispiel eine Party kaufen. da ist es wenn es gefSrlich werden. Ich glaube dass
Menschen Yber Zwanzig wissen wieviel sie trinken k3nnen und auf diese Weise
kaufen sie weniger. (160 words; 11.5 points analytic quality, 8.0 points holistic
quality)

Text G2: OFleisch ist ungesnd. Deswegen sollte es in KindergSrten und Schulen nur
vegetarische Speisen geben.Oleat is unhealthy. For this reason, nursery schools
and schools shoud only serve vegetarian meals.(

"Fleisch ist ungseund. Deswegen sollte es in KindergSrten und Sculen nur
Vegetarische Speign geben" ist ein kontroverses Thema und jetzt willl ich das
diskutiere.

Mein erstes Argument ist dass man nicht so viel Fleisch braucht aber Menschen hier
in die Welt essen zuviel, das ist nicht gut fYr die Umwelt oder die Person.Die Kindern
sollen lernen dass es viele gte Vegetarische Speisen sindDie Forscher haben gesagt
dass der Risk fYr cancer wenn man zuviel Fleisch essen steigern. Vielleciht ist das
nicht recht, aber mann wei"t nicht und es ist besser ob man vorsichtig ist. Ein
Gegenargument ist dass Fleisch auch gut ist. Es gibt viel Protein in Fleisch und die
meistens denken dass es sehr gut schmeckt. Ja, das stimmt aber die Schulerestaurang
servieren Fleisch fast jeden tag. Viel Menschen sagen dass wenn man nicht Fleisch
essen bekommt man Vitaminmangel. Das ist falsch, es gibt viele Vegetarische Speisen
mit genauso viel Vitamin und Protein als in Fleisch. Was glaube ich? ich finde Flesich
sehr gut aber wir mussen auf lange sicht denken, der Fleischprduktion in die Welt
musst einschrSnken. sonst mussen wir die Konsequenzen abholen. Der

23 Al examples are presented in their original version including mistakes and errors.
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Fleishproduktion steht fYr 1/4 von die C02 emission in die welt. Das ist ein gro"
Summe und machen wir nichts jetzt, sieht es nicht gut aus.

Also, mein RYckschluss ist dass man weniger Fleisk in die Schulen/KindergSrten
servieren soll weil es die Umwelt beeinflusst. Ob die Kindern essen Fleisch Jeden tag
kann es schlecht Konsequenzen fYr die Gesundheit auf lange sicht haben. Doch soll
man nicht nur Vegetarischen Speisen geben weil Fleisch marchmal immer noch gut
ist. (265 words; 19.5 points analytic quality, 20.0 points holistic quality)

A comparison of texts G1 and G2 revealghat in the second session,Henry
was able to discuss a given topic in a more structured way. In text G1, he
starts by uttering his opinion stating that teenagers are not mature enough to
buy alcoholic drinks at the age of 16. Both paragraphsin the text are based
on this argument. In paragraph two he states that he is changing his mind
while writing and thinks that the age limit should be increased from 18 to 20
years. This text does not represent a discussionof different topic -related
aspects but a general opinion, which additionally changes in the text writing
process.Further it contains few characteristics of an argumentative text.

Text G2, on the contrary, comprises a number of features of an
argumentation. The writer includes a short intr oduction, divides the middle
paragraph in argument and counterargument and mentions limitations of
these. He summarises his conclusion after a short discussion and finally
states his own opinion.

In contrast to this improvement, Henry @ G3 text received a much lower
rating. This resembles what could be observed for the entire group.

Text G3: (Fitnessstudios, DiSten, Schdnheitsoperationen, Tattoos, etc. N der eigene
K3rper und OgutesBussehen sind in der heutigen Gesellschaftwichtiger als Charakter
und Intelligenz.0 @Byms, diets, plastic surgery, tattoos, etc. N in today® society the
own body and Ogood lookstbe more important tha n personality and intelligence. O)

Wie wichtig ist Aussehen heute? Musst du gut aussieht wenn du eine gutes geschSft
mS3chten? Ich denke dass man nicht ein Person von die aussehen richten sollen, aber
leider ist es so heute. Aussehen werden wichtiger und wichtiger wenn du gelingen
willst, schon am die "celebrityfront". Zum beispiel; Schwedische Idol, viel mal haben
leute da mit schSne stimmen nicht weiter gehen kSnnen weil sie nicht gut aussieht.
Ich finde dass schrecklich. In die Gesellschaft heute, ist also Aussehen wichtiger dann
Fertigkeit in viele Bereiche. Weil es hat passiert gibt es viele Menschen mit
fantastische Fertigkeiten, zum beispiel aus ein Schauspieler, aber es geht nicht weil
anderen Menschen siehen besser aus. Aber ob man erfolgreich oder nicht ist, gelten
nicht nur in die G eschSftbussiness. Ob leute viel um die Aussehen denken wenn man
spricht Liebe ist ein viel diskutiertes Thema. Was denke ich? Ich glaube dass die
Au"enseite macht dass man intressiert werden aber die Charakter macht dass man
bleibt mit der Person. So, ja fYr mich spielt die Aussehen eine Rolle wenn man Liebe
diskutiert, Aber es ist hSsslich dass viele Leute weniger M3glichkeiten in die Lebn
bekommt weil es gibt Menscen dass schsner ist.(195 words; 12.5 points analytic
quality, 10.0 points holistic quality)
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In this text, Henry starts out with two rhetorical questions and his personal
opinion. He continues describing an exemplary TV show, which, in his
opinion, prioritises appearance over talent. Departing from this example, he
generalisesto other aspects n society, where hesees similartrends. He then
switches abruptly to the topic love and finishes his text by expressing his
view on the role of appearance in relation to | oving a person. This third text
basically contains examples of why Henry agrees withthe given thesis. He
switches rapidly from one example to another, but neither elaborates on an
argument nor presents a counterargument. He succeels in making his
opinions clear, but from an argumentative perspective, the text lacks a
number of crucial elements and is therefore rated lower than G2.

G4, the delayed posttext, written seven months after G3, represents
another change in Henry® text quality development. Regarding the score it
is comparable to sessionG2.

Text G4: OSoziale Netzwerke (wigsacebook, Twitter, Instagram, Tumblr, etc.) sind fYr
Jugendliche gefShrlich.0 (Bocial networks [like Facebook, Twitter, Instagram,
Tumbilr, etc.] are dangerous for teenagers.p

Soziale Netzwerke haben sehr gro" geworden und es gibt viele verschiedene
Netzwerke. Viele Menschen benutzen es sehr oft, Jugendliche auch. Ich denke dass es
ein negativ Effekt haben kann und warum ich so glauben will ich jetzt diskutieren.

FYrs erste, kann ich fYr mich selbst sehen dass viele von meine Freunde weniger
sprechen wenn wir umgehen, weil sie mit ihrem Handys am z.b Facebook oder
instagram sitzen. Das ist die erste probleme, man wird in der CyberWelt
verschlucken und socializert sich weniger mit andere leuten im echten Leben. Dieses
Faktor spielt ein wichtiger Roll wie gut man die Soziale Kompetenz in der JYgendlice
jahren entwickelt.

Zweitens, Die Sociale Kompetenz ist nicht die einzige FShigkeit dass schlechter
geworden. Wenn wir sind in der Schule notiere ich wie viele SchVYler und

SchVlerinnen weniger arbeiten und am die Handys und Soczale Netzwerke liegen

anstatt. Wenn man sich weniger fYr die Aufgabe in der Schule kYmmert bekommt

man schlechter Resultate und dass beeinflusst die Zukunft man werden bekommen.

Bis jetzt k3nnen wir sehen dass die Soziale netzwerke die Sdale FShigkeiten und die

Disciplin beeinflusst.

Drittens, Gewsnlicherweisse sagt man dass Die Soziale Netzwerke ist gut weil man die
MSglichkeit mit viele Personen kontakt haben bekommt und man bleibt bewusst um
was in die welt passiert hat, entweder unter die Freunde oder in andere LSnder weit
weg. Ja, nat¥rlich ist stimmt das aber es ist YbermS"ig, nach ein Zeit spielt das Echten
leben kein roll. Likes, followers und "Onl'ne -Freunde" sind die Wichtigste und ein
BestehtigungbedYrfnis wSchst, man will mehr likes und onlineFreunds haben weil
man denkt dass es ein Statusdenkmal ist. Entsichern JYgendliche mit nur einige Likes
am die Photos sie Zeigten oder einige onlineFreunds denken dass sie Schlechter dann
die "beliebt" JYgendliche da sind. Es beeinflusst JYgendliche mehr weil Erwachsene
reif sind und verstehen dass es kein Roll spielt.

Zusammenfassend hoffe ich dass sie mich verstehen, JYgendliche sind leicht
beeinflusst und deshalb k3nnen die Soziale Netwerke sie RYcken (323 words; 19.0
points analytic quality, 14.0 points holistic quality)
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The G4 textwas rated much higher than the previous one, as itshows more
characteristics of an argumentative text. Henry begins his text with a general
introduction to the top ic, presents the writerOspoint of view and explicitly
refers to the following discussion. Linguistic markers introduce the three
arguments that follow . At first, he discusses two aspectsthat support the
given thesis. In the third paragraph, he mentions a counterargument, but
immediately describes the limitations of this argument. Insofar, all three
paragraphs support Henry® own opinion given in the introduction. In a
short final paragraph, he sums up the text and again stateshis point of view.
Unlike in G3 he succeeds in writing a coherent text, which contains a clearly
identifiable introduction, arguments and a conclusion. The choice of the
arguments is in line with the thesis that he supports and the reader can
follow his argumentative string.

Finally, HenryOsEnglish text is presented. According to the analytical
rating procedure, the values for HenryOs English text were slightly higher
than the values for G4, whereas the groupOsiean value in English was
slightly lower than the value for G4. However, the differences between
German and English writing decreasedand their quality converged towards
a comparable level. Regarding a holistic rating, the English texts were rated
higher in general.

Text E: OThe internet D the best thing since the invention of the television.O

Internet is a tool that has helped humanity to develop its technology alot faster than
what was expected 1020 years ago. Many people claim that this phenomenon is the
very best invention since the television, and that® a very good rating. Is this really the
case? Can werely on the internet as a stable ground for our global trading/issue
solving/bounding in the future? | would like to write about this topic today.

A first thought from me, that @ something positive about internet is that we can create
strong bounds with other people or countries without having to meet them in real life.

Think about life without internet? We would almost know nothing about the situation

in other places in the world. Thanks to the internet, we get the chance to help one
antother, even though we@® not physically close. Furthermore the internet (if you

have a computer) has all of the applications a modern television has, plus many more.
In this scenario, you can®say that the internet alone is better than a tv, since you need
a computer to forfill its purposes, obviously. A last and also, in my opinion, very
strong argument is that you can buy everything from your home today, groceries,
cellphones, clothes, you name it. The Internet offers so many different kinds of
services, that you can alnost live your entire life without feeling the need to go
outside.

While writing the last two sentcences of the upper column in this text, | named two
things that can be very good to use in arguments while speaking about the bad sides of
the internet; The selling opportunities and never having to go outside. Since selling
over the internet has become very comfortable, criminal organisations take these
shortcuts into making money too. Today |@ sure that the majority of the internet
using population knows some of these possible risks; Getting scammed online, your
bank account getting hacked or, for example, getting your identity stolen. These are
three of many criminal activites over the web, that® why it® very important to be
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careful while surfing. Evertyhi ng isn@great. The "never having to go outside" problem
is worth discussing too, even though it® similar to the problems you can recieve by
watching too much tv, | would say that internet addiction is alot worse. Many people
lose their need to interact with others, they lose their social skills and social behaviour
just because they isolate themselves from the real society, they beome a cyberfreak,
it® almost like their personality only exists online. Speaking about personalities
online, my chain of thou ght leads me to social media. Now this has grown to a big
trend over the last years and it carries many consequenses. One of them is becoming
addicted, transferring your life into facebook instead of reality, like what | told you
about just a moment ago. Another issue is being bullied on the web, this is happening
all the time. Insecure people are getting bullied or used in varoius ways, maybe
because they posted an "ugly" profile picture or because they try to share their opinion
on a ceratin subject. | can sit here all day and write about all of the reasons why
people are being mentally abused on the web, but tha® not the point, you understand
it. The reason | write about it is that it happens all the time and it totally breaks
individuals down.

To finish it off, how do i feel about the Internet? It @ definetly the best invention since
the television if you only look to the fanastic things a human can achieve by using it.
Unfortunately, bad people tend to use it for bad reasons and therefore, all the horrible
acts and deeds that takes place over the web every day, brings darkness over all the
positive, helping activities there. (641 words; 20.0 points analytic quality, 22.0 points
holistic quality)

Henry ® English text is much more elaborated than his German texts. The
introduction, the selected arguments and counterarguments as well as the
conclusion are expresseal in more detail and the transition s between the
parts appear smoothly. He further includes stylistic devices (such asrhetoric
guestions and examples), addresses the reader moreoften and succeeds in
presenting his line of thoughts to the reader. However, the basic components
of the text type argumentation are seemingly not more advanced than in his
German texts G2 and G4 which led to a similar scorefor all three texts.

4.3.2 Text quality of intervention and non -intervention class

texts
So far, the results of the text quality analyses were shown for the focus
students from a within-group perspective. In this section, texts by the
students (IC1BIC5 and NICIBDNIC8), who only attended classes, are
presented. In Table 14, the analytical rating scores of five IC studentsO texts
and eight NIC studentsO texts in sessions C1 and GBe presented. The mean
values for the initial writing session C1 show that the score for the pre-
intervention text differs only by 0.1 point, hence can be interpreted as similar
in both classes. The results for the third writing session C3 show a slightly
higher score for the IC with 12.4 points compared to 11.3 points h the NIC.
In fact, this difference does not indicate a big difference between the two
groups, especially considering the fact that the analytical rating procedure
focuses on those text features, which were explicitly taught during the
intervention. Accordingly, in a between-group comparison, the intervention
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Table 14. Scores of class texts in sessions C1 and C3 after analytical rating
(possible maximum of 23 points).

Intervention class Non-intervention class
C1 C3 C1 C3
IC1 9.0 16.0 NIC1 10.0 11.0
IC2 7.0 4.0 NIC2 10.0 12.0
IC3 11.0 16.0 NIC3 9.0 9.0
IC4 13.0 9.0 NIC4 8.0 130
IC5 7.0 17.0 NIC5 10.0 11.0
NIC6 3.0 11.0
NIC7 10.0 9.0
NIC8 14.0 14.0
Mean 9.4 12.4 Mean 9.3 113
SD 2.6 5.7 SD 3.1 18
Ccov 27.7 % 45.8 % cov 33.1% 156 %

did not improve the texts of the IC to a considerable degree with regards to
argumentative text features. However, one interesting observation is the
standard deviation of the mean valuesof IC and NIC in session C3. On the
one hand, three IC students have rather high scores, which also exceed the
top scores in the NIC. On the other hand, two students received remarkably
low scores. These rather clear differences again indicate a high within-group
variability . This will be further discussed in section 4.4.

Table 15 summarises the results of the holistic rating of IC and NIC class
texts for sessions C1 andC3. Like in the rating of the focus student texts, 10
represented a text of average gality, 5 of low quality and 20 of good quality
on a given rating scale It is shown that when a holistic rating procedure is

Table 15. Scores of class texts in  sessions C1 and C3 after holistic rating
(10 points represent average q uality ).

Intervention class Non-intervention class
C1 C3 C1 C3
IC1 7.0 8.5 NIC1 6.0 10.0
IC2 6.0 7.5 NIC2 10.0 9.0
IC3 7.0 10.0 NIC3 4.5 8.0
IC4 14.0 8.5 NIC4 7.5 11.0
IC5 8.0 8.0 NIC5 7.0 7.5
NIC6 5.0 7.5
NIC7 12.5 13.0
NIC8 10.0 16.5
Mean 8.4 8.5 Mean 7.8 10.3
SD 3.2 0.9 SD 2.8 3.1
cov 38.2% 11.0% cov 35.7% 30.4 %
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applied, the initial score in C1 was slightly higher in the IC (8.4 points) than
in the NIC (7.8 points). At the end of the intervention, there was almost no
change in mean scoring in IC, while the NIC showed an improvement to 10.3
points. Thus, a betweengroup comparison based on the holistic rating
shows an improvement of the NIC, who did not take part in the intervention,
but continued their regular schedul e.

Finally, a comparison of the focus studentsO, the IC and NIC students®xt
quality performance is of interest. Table 16 presents an overview of all
generated mean scores.In the comparison of all analytical rating scores
some differences become apparen In the initial session, the focus students
scored higher. This might be due to the already stated difference in language
proficiency (see section 3.3) or to that fact that G1 was written shortly after
Cl and therefore, represented the second text for tke focus students.
However, also in G3 the focus students scored slightly higher than the
classes in C3. This suggests the tentative result that the focus students scored
higher in their writings and show a stronger tendency to improve text quality
when exdusively argumentative text features are measured.

For the holistic rating scores, the results are slightly different. In this
rating, the focus students also scored slightly higher in the initial session
than both IC and NIC, however, for the third sessions C3 and G3, focus
students and NIC show similar results and outperform IC. It should be
noticed that in sessions G2 and G4, the holistic scores for the focus students
however were in fact higher than for IC and NIC, which is in line with the
already mentioned observation that session G3 represented a particular
outlier in the focus student sequence. Thus, it is clear that overall, the focus
students showed better results in text quality than IC and NIC, which was
more evident in an analytical rating than in a holistic rating.

Table 16. Generated mean scores of analytical (A) and holistic (H) rating

for focus students, intervention class and non -intervention class.
Gl G2 G3 G4
A H A H A H A H
Focus students 133 9.9 176 149 143 10.1 18.1 15.6
C1l C3
A H A H
IC 94 84 124 85
NIC 93 7.8 11.3 10.3
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4.4 Discussion

In this chapter the quality of the studentsOwriting products has been
presented. The results show that the focus students improved their text
quality in the course of the intervention from s ession G1 toG4, even though
there was arelative setback in G3.Between sessions G2 and Gdonly a very
small increase in scoring could be noted. However, considering the time
delay of more than seven months between these two sessions and the fact
that the students did not write any further argumentations in German after
the instruction period, this can still be considered a positive trend. To a
certain degree, this is in line with what Sasaki (2004) observed in her
longitudinal study after a 3.5-year period. Her students had received writing
instruction for two terms and after another 2.5 years Saaki did a follow-up
data collection and text rating. She concluded that the students had the
highest scores directly after the instructional programme, but afterwards
only slight improvements could be observed.In the current study, Henry ®
examples demonstrated that he was still able to apply knowledge about
argumentative writing in German in the dela yed post-session in a similar
way asin session G2. Due to this, t is my assumption that the text quality
drop in G3, which was noticable for the entire focus student group, does not
reflect a regressive development.instead | argue that there might be other
circumstances causing this drop, which will be further discussed in
chapter 7.

The observations described for text quality were reflected both in an
analytical and a holistic rating procedure. This parallel development may be
explained by the amount of pre-writing activities and an acquired routine in
writing in the genre , which led to a cognitive release rearding global textual
aspects like content and organisation. Consequently, more cognitive
capacities might have opened up for other text quality levels. Thus, an
increase in text quality regarding content and organisation assumingly led to
an increase inoverall text quality as well. Another explanation for the similar
development in both rating s might be the influence of a clearer text structure
for the overall impression of a text. Even though the raters in the holistic
procedure were instructed to rate the overall impression of the texts, an
improvement in rhetorical structure might have had a strong impact on how
the texts were assessedn general.

Taking into consideration the reported measures for the co-efficient of
variation, the differences among the students were smaller in the analytical
than in the holistic rating. This observation shows that all the students were
able to improve their writi ng regarding rhetorical structure within a rather
short time, but when other text characteristics are taken into consideration,
the initial differences in language proficiency are continually reflected.

Both analytical and holistic text quality scores confirmed that students
were able to write texts of higher quality in their L2 English. The results
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showed that the students were able to progress in German towards their
higher text quality in English. However, it was also apparent that the

difference between the highestquality score in German in G4 andthe score
in English was much more evident in the holistic rating procedure than in

the analytical one. One assumption is that when only argumentative text
features were considered, the studentsOwritings skills in L2 and L3

converged much more easily. This might be due to the basic formal

requirements of an argumentative text in a foreign language in the applied

analytical rating scheme and the studentsO ability tomeet theseafter a rather

short period of practice. On the contrary, when the texts were rated under
consideration of all aspects, including for example also grammatical

correctness, word choice and style, the differencesbetween L2 and L3 did

not dissolve aseasily andthe variation between the students) textsemained

visible. This insight is confirmed by the coefficient of variation of the mean

values for German. With more practice and focus on argumentative writing,

more students were able to write texts that reached higher analytic scores
and therefore, showed less variation. When, however, the text as a whole was
considered, they still deviated to a substantial degree.

As already indicated, another important factor regarding the analytic
rating procedure is the applied rating form. The fact that the difference
between German and English became lessvisible towards the final writing
session might not only originate in the studentsGimprovement in German
writing , but also be due to a possible lack of a more finegrained rating scale
with a higher number of traits, which might allow for more differentiation.
Applying such a rating form with more nuances might possibly reveal more
differences.

Further, a comparison was made between analytical and holistic text
quality of IC and NIC students in sessions C1 and C3According to both
rating procedures, the groups started out from rather similar levels of text
quality and no group had lower results in the post-intervention writing
session (C3). When rated analytically, the post-intervention texts of the IC
were slightly better than those of the NIC, but the mean scores for both
classes do not suggest that the writing intervention had had an influence on
the texts written by the IC students. However, the individual scores provoke
some speculations. It became apparent that the IC students showed a clear
within -group variation. There are various potential reasons for this
observation. First, an important factor is learner-variability. E specially when
testing on few occasions, uncontrollable learner-internal factors, such as
tiredness or stress, might have influenced the scores and decreased the
validity of the results. Second the text scoresmight also reflect the reported
variation in language proficiency . However, this observation is not consistent
for the same studentson both writing occasions. For example, while students
IC1 and IC2 (see Table 14 start out with low scores in Cl, they reach very
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different scores in session C3. Hence, language proficiency cannot be the
decisive factor in generating these scoresThird, it can be speculated that the
instructional programme fitted well to the learning style and interest of some
students, while others did not benefit to the same degreefrom it .

The holistic text quality scores show a different picture. Here the NIC
students gained higher scores in G while the IC remained approximately on
the same level. Due to the varying numbers of texts in these classes it is
difficult to compare them and to know how representative they are regarding
the overall class achievement. However, one potential explanation for this
result could be that the students in the NIC continued to work o n different
aspects of their German proficiency during the intervention period, for
example certain grammatical aspects and vocabulary. An improvement in
these areas might have a stronger impact on the @erall impression of a text,
which is reflected in the holistic rating, than a focus on the rhetorical
features of the text type. The consequence of thiswould be that one main
focus during an intervention could facilitate certain writing skills, while
hindering others.

Apart from the betw een-classes comparison,it is relevant how the focus
students scored in comparison with the classes.In general, the text quality of
the texts written by the focus students improved more than the texts written
by the other two groups. The differences were moreevident in the analytical
scores than in the holistic ones when G1/G3 are compared with C1/C3. In
particular, the NIC actually scored slightly higher in the analytical rating in
C3 than the focus group in G3. However, my assumption is that the overall
performance of the focus group in all single sessions suggests higher degree
of improvement. In order to check this assumption, the results of the focus
studentsOwriting in C1 and C3 were compared. These two texts were
available for five out of the seven focus students. Here it wasclear that in the
analytical rating, the mean score in C1 was11.0 points (SD 4.9) and in C3
14.8 points (SD 5.3), and in the holistic scoring the mean value for C1 was at
10.3 points (SD 5.9) and for C3 at 12.5 points (SD 7.5).These valuesalso
confirm that the focus students O texts were of highequality than both the IC
and NIC onesacross sessions and across rating procedures.

Thus it can be stated that only the focus students, who both attended the
instruction in class and had additional individual writing pract ice with
reflective interviews, were able to improve their argumentative writing in L3
German throughout the intervention. The intervention alone had, if at all, a
minor influence on text quality. Hirose & Sasaki (2000) made a similar
observation in their study, in which they reported that under the condition of
instruction of metaknowledge and additional writing practice , the students
were able to improve their writing more than when receiving metaknowledge
instruction alone.
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In this section, the results of the text analysis have been presented and
discussed. Even though text analysis is one possibility to judge writing, it is
Onherently restricted in its capacity to explain why people learnO(Cumming
2001: 4). Thus, writing must be seen from more perspectives.In chapter 5,
the secord pillar of this thesis, the writing processes will be the focus of
interest.

84



5 Writing processes in argumentative
writing in L3 German

In this chapter, the semnd approach to researching L3 writing is described.
How a text is composed and what we can infer from this about the on-going
cognitive processes of writers is in focus. First, an overview of research
related to writing process theory is given, including a discussion of
underlying theoretical writing process models and research findings about
the differences of writing processes in first and secondforeign languages.As
in chapter 4, the theoretical overview will be followed by a description of the
analysis and the results.

The majority of results are based on numerical writing process data.
However, in the final part of the result section, an in-depth analysis of the
participantsO online search strategiesn session Glis presented. This section
can be considered ascomplementary to the general writing process results,
as it provides detailed information about the characteristics of online source
use. The chapter will be concluded with a discussion of thefindings .

5.1 A cognitive perspective on writing

Descriptions of writing from a cognitive perspective often contain the word
complex. Writing is complex, because writers have to engage ina large
number of mental activities when composing a text. They need to consider
task requirements, writing topic and potential readers in their
conceptualisation of the text being written. Further, t hey need to generate
relevant ideas, organise them in a coherent way, translate them into
linguistic forms (under consider ation of for example lexis, orthography,
syntax, grammar or punctuation ) through some kind of writing medium and
finally, continually re-read and evaluate the appropriateness of the text
produced, both on a global and local level, and if necessary,delete, re-write
and revise. Additionally, this process is influenced by both writer -internal
and -external variables. Considering all of these aspects it becomes apparent
that learning to write is di fficult for many learners and progress requires
time and effort.

A number of writing process models have been developed since thel980s
(Bereiter & Scardamalia 1987; Flower & Hayes 1981;Hayes & Flower 1980;
Hayes 1996, 2012; Kellogg 1996 Zimmerman & Risemberg 1997) in order to
better understand the complexity of writing, to investigate it (or single
aspects of it) and finally, to come to pedagogical conclusions (Alamargot &
Chanquoy 2001). Hayes and Flower (1980) focused on the components of
advanced writerOswriting processes, Bereiter and Scardamalia (1987)
investigated writing from a developmental perspective and distinguished
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between beginner and experienced writers and Kellogg (1996) stressed the
role of working memory for writing.

Despite different foci, the cognitive process models share a few
assumptions. First, writing is a complex set of different cognitive activities,
which are hierarchical and goal-driven. Second, acontrolling device called
monitor allocates the order of and transition between these activities in the
writing process. Third, all activities and their all ocation take place within the
span of working memory, which means that they are constrained by its
limited capacity (Alamargot & Chanquoy 2001).

The above-mentioned cognitive models have gained much popularity
since the 1980s. However, their dominance has been questionedand social
and cultural aspects of learning have become increasingly prominent in
theory development, for example in socio-cognitive theories of learning and
writing (e.g. Atkinson 2011; Cook 1991 Flower 1994). In this thesis, socially
determined aspects such as thestudy context, text genre and classroom
discussions and reflection indicate that cognitive and social spheres camot
be separated, especially in a naturalistic study environment. However,
cognitive writing models serve as the basis for this studyfor two reasons.
First, the instructional approach is oriented towards cognitive processes of
writing and second, the main interests of this study are of cognitive nature.
This does not mean that social and contextual aspects are neglected,only
that they are not in the focus of the study. They are, however,used to help to
interpret the results.

In Flower and Hayes()(1981) model, writing is described as a problem
solving process that involves three elements: the task environment, the
writerOs longterm memory and the writing process itself. The latter further
consists of three basic sub-processes, planning, formulating and revising
the text, which are under the control of a monitor component. Throughout
the following years of research, hese fundamental aspectsremained, but
along with several revisions, the model was expanded, for example: a
highlighted role of working memory and motivati on (Hayes 1996; Kellogg
1996), the acknowledgement of transcription affordances (Chenoweth &
Hayes 2001) and a description of a more diverse task environment, including
collaborators and writing technology (Hayes 2012). The latest model by
Hayes (2012) is displayed in Figure 7 and will serve to describe the
complexity and dynamics of the writing process. As it is shown, this model
divides writing into three levels: the control, process and resource level. The
control level refers to internal aspects of the writer, which are, at least to a
certain degree, under conscious control. Thus, different learners can
motivate themselves differently to engage in writing tasks. For example, a
learner might be motivated to carry out a given writing task to receive a good
grade. In order to achieve this, different goals need to be set
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Motivation Goal Setting
Plan
write
revise

- Control
Level
Writing Schemas

Writing
Processes
Proposer Transcriber
3 . Process
) Level
Task /\ Transcribing I'4
Environment Collaborators . Technology Text-Written-

&Critics Task Materials, / So-Far
Written Plans
Long-Term
Memory
Working Reading
Memory

Figure 7. The revised writing process model (Hayes 2012: 371)

Resource
Level

according to given task schemata If, for example, an argumentative text is
the task at hand, then a learner, who is acquainted with the requirements of
an argumentation, might set the goal to carry out all writing processes
involved, that is planning, writing and revising. If that task is perceived as
difficult or challenging, writing aids such as dictionaries might be consulted
more frequently (Chenoweth & Hayes 2001). In that way, the control level
refers to the writer @ own disposition in relation to the perceived task
requirements and therefore strongly influences the process level.

The process level isfurther divided into internal writing processes and
external task environment. As already mentioned, in earlier models the
writing process was subdivided into the basic mental operations of planning,
formulating and revising. Even though these main components are still
considered as valid (Hayes 2012),in the latest model each of them is
considered as a paricular Gapplication of writing @ which requires (1) a
proposer, (2) a translator and (3) a transcriber. Accordingly, either when
preparing a written plan, when formulating text or when carrying out
revision, writers repeatedly make proposals (that is, generate ideas), they
translate ideas into potential linguistic forms and they transcribe them
considering orthographic rules. Particularly the latter is an important
addition to the model from the point of foreign language writing, as the
motoric component of transcription (Kellogg 1996) and spelling often place
heavy cognitive burdens on foreign language writers (Chenoweth & Hayes
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2001). The adaption of the model, indicating that similar processesseem to
be carried out for different Gpecialized writing activities O(Hayes 2012: 376)
(that is, planning, formulating and revising) emphasises the recursive

character of writing, with one process leading into ancther (Barbier &

Spinelli-Jullien 2009) . Additionally, the control component, generally
known as monitor, has been removed and replaced by a secalled (4)

evaluator, which orchestrates the Qransition between these processes and
subprocesses [...], potentidly triggering and triggered by anotherO(Spelman
Miller et al. 2008: 434).

The components of the task environment are positioned in close
interaction with the writing processes. The social aspect of writing is
acknowledged by including collaborators and critics, which together with
task materials have an influence on the proposer. In an earlier model
(Chenoweth & Hayes 2001), the role of dictionaries as well as styleguides,
computer interfaces and spell checkers were mentioned more explicitly,
which is of particular importance for the present study. In addition, HayesO
model takes into consideration the transcription process as one of the
competing sub-processes astranscription technology is included in the task
environment. Further, as in earlier models, the text-written -so-far also plays
a crucial role as a trigger for any potential consecutive writing activity such
as re-planning or revising .

Finally, the model groups attention, long -term memory, working memory
and reading on the resource level. Apart from reading, these aspects were
already dealt with in section 2.1.1,where their central role in the execution of
complex cognitive tasks under conscious control was described. This will be
furthe r developed for writing in section 5.1.1.

Hayes and Flower (1980) described writing as a distinctive form of
thinking, which is being organised in the process of composition. As writers
create texts, the different sub-processes are not carried out in a linear
fashion, but are dynamic, recursive, and potentially parallel. For example, as
text evolves, writers might begin to re-read already written text, change their
initial writing goal, delete parts of what has been written, add more text that
fits the writing-goal more appropriately and so forth. Hence, all processes
may occur at any time and in any combination throughout the writing
process. Handling the variety of these different processes is, as Hayes and
Flower (1980: 30) put it, a Ofull-time cognitive overloadO.

Even though the Flower and HayesO (1981)nodel was initially designed
for L1 writing, it has been the most influential one in writing process
research across languages However, the applicability of L1 production
models on L2/Lx contexts can be questioned and attempts have been made
to adapt and extend these models to foreign language contexts (see R.
Zimmerman [2000] for an overview). BSrner (1987) for example, in his
adaption of Hayes and FlowerOs(1980) model, added the L2-factor at
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different levels in the model, such as longterm memory, writing schemas
(which he termed intertexts L1/L2) and the monitor. R. Zimmerman (2000)
investigated the processlevel in particular and identified and compared sub-
processes in L1 and L2. Apart from a few differences in the pre-writing
phase, he did not find anything L2-specific on the process level inqualitative
terms.

However, many writers are multilingual and, as in this study, are required
to write in their L3 as part of their formal education . De Bot and Jaensch
(2014) discuss whether L3 processing is dstinct from bilingual and
monolingual processing. They conclude that there is as yet no evidence ofa
qualitative difference. However, evidence of quantitative differences in
learning an L3 is overwhelming. Research on L3 production has to a large
extent focused on crosslinguistic influences (Cenoz et al. 2001; De Angelis
2005; Murphy 2003), when investigating the dynamics in language learning
and use. A number of learner- and language-based variablesare considered
to be decisive for the understanding of these dynamics (see Murphy [2003]
for L3 or Jarvis [2000] for an overview). Factors such as the sociecultural
context, language learning setting, L2/L3 language proficiency, -exposure,
language mode, Bnguage/learning awareness, educational baclground and
language typology mayinteract and have an impact on the acquisition of an
L3. In this study, L2 versus L3 status and learning motivation (see chapter 3)
are potentially decisive factorsfor the description of acquisition processes

Hence, it needs to be considered that L1 influence on L2 acquisition is
different from L2 influence on L3 acquisition (de Bot & Jaensch 2014)
which makes L2 a central variable in the description of L3 acquisition and
production . Leung (2005), for example, argued that L3 acquisition is more
complex than L2 and showed that the acquisition of French as L2 differs
from French as L3. Further, De Angelis (2005) compared learners of Italian
as L3 or L4 and concluded that the previously learned foreign language(s)
have an impact on both language production and grammatical accuracy in
the target language.

These findings indicate that L3 writing is complex and that multiple
variables have a potential influence on the writing process in quantitative
terms. These aspects are not yetsufficiently acknowledged in cognitive
writing models based on L1 writing (see section 5.4 for a discussion)
However, as mentioned earlier, there is little evidence of differences in the
quality of the L2 and L3 writing processes, which led to the decision to use
the process models in this thesis.

5.1.1 Working memory and demands on processing writing

Due to a growing acknowledgement of the complexity of the writing process
in relation to the limited human capacity to hold activated knowledge and to
process it (MacArthur & Graham 2016), processing demands and therole of

89



Chapter 5

working memory for writing have received much attention during the last
two decades (Hayes 1996;Kellogg 1996; McCutchen 1996, 2000; Ransdell &
Levy 1996; Stevenson et al. 2006). In the revised writing model ( Hayes 2012;
see Figure 7), working memory is co-ordinated with long -term memory,
reading and attention on the resource level.

As mentioned in section 2.1.1 long-term memory stores a potentially
unlimited amount of information. Related to writing , this might refer to
relevant knowledge regarding topic, genre, register, but also metacognitive
writing knowledg e. However, the amount to which this knowledge can be
used during writing is largely dependent on processing demands put upon
working -memory. In his description of the writing process, Kellogg (1996)
outlines the demands on working memory during all sub-processes of
writing. When learners engage in multi-tasking situations like writing,
several subprocesses simultaneously accessworking memory. In these
situations, the central executive coordinates taskperformance, for example
when writers transcribe, plan ahead and retrieve lexis at the same time.
However, from the perspective of the so-called capacity approach
(McCutchen 1996), there are trade-offs between working memory storage
and processing during complex situations, which makes it difficult to meet
the demands in tasks like writing. That is, learners implicitly focus their
attention on some demands of writing, while others are more or less left
aside.

5.1.2 L2 writing processes

Many foreign language learners consider writing in the foreign language
exhausting and cognitively demanding (Cumming 2001; Silva 1992, 1993;
Wolfersberger 2003), particularly when lexical retrieval and transcription
require much conscious attention (Schmidt 1992) and take a long time to
become automatised This frequently results in a focus on low-level or local
aspects of a text, such asanguage form, and leaveshigher-level text aspects,
such as text cortent, organisation and cohesion unattended to (Chenoweth &
Hayes 2001; McArthur & Graham 2016; New 1999).

On a general level, it has been shownthat lower-level processing heavily
draws on L2 writersO cognitive capacity This might be visible both in the
resulting text, for example through a lack of attention to higher-level aspects
such as a coherent text organisation(Schoonen et al. 2003; Stevenson 2005;
Whalen & MZnard 1995), but also in relation to the various writing sub -
processes Research has consistently shown that L2 writers struggle
considerably with the formulation of text, hence compose less fluently in
their L2 than in their L1 (Chenoweth & Hayes 2001; Lindgren et al. 2008;
Roca de Larios et al. 2001; Silva 1993; Spelman Miller 2000 a; Stevenson
2005; Van Waes & Leijten 2015) This can, for example, be displayed by
producing fewer words in their final texts ( for example Sasaki & Hirose 1996;
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Thorson 2000), pausing more frequently (Pennington & So 1993; Spelman
Miller 2000 a) and revising more often on text surface level (Chenoweth &
Hayes 2001; Lindgren et al. 2008 ; Thorson 2000; Wallace & Hayes 199
Further, L2 writers tend to plan text locally rather than globally (Jones &
Tetroe 1987 Whalen & MZnard 1995) and differ to their L1 counterparts in
the orchestration of writing sub -processes (Van Weijen 20M). Regarding the
differences between skilled and lessskilled L2 writers, studies have also
demonstrated that more skilled writers spend less time on formulation, plan
more and tend to revise at a discourserather than a word and phrase level
(Cumming 1989; Roca de Larios et al. 1999; 2001; Zamel 1983)

The sequence of the writing subprocesses and the cognitive effort, with
which they are carried out, are indicated through concrete activities, such as
transcribing, pausing, deleting or inserti ng. Together they form a picture of a
writerOs fluency that is, the ability to formulate ideas into linguistic form s
according to linguistic rules (Stevenson 2005). Tracking and interpreting
these activities is difficult, as they form a very simplistic account of the
complex underlying cognitive sub-processes deloyed while composing
(Alves & Limpo 2015). However, reconstructing the chain of events during
composing can at least partly provide us with insights about the cognitive
efforts of writing and learning.

5.1.3 L2 writing fluency

Acquiring writing fluency has been acknowledged as one essential
component of L2 learning. A large production of language within a given
amount of time is associated with quick retrieval of target language forms
leading to a better L2 performance. Interest in fluency originates in studies
on speech production (Kormos 2006; Segalowitz 2016), but has also grown
in relevance for writing research during the last two decades (Wolfe-
Quintero et al. 1998; Latif 2013).

In writing research, Chenoweth and HayesO(2001: 81) definition of
fluency as the Orate of production of textGs most frequently used and depicts
well what one can see when composition takes place. However, from a
cognitive perspective, the appearance of texton paper or screen merely
reflects underlying mental processes taking place while writing. Van
Gelderen and Ooostdam (2002: 241) for example suggested defining fluency
as Qhe efficient access to a rich linguistic knowledge base and the (equally
efficient) retrieval of propositions for utterances Q which highlights that
fluency is not necessarily what is displayed as transcribed text, but what is
mentally accessed

Writers, who perform a speedy transcription of text, are able to easily
retrieve lexical segmentsheld in working memory . This is an indicator that a
certain level of automatisation of lexical retrieval is reached (see stages of
skill acquisition chapter 2.1.2), and that learners might utilise writing
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strategies effectively (Alves & Limpo 2015 Torrance & Galbraith 2006 ). For
the production of text, this means that due to automatised translating and
transcription processes, there is more free working memory capacity to
consider other text dimensions (Schoonen et al. 2003; Whalen & MZnard
1995). Hence, more fluent writing is characterised by a higher production
rate and fewer interruptions , such aspauses and revisions

Writing fluency measures

Writing fluency has been measured by both product-based and process
based measures. Product measurestypically involve counting written

characters, words, clauses, sentencest-units or error -free units in the final

text product (for example Johnson et al. 2012, Sasaki 2004; Storch 2009, see
also Wolfe-Quintero et al. 1998 for an overview). However, as has been
argued by a number of researchers (Chenoweth & Hayes 2001} atif 2013;
Wolfe-Quintero et al. 1998), they neither reveal much about the efficiency of
the production process nor about fluent and non-fluent writing phases in
real time. Alternatively, production rate, that is, the number of written

words (Chenoweth & Hayes 2001) or, as often in computer-based writing
studies, characters (Spelman Miller et al. 2008) written per minute, has been
suggested to include atemporal component in the analysis of fluency
(Kellogg 1996; Sasaki 2004). Problematic about this measure is, however,
that the amount of produced text is not exclusively related to translating, but

also to writing processes, which might be related to higher-level processing,
such as planning, re-reading or reviewing. All these fluency measures are
considered to define fluency from a broader perspective than so-called on-
line measures of writing fluency (Stevenson 2005).

Studies using on-line measures look at bursts, defined as the number of
written words or characters between two pauses (P-bursts) or two revisions
(R-bursts) (Chenoweth & Hayes 2001) (ee 5.2.1 for further details).
Compared to production rate, the main advantage of using bursts as
measures of fluency is that they reflect the size of language chunkswriters
can produce on average without interruption, that is within two
pausedrevisions. This process is largely dependent on the degree of
automatisation of two main components, translation (Chenoweth & Hayes
2001) and transcription ( Limpo & Alves 2013). Hence, the more automatised
these processes are, the lower the cognitive load is and the longer the bursts
are, and vice versa. Therefore, neasuring the length of bursts, both in
characters and in time, provides a more reliable measure of the actual
translation process (Stevenson 2005). $udies have shown that L2 writers
produce shorter bursts than in L1 (Chenoweth & Hayes 2001; Roca de Larios
et al. 2001; Whalen & MZnard 1995; Van Waes & Leijten 2015).

In Chenoweth and HayesO (2001) study, differences in fluency were
associged with revision performance, that is, the higher the number of R-
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bursts in relation to the overall burst number, the less fluently students
wrote. The researcherscompiled and analysed verbal protocols of learnersO
written texts, think -alouds and video-recordings of their writing in order to
identify bursts and formulation periods, which were not necessarily
transcribed. This extremely time-consuming procedure, however, can
nowadays be ameliorated by the use of keyogging software (see chapter
3.4.3).

Besides text production measures,the study of pauses and revisionsoffers
a complementary view on writing fluency . While it is assumed that under
conditions of high cognitive load text production rate decreases for L2
writers, the numbers of pauses and revisions increase uier the same
condition. A focus on the specific types and characteristics of the events that
interrupt the writing fl ow could shed light on aspects writers are particularly
engaged with.

The interpretation of pauses is complicated as writers may pause for
cognitive, sociopsychological and physical reasons (Schilperoord 2001).
Even though it is widely accepted that writing pauses are associated with
conceptualisation and control (Chanquoy et al. 1996), it is difficult to deduct
the exact underlying cognitive process from the event itself. The occurrence
of a pause mayeither enhance or hinder fluency depending on its location
and the specific cognitive process underlying it (Latif 2013). AlvesOet al.
(2008) results, for example, confirmed findings of previous real-time
studies, which found that pauses can be mostly linked to planning and
revising processes,but also mental formulating was activated during pauses
to a comparable degree Hence, all major writing processes might be
involved when pauses occur.

When investigating the nature of writing pauses, one first step is setting a
pause threshold, which defines which pauses to consider in the analysis
(based on certain assumptions about their purpose). In L2 writing research,
a two-secondthreshold has frequently been chosen for example Lindgren et
al. 2008; Spelman Miller 2000 a; Spelman Miller et al. 2008) in order to
focus on pauses that are assumedly concerned with conceptual
considerations of writing, such as planning, reading and reviewing. Pauses
below this threshold are supposedly related to translation processes and
formal aspects of language, for instance spelling or grammar (see section
5.2.1for further information about the choice of thresholds in this study).

Alves and Limpo (2015) argue that longer pauses in the transcription
phase can be seen as indicator®f some sort of cognitive effort. Writers stop
transcribing text to focus on a problem or to cope with several formal and
conceptual demands at the same time.In that line of thought , longer pauses
are not considered as conscious decisions to recapitulatethe text, but as an
inevitable reaction to high processing demands. Another perspective can be
found in Lindgren et al. (2008) , who argued that longer pauses in L2 writing
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can be interpreted as compensatory devices in order to maintain a certain
level of text quality despite L2 linguistic limitations. For example, having in
mind how writing works in L1, adolescent or adult learners might try to keep
the standards for their L2 writing as high as possible and pauses mightserve
different purposes simultaneously, such astrying to remember a specific L2
word, re-reading the last written paragraph and also think ing about how to
continue the text.

Long pre-writing pauses have been associated with the writing strategy of
conceptual text planning, which enables the writer to free up working
memory space for other processes during transcription. Beauvais et al.
(2011) for example, using think-aloud protocols and reaction time tasks,
found that writers produced better texts if they had longer pre -writing
pauses associated with planning. They confirmed earlier results by Kellogg
(1988) and stressed the benefits of concetual planning/outlining before
writing for improving the g uality of argumentative texts.

Apart from thresholds, other common pausological characteristics under
study are for example mean length, the number and the location of pauses
such as before or within words, before sentences or particular grammatical
units or elements. Particularly the investigation of shorter pauses before and
within smaller linguistic units i s important, as pausing might not only be
dependent on the cognitive resources available, but also on linguistic
constraints. Spelman Miller (2000 b) for example studied the mean pause
length of L1 and L2 writers at different locations and found that pauses for
both groups of writers increase with the text unit level (character, word,
intermediate constituent, clause and sentence), and that all pauses n L2
writing were longer . One particular characteristic of L2 writing in Spelman
MillerOsstudy was the significantly longer pauses at sentence level, which
suggestengagement in planning activities.

Other disruption s to writing fluency are revisions. In a broad sense,
revisions have been defined as changes in the writing process (Fitzgerald
1987) in order to verify and improve text (Faigley & Witte 1981; Alamargot &
Chanquoy 2001). They have also beentermed problem-solving processes
(Allal & Chanquoy 2004) or composing strategies (Latif 2013). The study of
revision provides insight into the writersO foci during writing (Lindgren et al.
2008), and these foci seam to be largely dependent on writersO language and
writing expert ise (Rijlaarsdam et al. 2004). With low language proficiency,
writers struggle with retrieval of lexical items, thus translation and
transcription phases are effortful. The locus of attention is correct language
production, which leads to more editing than rewriting (Allal & Chanquoy
2004; Chenoweth & Hayes 2001). Contrasting L1 and L2, it has been shown
that L2 writers revise more than L1 writers (Cumming 2001; Silva 1993;
Thorson 2000) and tend to treat revision as a local task focused on
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orthography, punctuation and word semantics (Br euer 2014; Chenoweth &
Hayes 2001).

In the writing model by Hayes and Flower (1980), revision processesare
sub-divided into reading and editing. (Re -)reading allows writers to detect
instances, where the text is not in accordancewith the defined writing goals
and task schema geecontrol and process level in Figure 7; reading would be
a part of the evaluator in Hayes® 2012 writing processnodel), both on a
formal and a conceptual text level. This text-reviewing process (Allal &
Chanquoy 2004) takes placein order to control how the already produced
text fits into the required or intended mental model of the text. Further, it
might serve as a trigger for new ideas (Hayes 2004).Sometimes, reading and
thinking about already written text does not result in a ny further changes.
This has been referred to as internal revisions (Hayes & Flower 1980).
Internal revisions, which do not lead to text editing, might be indicated by
pauses (Spelman Miller 2006) and can hardly be revealed without using
introspective methods. The other possibility, external revisions, refers to
visible modifications of the text in order to solve detected discrepancies
between mental representations of the text and the actual written product so
far. Both types of revision may have aOfuncton as modifiers of concepts or
formO (Lindgren 2005: 86).

External revisions can be studied both in a product- and a process
oriented manner. A product-based analysis of revisions would include the
comparison of different drafts of a text and therefore only include those
revisions, which remained in the final products (Faigley & Witte 1981).
Hence, all intermediate steps would remain excluded. A number of
taxonomies have been proposed to analyse revisions in written products, for
example regarding the type of operation, the syntactic level or the text
dimension. One widely used taxonomy of revision by Faigley and Witte
(1981) makes a distinction between surface and text-based changes,
depending on whether the change addel information to the text or not .
Other researchers haw developedadditional taxonomies (for example Allal
& Chanquoy 2004; Chanquoy 2001). However, despite terminological
differences, the main two-fold distinction between content revisions and
languagerevisions remains a basic principle of these taxonomies

Processbased analyses of revisions take into account the temporal
features of revisions in addition to the location, where they occur. On the one
hand, this perspective on revision would automatically increase the overall
number of revision occurrences as the entire writing process and all
revisions that are not visible in the final text, are taken into consideration.
On the other hand, it becomes of importance at which point in time revisions
occur in an ongoing text production. Thus revisions are interpreted within
the context of the already written text. In order to analyse revisions in on-
going text production, Lindgren and Sullivan (2006) and Stevenson et al.
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(2006) introduced a taxonomy, which makesyet another distinction between
revisions at the point of inscription of the text (Matsuhashi 1987) and
revisions in previously written text (see Figure8).

In the classification, revisions are distinguished on three dimensions. The
first distinction refers to internal and external revision, the second one refers
to whether revisions occur at the point of inscription or in previously written
text, and the third distinction refers to revisions on the content, language or
typographic level. Revisions at the point of inscription are to be located
inbetween external and internal revisions, as the context, in which they
occur, is not fully externalised. Even though it is problematic to interpret the
object of a revision at the point of transcription due to the lack of context, the
fact that they co-occur with transcription processes points to a greater
probability of revisions, which require less cognitive costs (Lindgren &
Sullivan 2006). Hence, revisions at the point of inscription are more likely to
be related to language form than text content.

One important aspect to remember in the interpretation of fluency and
disruptive events is the recursiveness and the dynamic character of the
writing process (Flower & Hayes 1981). As writing continues, the already
written text grows and writersO task representation is therefore continuously
changing. This requires writers to engage in various writing processes more
often or less often at different stages of writing, or to compensate a lack of
attention to some processes with an increased focus on others (Rijlaarsdam
& Van den Bergh 1996; Rijlaarsdam et al. 2004). The flexibility in the
execution of different writing processes reflects the problem-solving
character in writing as such and points to the necessity to interpret single
events also from a holistic perspective. Further, is has been stressed that
additional factors are relevant to understand writing processes, such as
motivation (Hidi & Boscolo 2006), wri ting medium (Van Waes & Schellens
2003) or knowledge of the task, genre and audience (elsewhere called

| Revision |
¥ ¥
| Internal | | External
h 4 ¥ ¥ ) 4
Pre- Pre- Point of Previous
linguistic textual inscription text
¥ ¥ ) 4 )\ 4
Content Content Content Content
Language Language Language
Typography Typography
Figure 8. Classification of revisions (Stevenson et al. 2006: 206)
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metacognitive writing knowledge, see chapter 6).

Related to questions about the writing medium, the accessto writing aids
in form of online sources has attracted more attention recently (for example
Leijten et al. 2014; OONeill 2012; Xu & Ding 2014)and needs to be
increasingly acknowledged in the interpretation of fluency in on-line writing.
As many writers frequently use computers to compose their texts they are
often provided with Internet accessand aware of the possibility to access
various kinds of information resources at any time; for example to consult
websites to get inspiration, translate vocabulary, and check grammar and
phrasing. This knowledge might influence their approach to writing and
affect all other processes as well agheir temp oral distribution .

In more traditional terms, using an online source could be categorised as
just another pause, perhaps fdlowed by a revision. However, pauses, used to
contemplate about the text, and pauses, used for languagerelated online
search, are certainly based on different cognitive processes, put different
constraints on working memory, and may involve differe nt kinds of writing
strategies. Xu and Ding (2014) state that treating online sources separately
from other pauses makes the investigation of writing processes more
complex.

The increasing role of online sources has been studied in different
environments. Ehrensberger-Dow and Perrin (2009) for example
investigated translatorsO source use and research skills Perrin (2003)
described journalists Qwriting from sources at the workplace and Leijten et al.
(2014) looked at a professional communication designerOs autent search.
There are a number of studies investigating aspects of foreign language
writersOuse of online sources, for instance learnersO beliefs and perceptions
about source use (Garcia & Pena 2011; Steding 2009; Williams 2006), the
influence of source use on text quality (Fredholm 2014, 2015; O®leill 2012)
or studentsO purposes for source use and developed strategies (Elola 2008

However, the influence of online devices on foreign language writing
processes has not been studied extensivelydue to the common exclusion of
support materials in frequently used experimental settings. These settings do
not reflect the common writing environment of many writers nowadays and
might even confront them with an unfamiliar situation. Only few studies
have investigated the use of digital languagerelated writing aids from a
temporal perspective and have located it as a distinct factor within the
dynamics of writing fluency (for example New 1999; Xu & Ding 2014). Xu
and Ding (2014) argue that computer-assisted L2 writing has features
distinct from pen -and-paper writing, such as the permanent opportunity to
leave the writing environment in order to look up unknown vocabulary,
which places more competing demands of attentional resources on working
memory. These frequent writing disruptions, most often caused by low -level
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concerns, may distract writersO attention from global planning and result in
fragmented composing and conceptually poorer texts.

In this study, | argue that allowing writers to consult online sources
during writing will provide research with a better understandi ng of how texts
are composed in daily situations, in which Internet is a permanently
accessible source of information. Therefore, besides pausesand revision, the
factor of online source use was treated as a separate disruptive event in the
analysis on fluency and it was further investigated how L3 students make use
of multiple online sources when working with foreign language writing tasks.

5.2 Analy sis of the process data

Fluent writing is generally associated with higher language proficiency
(Chenoweth & Hayes 2001). The analysis of studentsQwriting fluency can be
conducted in multiple ways (Van Waes & Leijten 2015). In this chapter,
writing fluenc y is described from a process perspective since thdocus is on
the course ofthe studentsO activities during text production. In order to allow
multiple perspectives on the collected data, writing fluency will be described
from two angles: first from the text production perspective, that is, the speed
of typing as an indicator of automaticity of linguistic retrieval, and second
from the perspective of the different interruptions.

The text production measures are reported per minute and demonstrate
the speed of typing. To compare across sessions, two commonly used
measures, production rate and bursts, were used. Further, as the speed of
text production is dynamic and likely to vary within sessions (Van Waes &
Leiten 2015; Van den Berg & Rijlaarsdam 1996, a within -session
perspective will also be taken.

Various measures of interruptions in text production will be reported;
besides pauses and revision, the consultation of online sources appeared to
be natural to the students and could be observedfrequently . As online source
use has become arintegral part of students® natural writing environment, it
appears to be valuable to analyse it on its own and thus, create a more
comprehensive picture of how L3 writing processes can be characterised.

In general, pausing, revising and source use areinseparable from each
other. Students might stop writing because they are unsure about the
spelling of a word. They would then leave the document, open the browser,
consult an online dictionary, and finally correct the error. So, from this
perspective, pausing revising and online source use are considered as factors
disruptive of writing fluency, interacting with each other. However, for
reasons of clarity, each disruption will be described independently in section
5.2.1, and how they might relate to each other is discussedin section 5.4. In
Table 17 the process measures used in this thesis are overviewed.

All numerical measures were generated by different in-built Inputlog
analyses gee section 3.4.3). They arereported as proportional values as the
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writing session length differed between participants. All aggregated
measures will be presented with values for the standard deviation (SD) and
the coefficient of variation (COV), as they may indicate the degree of
variation within the group of participants. The COV, derived by dividing the

SD by the mean, is included to make the degree of variation more
comparable. These valuesare a beneficial complement to the mean, as they
indicate where a closer investigation of the participants &data is worthwhile

based on differences with respect to inter-subject-variation.

Additionally, all numerical measures were tested non-parametrically by
using FriedmanOs ANOVA in SPSS, which is based on ranks instead of scores
(Field 2009). For each measure, the test was run twice, once with five
different conditions (including the English writing session) and once with
four conditions (excluding the English writing session). Further, only the
complete data sets of six participants were included in the analysis. If an
overall effect (p<.05) was found, a post-hoc test was conducted, in which the
conditions were compared pairwise. In that way, sessions that showed a
significantly different distribution could be identified. However, as in this

Table 17. Overview of reported writing process measures

Focus Reported measure Data
generated by
Text production Production rate in characters per minute Inputlog
Number of P-bursts and R-bursts per Inputlog
minute
Inputlog

Length of P-bursts and R-bursts in
seconds and characters

Inputlog
Number of keystrokes per minute per
interval
Fluency Pauses Number of pauses per 100 words Inputlog
disruptions
Length of pauses in seconds and Inputlog
characters
Revisions Number of revisions per 100 words Inputlog
Proportion of language-related versus Inputlog &
content and organisation related revision Camtasia
Online source  Percentage of source use per session Inputlog
use
Number of source switches perminute Inputlog
Length per switch to online sources In putlog
Distribution of source use within sessions Inputlog
Search strategies n online sources Camtasia
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study statistical data analysis is considered as an additional perspective to
test assumptions about general tendencies, significant effects will only be
noted in a footnote.

Besides the analysis of the numerical data, aqualitative analysis of the
screenrecording files was undertaken when investigating the types of
revisions and search strategies in online sources.

5.2.1 Measures of text production

This section reports on the measures chosen todescribe the studentsO writing
fluency and possible changesduring the intervention . These areproduction

rate, the P- and R-bursts (number per minute and length in second and

characters) as well as kegtrokes per minute and interval .

Production rate

Production rate is one of the most commonly reported fluency measures in
writing research (Chenoweth & Hayes 2001). Characters produced per
minute provide a proportional value, which indicates at wh at speed a writer
is able to produce text. In Inputlog, these values are provided by the
summary analysis and allow a general comparison of writing fluency across
sessions. The values reported in this stud/ are basedon process measures,
that is, all characters produced in the writing process are included, and not
on product measures, that is, characters in final text. The production rate is
reported across writing sessions.

Number of P-bursts and R-bursts per minute

Bursts are segments of writing, which are terminated by interruptive events
(Chenoweth & Hayes 2001 88). While pauses themselves arenon-active
segments (at least regarding text production), the so-called P(ause)-bursts
are those episodesof text production between two pauses, in which the
(writing) activity happens. The same principle holds for R(evision)-bursts?4.
Figure 9 illustrates a fictive example of how the writing process could be
made up by bursts and interruptions. The lower line corresponds to the
bursts, that is those segments of the procas in which writers type in the text
document. The upper line refers to interruptions, such as pauses, revisions
or switchesto an online source.

24 | ater in this chapter, students' switches between the main document and the websites are
reported. This measure corresponds to what can be considered a S(ourcepurst. This term,
however, has not been used in the literature so far. In the description of online source use,
the focus will not be on the bursts, but on the online source use as disruptions.
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Udue
1 2 3 4

Figure 9. Fictive example of t he relation between bursts and writing
interruptions.

In the case of Rbursts, the definition of what counts as a revision in
computer-assisted writing seems relatively clearcut: either a deletion of or
an insertion in already produced text (Lindgren et al. 2008). A pausein on-
line writing is generally defined as the time interval between two keyboard or
mouse activities. However, revisions and pauses differ, as it has to be
decided beforehand what is considered a relevant pause or in other words,
how long does a paise need to be before it isincluded in the analysis. For
example, what is usually excluded for the analysis of pauses is the time
writers use for transitions from one key to another, as this time span cannot
be considered a pause related to the writing process but an unavoidable
aspect of using the keyboard as a writing medium (Wengelin 2006). Apart
from these so-called Qinterkey intervalsO, other types of shorter pauses might
be excluded for a number of reasons.For this purpose, pause thresholds
need to be setbased on the research interest

In this study, a 200 millisecond (ms) and a 2000 ms threshold were
chosento investigate studentsCpausing behaviour. A lower threshold of 200
ms was chosen,thus all pauses longer than 200 ms were calculated. This
decision is based on a secalled two-minute copy task. In this task, a given
sentence is typed as often as possible within the time span of two minutes.
This sentenceis an easily reproducible sentence in writer sGmother tongue,
which they can type & maximum speed?. The purpose of this task is to
define the pause threshold, which distinguishes purely motoric pauses, that
is, the transition time from one key to the next, from those, which involve
cognitive effort. The pauses identified in this task are thus almost all
exclusively motoric transition pauses or interkey intervals. In the analysis of
the studentsGwo-minute copy task, Table 18 shows means and upper as well
aslower pause boundaries.

The data reveals that, even atsuch a low level, he students show a high
variation in interkey intervals. Even though the optimal way to deal with
these differences would be to definean individual lower threshold for each of
them, a 200 ms threshold was used,as suggested in writing research in order

25 Each student was asked to perform this task at the beginning of one single writing session.
The sentence to be typed was the Swedish nursery rhymett hus vid skogens slut liten
tomte tittar ut .O
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Table 18. Interkey -transition timesin m illisecond s.

Hilda Henry Ida Mia Per Sara Tom
Mean 181.9 136.7 174.3 150.3 135.5 166.4 186.3

SD 3.6 35 5.6 2.9 3.7 4.1 4.3
Upper 1889 1435 1853 1560 1427 1746 1947
bound

Lower 1748 1298 1633 1447 1283 1583 1779
bound

to exclude most motor -related pauses from the analysis (Van Waesk Leijten
2015).

However, during the on-going interpretation of the results it turned out
that the 200 ms threshold, which had been derived from a copy task in L1
Swedish, was in fact too low for writing in L3 German. The observations
indicated that this threshold did not exclude most motor -related pauses, but
that typing German words in fact represented a much higher obstacle to the
students than what had been expected. In other words, the participantsO
pausing time, related to finding the next key for a German word frequently
exceeded the 200 ms threshold frequently. This could be observed, for
example, when comparing the production rate development with the
respective number of pauses and Pbursts above 200 ms per minute. The
more fluently the students wrote, the higher the number of pauses or P-
bursts became. The most likely explanation for this observation is the
difficulties in typing corr ectly spelled German words. However, also
characteristics specific to the language German might influence the length of
interkey inte rvals, for example the capitalisation of nouns in German, which
does not exist in Swedish and English, or the production of letters such as
080 or OYO. Hence, an increase in the number of pauses can also indicate
improved fluency.

For this reason, the 200 ms pause threshold was notused for measuring
bursts per minute, as they would have shown the same picture as the
production rate . However, to illustrate the writing characteristics regarding
number of pauses, the 200 ms threshold remained in the analysis.

In contrast to this lower pause threshold, which captures low-level
cognitive processes a higher threshold of 2000 ms will be used to indicate
higher cognitive processes. This threshold has been frequently used in
writing research (see for example Spelman Miller 2000a; Sullivan &
Lindgren 2002; Wengelin 2006) to investigate fluency in L1 and L2 writing
processes. When this pause threshold is referred to, it implies that only
pauseslonger than 2000 ms are calculated.

After defining these thresholds, the number of P-bursts was generated by
Inputlog @ summary analysis. These values were furtherdivided by the
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writing time in minutes to derive the proportional value. The number of R-
bursts in each writing session was derived by Inputlog® revision analysis and
treated in the same way.

Length of P-bursts and R-bursts in seconds and characters
In addition to the number of bursts per minute, summary and revision
analyses generated the burst€ength in time and in typed characters. With a
growing length of bursts, it can be assumed that writers get more fluent as
longer periods of time remain uninte rrupted.

In order to add more detailed information about how fluency developed in
the course of each session, thenumbers of keystrokes per minute and
interval were included.

Keystrokes per minute and interval

Inputlog @ fluency analysis provides an overview of thenumber of keystrokes
in the evolution of each writing session. For this purpose, the writing session
was divided into ten equal intervals. For each interval, the number of
keystrokes per minute is reported. This generates a picture of the
distribution of more fluent versus less fluent periods within each writing
session and facilitates across-session comparisons despite different time
lengths. Furthermore, these results can be evaluated against the background
of other measures, for example the amount of source use in more fluent
versusless fluent intervals.

5.2.2 Measures of writing interruptions
This chapter describes in detail how the fluency disruption measures
presented in Table 17were derived.

Number and length of pauses

Inputlog @ pause analysis generates values for the overall number and length
of pauses, depending on the threshold used. The pause analysis allows
distinguishing between pauses in general, pauses within and pauses between
words. Further, the number of pauses per 100 wordsis reported. In contrast
to a proportional value per minute, which reflects a students Gwriting fluency,

a calculation per 100 words may indicate more appropriately how often
students need to interrupt their writing in relati on to their language
proficiency. The number of pauses per 100 words was calculated with the
following formula.

No. of pauses x 100 = No. of pauses per 100 words
No. of written words
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Number of revisions per 100 words

Inputlog @ revision analysis generated the absolute number of instances of
deletions and insertions for each writing session. In this study, the sum of
these occurrences istreated as the overall number of revisions. Thus, based
on the same assumption and with the same formula described for the pauses,
revisions were calculated per 100 words.

Types of revisions

The number of R-bursts per 100 words sheds light on how often students
make changes within a fixed amount of produced text. A complement to
these sheer numbes is the attempt to classify the types of revisions.

Inputlog generates a so-called revision matrix, which provides a detailed
transcript of all instances of normal production, deletion and insertion with
exact number of edits, point in time, time durati on and position. With this
data it is possible to analyse and specify the type of revisions made in the
context of the text written up to the point of the revision (Lindgren &
Sullivan 2006). In addition, screen -recording files can be used to facilitate
this process. Inthis study, the main purpose of the analysis of these revision
matrix files was to obtain the number of external content and organisation
revisions compared to languagerelated revisions. The goal wasto see how
often students revise and to investigate to what degree they involve higher-
level revisions. In these numbers, revisions both at the point of inscription
and in previously written text are included (Lindgren & Sullivan 2006;
Stevenson etal. 2006; seeFigure 8). Table 19 shows exampls of what was
treated as a revision of content and organisation.

The attempt to analyse all external content and organisational revisions is
problematic. In many cases, the revisions could have been categorised in
multiple ways, for example the re-start of a sentence could indeed also be
seen as a content changeFurther, the deletion of a whole paragraph, for
example, might have occurred due to the students® judgement of its
grammatical correctness, but eventually also result in a text structure
change. Hnally, re -starts at the beginning of sentences sometimes comprised
few words only, which were typed, then deleted and replaced by other words.
If these re-starts were mainly concerned with phrasing the same idea
differently or a real change in content could not always be clearly identified.
These concerns mean that the numbers preented about content and
organisational revisions need to be interpreted with care. However, the
purpose of this analysis is to make an approximate comparison between the
overall amounts of local (language and typography) and global (content and
organisation) revisions in an L3 writing setting. Therefore, the overall
number of revisions derived by InputlogOs revision analysis will be contrasted
to the number of content and organisational revisions.
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Table 19. Examples of conte ntand organisational revisions

Type of revision Participant &  Original text Revised text
session
Change of content  Sara in G2 manche Tage (Bome nicht immer ( @ot always®
daysQ
Per in G2 wird man fett ( ©ne wird es ungesund (@
becomes faf) becomesunhealthy
Addition of Mia in G3 Mensch (Guman® KSrper eines Menschen
content (®ody of a human®
Hilda in G2 falls man weiter Fleisch  falls man weiter diese Menge
(dn case meat is Fleisch (Gh case this amount
continually of meat is continually §
Re-start of a Hilda in G3 In die Schule (@t Wenn du bist in die Schule
sentence school® (&hen you are at schoof)
Mia in G3 therall (@verywhere®  Jeden Tag @very dayQ
Reorganisation of Moving the location of sentences or paragraphs, writing new paragraphs
text structure between two already written ones, merging paragraphs

Online source use

In addition to pauses and revisions, online source use & considered a
disruptive factor with respect to writing fluency. As Inputlog logs every event
during the writing session, it is possible to also generate the exact time when
writer s leave the main document (for example for a search query on a
specific web page for example), and when they enter the main document
again. The sum of this searchrelated time on web pages enables us to obtain
a calculation of the percentage of source use in relation to the overall writing
time of each session and makesa comparison of values possible. Since
Inputlog logs each event individually (for example each consultation is
logged as a focus event with information about web browser, web page and
search keyword), the logdfiles had to be recodedin such a way that it was
possible to summarise all consultation asan aggregatednumber.

This recoding process included clustering similar events that occurred
during the writing into groups. The majority of logged events were related to
the text production in the main document. The second largest group
consisted of all events related to the consultation of language-related online
sources, that is different online dictionaries (for example OPaukerQOBabla®
or OTydaPand one translation tool (Google Translate)?®. SeeFigure 10 for
the most commonly used sourcesin the writing sessions.

The third and last group included a number of other events not of central
relevance for this study, such ascontent-related consultations of web pages,
pop-up windows of the used programs or studentsCbrowsing over the task

26 see section 5.3.3 for short descriptions of these online sources.
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Figure 10. Percentual dis tribution of the three most commonly used
language -related online sources.

bar. For example, if a student wrote 60 minutes, and spent 85 % (51
minutes) of his or her writing time in the main document, it can be assumed
that nearly the complete rest of 15 % (nine minutes) was spent in online
sources The nine minutes are then on average divided into approximately 4
minutes on Pauker, 2 minutes on Google Translate, 1 minute on Babla, 1
minute on Tyda and 1 minute on other websites. The last minute will be
exduded from the analysis, which was made possible by the recoding and
filter procedure.

After recoding the raw data, Inputlog @ inbuilt source analysis and general
analysis were run. As already mentioned, the generated data enabled
derivation of the percentage of online source use in relation to overall writing
time, the number of source switches per minute and the mean time duration
of source use for each writer and session. The percentage of online source
use describes the amount of source use relative to overall writing time. The
number of switches per minute is a measurethat reflects how often students
switch from the main document to the web browser and from the web
browser to the main document. In this study, every logged switch is a source-
related activity and can be used as an indication of how frequent the
studentsOattention switched between the writing activity and the search
process See Figure 9, in which the lower line would refer to the main
document whereas the upper line would indicate the time spent in online
sources.

In this thesis, the mean time of source use refers to the average @ration
between the point when students leavethe main document for online source
consultation and the point when they enter the main document again. For
example, in Figure 9, numbers one to four refer to different instances when a
writer spends time in online sources. During such an instance, a writer might
use one or several online sources after one another.

Dividing the overall time spent in online sources by the overall number of
switches derives the mean time duration of online source use. It provides
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information about the amount of time students spent in online sources on
averageindicating strategies. For example, if students display few but long
source switches, it might be because they are careful in choosing a specific
translation, because they are insecure or because they make use of certain
features of an online source.

In addition to an across-sessions perspective, a withinsession perspective
was chosen In order to investigate variations in source use at different
points in time in a writing session, the log data of each writing session was
divided into ten similar intervals ( see the similar procedure for keystrokes
per minute per interval). In this way it was possible to account for the
percentage of source use in each of these ten interval&nd allows a certain
degree of reconstruction of the distribution of source use in the writing
process.

Search strategies in online sources

In addition to the generation of numerical data, the first writing session G1
was also analysed qualitatively regarding the patterns and strategies of
online source consultation. This is considered a useful complement to the
overall amount of onlin e source use, but in particular to the investigated
patterns in number of switches per minute and mean time per source use.ln
order to draw a detailed picture of each studentOs patterninputlog Os source
analysis, which identifies the web browser, the active URL, the title of the
page and the search keyword(Leijten et al. 2014) was used In that way, it
was possible tocreate a general picture ofthe studentsO writing processes in
interaction with multiple online sources and to obtain exact information
about writing time, text length, use of online sources in relation to time spent
in the word processor, distribution of source use throughout the writing
process, humber of search queries and finally also active writing time and
total pausing time.

In addition, the screen-recordings were analysed according to the online
source used, the search item, the search resultsoffered and the studentOs
following activity. In the first explorative analysis , common behaviours
among the participants were observed and the students were divided into
two groups in order to describe their behaviour. Within these groups, each
participant will also be described individually. To complement these
analyses, relevant information in the transcriptions of the stimulated reca I
interviews was used when appropriate.

Drop out of one student

One participant, Hilda, dropped ou t of the study after session G3 andonly
six participants provided data in G4 and E. This circumstance raised the
issue if aggregated value of sevenparticipants in G1DG3 could be compared
to aggregated values of six participants in session G4 and E. By recalculating
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Figure 11 Calculation of typed characters per minute for six and seven
participants.
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Figure 12. Calculation of online source use for six and seven participants
in %.

the mean values ofthe different writing process measures in sessions AG3
for the six remaining participants, it became apparent that the general trend
for sessions GBG3 is resembled by aggregated values oboth six and seven
participants (see for example typed charactas per minute in Figure 11 and
online source use in Figure ).
As the values for six and seven participants are comparable,all writing

process values for sesions GBG3 are reported for seven paticipants, and
for sessions G4 and Efor six participants.

5.3 Results

The developments of the studentsOwriting processes are describedin two
steps. In the first step, the general trend on the group level will be described
by presenting aggregated values for the fluency measures. Particularly
representative or outlying values of smaller sub-groups will be highlighted
when appropriate. In the second step, three participants with rather
diverging characteristics will be described in case studies in order to
demonstrate the variation within the group.
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For both the group and the case level, the presentation of the results is
twofold. First, a number of text production measures are described,
indicating at what speed the students produced text. Second, pauses,
revisions and the consultation of online sources, that is events, which
interrupt the speed of writing and inter fere with text production, are
presented.

Finally, in order to gain a deeper understanding of the influence of online
source use onwriting in an L3, a detailed analysis of the focus students@see
section 3.3 for the selection of the focus studentg online search behaviour in
session Glwill be presented.

5.3.1 Fluency development - group level

Development of text production

The development of writing fluency, d efined as the speed of writing, will first
be described in an acrosssession perspective by reporting production rate
(characters per minute) and number of P- and R-bursts per minute and
length of P- and R-bursts in seconds and characters. A withinsession
perspective will then be taken by reporting the typed keystrokes per minute
and interval.

Production rate
The aggregated values for the production rate across all writing sessions are
summarised in Figure 13. The values display the fluctuation of writing
fluency. However, from a developmental perspective, which comprises all
German sessions, the graph indicates that there was an increase from session
G1 to G2 and to G4, while G3 represents a setbacksee chapter 4for a similar
trend in the studentsO text quality. The values for session E, in comparison,
reveal that the students are more fluent in writing English 27.

In addition, the data also suggests that the variation within the group
became consistently smallerin German writing, while a substantial deviation
can be observed for the English writing session.

Number of R- and P-bursts per minute

In addition to the production rate, the numbers of P - and R-bursts per
minute were analysed to investigate the studentsQuriting fluency. In Table
20, the values for P-bursts for the threshold of 2000 ms are presented.

27 The non-parametrical testing for the production rate showed no overall effect when
considering only the German sessions, but when including English the overall effect was
#(6, 4) = 14,7; p<.01. The posthoc testing revealed a significant difference between GBE
p<.01 and G3D E p<.04.
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Figure 13. Mean number of character s per minute across sessions G1 N G4
and E.

By choosing a 2000 ms threshold to calculate the number of P-bursts, pauses
that are presumably connected with the studentsO highetlevel considerations
about their writing were isolated . Hence, a higher number of P-bursts at a
2000 ms level indicate that, within one minute, the students need a higher
number of long pauses The values in Table20 show that the students need a
higher number of pauses per minute in German compared to English, even
though there is a slight decrease towards the end of the intervention. This
result points to the production of a coherent text in German putting a
heavier cognitive load on the students than producing an equivalent text in
English and that this requires them to stop typing more often 28,

Table 20. Number of P-bursts per minute.

G1 G2 G3 G4 E
2000 ms Mean 3.8 3.4 3.5 3.5 3.1
SD 1.0 0.6 0.5 0.9 0.7
CoVv 26.0% 17.2% 13.2% 24.7% 21.7%

28 The non-parametrical testing for the number of P-bursts per minute (2000 ms) revealed no
overall effect when considering only the German sessions, but when including English the
overall effect was#2(6, 4) = 12,1; p<.02. The posthoc testing revealed a significant difference
between GBE p<.01.
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Finally, the number of R -bursts per minute was analysed. Table21 shows the
development throughout the intervention. The data reveals that there were
only slight fluctuations in German writing, but the trend is generally in line
with the text production results already presented, that is a slightly
increasing fluency until G4, even with a return to the status-quo in sesson
G3. The difference to English is also revealed in this measure. The students
were able to write more fluently in English and consequently the writing was
characterised by a higher number of revisions per minute, and therefore a
higher number of R-bursts as welf°. Further, the COV values suggest that
there is a higher variation among the students regarding the number of R-
bursts in comparison to P-bursts.

Length of P-bursts in seconds and characters

In addition to the reported measures, the length of P-bursts in seconds and
characters areanalysedin order to investigate how long the writing segments
were between two pauses and how much textthe students were able to
produce within these segments.

The median values for P-burst length in time and characters are reported
with a threshold of 2000 ms, because these values are more prone to
variation and therefore more likely to show changes in fluency related to
conceptual aspects of text production. Tables 22 and 23 give an overview of
the mean P-burst time in seconds (s) and characters (chars) across all
writing sessions.

Table 21. Number of R -bursts per minute.

G1 G2 G3 G4 E
Mean 2.2 2.3 2.2 2.6 3.8
SD 0.9 12 0.6 12 16
cov 424% 521% 28.4% 46.0% 40.3%

Table 22. Median P -burst time (s econds ).

G1 G2 G3 G4 E
Mean 6.7 6.8 6.4 6.8 8.5
SD 0.9 0.7 0.8 1.1 1.3
Ccov 128% 104 % 12.8% 159% 15.6%

29 The non-parametrical testing for the number of R-bursts per minute showed an overall effect
when considering only the German sessions#2(6, 3) = 10,4; p<.02. The posthoc testing
revealed a significant difference between GBG4 p<.04. When including the English session,
the overall effect was #2(6, 4) = 16,7; p<.002. The post-hoc testing revealed a significant
difference between GBE p<.01 and G2BPE p<.02.
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Table 23. Median P -burst length (char  acter s).

G1 G2 G3 G4 E
Mean 7.0 7.9 6.9 9.3 13.1
SD 3.3 2.9 2.5 3.1 8.6
Ccov 46.7% 363% 37.1% 33.7% 65.6%

The results indicate that the number of produced characters per Rburst
generally shows more variation between the writing sessions. While the
median burst time fluctuates little, with the exception of G3, the number of
characters fluctuates more, for example between G1 and G4. Thus, when
judging the values in both tables in relation to each other, the already
observed trend of a slightly increasing fluency is canfirmed: Apart from the
drop in session G3, the students were able to increase thenumber of typed
characters within a burst in German, while the length in time remained
similar. The values for the English writing session reveal once more that the
students write more fluent ly in English; they have longer P-bursts, both in
time and in characters. An additional observation when including the COV
values is that the deviation from the mean regarding the typed characters per
P-burst is much larger than regarding their time length. This variation can
be observed not only between students within sessions, but also in single
students across sessions.Table 24 shows P-burst characteristics of SaraOs
and PerOs writing as examples.

SaraOs results show that betweerGl and G3 there was not a great
difference in length of P-bursts. However, in G4 a remarkable increase in the
number of typed characters in slightly longer bursts took place. The values
for G4 are very similar to what can be observed for SaraOs English writing
PerOs values, on the contrary, do not show a remarkable change across the
German sessions but rather smaller fluctuations. In G4, his results differ the
most from SaraOs with regard to the length of Foursts. The main difference
between these two studensO productionis their values for English writing.
While it becomes apparent in SaraOs values that in both languages she writes
in a comparable manner and that her German values gradually develop
towards the level in English, PerOs values are rather puzzig. The length of

Table 24. P-bursts of two students in seconds and characters.

Gl G2 G3 G4 E

Sara s 6.7 6.1 6.6 7.6 7.3
chars 7.0 7.0 8.0 14.0 14.0

Per s 6.2 6.1 59 55 8.0
chars 50 7.0 6.0 7.0 2.0
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the P-bursts increases, which, however, does not result in more characters,
but in the exact opposite. SaraOs sudden increase in G4 and E could possibly
be explained by language proficiency related matters, but PerOs drop seems
less likely to be caused bylinguistic deficiencies. This needs to be further
investigated by examining what exactly happened in the writing session.

When relating the number of P-bursts per minute above a 2000 ms
threshold in Table 20 with their corresponding length in Table 22 it becomes
apparent that a rather large number of seconds within one minute of writing
time remains, which was used for other activities. In order to find an
explanation for these values, the generated files of InputlogOs general
analysis wereanalysed, as they provide a transcript of every single activity. It
became apparentthat the remaining time was often filled with pauses, but
also other keyboard activities (apart from typing letters, punctuation or
spaces), for example cursor movement pressing the control, backshift or
shift keys. Therefore, it can be stated that rather large parts of the writing
sessions are in fact not used for generating text, but for different activities as
re-reading, thinking, browsing or searching.

Length of R-bursts in seconds and characters

Table 21 showed that the number of R-bursts in English was higher than in
German, which was interpreted as in indicator of a more fluent writing
process. Like P-bursts, R-bursts were also analysed according to length in
seconds and characters. The esults are displayed in Tables 25and 26.

The evaluation of the length of R-bursts shows that between the German
sessions there is hardly any difference. A very slight increase in lengthmight
be observal in G4, but generally the level remains similar. In writing
English, the length of R-bursts in seconds does notreally differ to German
writing , but slightly more characters are produced in English, which means
that the studentsChigher production rate is also reflected in this measure to a
certain degree.

Table 25. Median R -bursttime (s econds ).

G1 G2 G3 G4 E

Mean 3.8 3.8 3.9 4.3 3.9
SD 1.3 2.6 2.1 1.6 1.4
cov 33.1% 67.7% 524% 37.7% 37.1%

Table 26. Median R-burst length (char acter s).

G1 G2 G3 G4 E
Mean 8.3 8.4 7.7 8.9 10.8
SD 1.8 2.2 2.0 2.0 2.6

cov 220% 264% 25.6% 22.0% 23.9%

113



Chapter 5

In addition to the aggregated values across the writing sessions, it isworth
taking into account how fluency levels were distributed within each of these
sessions. For this purpose, the description of the writing fluency
development also includes the number of keystrokes per minute and
interval .

Typed keystrokes per minute per interval

The number of keystrokes per minute and interval provide s an overview of
fluency development in the writing sessions over time. In Figure 14, the x-
axis shows the ten intervals into which each session is divided.The y-axis
shows the relative number of keystrokes per minute in eachinterval. In that
way, changes in fluency over time can be representeé’.

Apart from the overall differences in fluency already described, Figure 14
shows that the general trend of fluency distribution within the writing
sessions is similady shaped. All sesdons show inverted u-curved lines, which
indicate that the most fluent periods are located somewhere between interval
four and seven. The difference between the less fluent initial and final parts
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Figure 14. Keystrokes per minute (process) in each interv al within all

writing sessions.

30 PolyO means polynominal trendline, which is a curved line used to illustrate trends for
fluctuating data.
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and the more fluent middle parts is a distinguishing feature. While it is
apparent that in session G1 there is a more evenly distributed amount of
(generally low) fluency from the initial to the final stages of the writing
session, all other sessions increasingly developed moreclear curves with
lower fluency at the beginning and at the end, but higher fluency in the
middle. With this trend, the German sessions, especially G4, show an
evolution towards the fluency distributi on observed for English.

A preliminary conclusion is that the change in fluency in German writing
is rather limited . This observation can best be seen in production rate. Two
aspects are remarkable in German writing . First, from session GBG2 and
G4, a slight increase of fluency can be observed. G3 is characterised by a
relative setback, which is reflected in all reported measures. The potential
reasons for this setback will be discussedin section 5.4. Regarding writing in
English, most measures indicate a higher level of fluency, even though for
some measures,such asthe number of P-bursts above a 2000 ms threshold
or the length of R-bursts, this difference is lessevident.

Second,fluency patters within each writing session are comparable, that is
higher and lower levels of text production seem to be relatively consistent
irrespective of the level of language proficiency. However, particularly the
middle parts of the writing sessions were affected, as there was a slight
development throughout all German writing sessions towards a more curved
fluency development, comparable to the very clear inverted u-curve,
observed for English.

Writing interruptions

The second perspective on the writing processmeasures describes the factors
that interr upt fluent writing. In this study, thesefactors are pauses, revisions
and the use of online sources.The results of the analysis will be described
below in that order.

Pauses
Pauses areinterruptive events of writing fluency. Table 27 summarises the
results for pauses in number per 100 words and their median length.

A slight decrease in the number of pauses is recognisable in the
development of writing German from session G1PG4, even though the
relative setback in G3 is repeatedly displayed. Thi trend is reflected in the
values for pauses aboveboth the 200 ms and the 2000 ms threshold. In
addition, a clear difference in pausing behaviour between German and
English becomes apparent. For both thresholds the students use almost
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Table 27. Number and length of pauses.

G1 G2 G3 G4 E
Number of pauses per 100 words

>200 ms 901.1 849.0 883.3 7837 391.9
SD 93.1 140.1 2455 1784 58.0
cov 103% 165% 27.8% 22.8% 148%
> 2000 ms 100.5 84.0 89.0 76.4 30.9
SD 38.3 27.3 18.8 15.8 11.5
cov 38.1% 325% 21.2% 20.7% 37.3%
Median pause time (s)

>200 ms 0.484 0.435 0.446 0.463 0.395
SD 0.071 0.047 0.053 0.057 0.053
cov 146% 108% 119% 124% 13.6%
>2000 ms 3.724 3672 3971 3.974 4.389
SD 0.276 0.403 0.437 0.580 0.725
cov 74% 11.0% 11.0% 146% 16.5%

twice as many pauses within 100 words in German as in English3L.
Compared to the number of pauses, the values for the median length of
pauses show much lessvariation. The values for the German sessions for
both thresholds differ so little that no trend can be observed. In comparison,
the values for English show a slight difference; in English writing, the short
pauses are shorter thanin writing German, and the long ones are slightly
longer32. Nevertheless, as already mentioned, the number of pauses is much
smaller within the amount of 100 words.

In order to complement the findings about pauses in general, a further
distinction for particular pauses, within words and between words , was
made. These values suggest how easy or difficult it was forthe students to
retrieve words or spell them correctly. Table 28 illustrates that the studentsO
L3 writing was characterised by a high number of pauses related to spelling
and making lexical choices. The pauses within words above a 200 ms
threshold are particularly representative of this observation. Per 100 words
the students needed upto 293 pauses,that is almost three pauses per word.

31 The non-parametrical testing for the number of pauses (200 ms) revealed no overall effect
when considering only the German sessions, but when including English the overall effect
was #2(6, 4) = 12,93; p<.01l. The posthoc testing revealed a significant difference between
GIPE p<.02 and G2BE p<.04. Further, for the number of pauses (2000 ms), the overall
effect for all sessions including the English one was#2(6, 4) = 16,9; p<.002. The post-hoc
testing revealed a significant difference between GBE p<.001 and G3BE p<.035.

The non-parametrical testing for the median pause time (200 ms) in fact showed an overall
effect when considering only the German sessions#2(6, 3) = 11,83; p<.008. The post-hoc
testing revealed the only significant difference between GBG2 p<.01. When including the
English session,the overall effect was#2(6, 4) = 17,7; p<.001. The posthoc testing revealed a
significant difference between GIBE p<.001.

32
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For the pauses between words the generated values are not asigh regarding
the shorter pauses, but when comparing to the values above the 2000 ms
threshold, it becomes visible that the students needed to pause longer in
more instances, approximately after every third word. The length of the
pauses is in line with these conclusions. The pauses within words above 200
ms tend to be much shorter than between words, even though the difference
above 2000 ms is not asclear asthat above 200 ms.

Between the sessions of German writing, the students generally showed
only small fluctuations and there were two different developments regarding
the number of pauses within and between words. The pauses within words
above a 200 ms threshold increased slightly in German until session G3 and
then dropped again in G4. The pauses betveen words above the 200 ms
threshold instead decreased until session G3 and then increased again in G4.
In both cases, the values for pauses above a 2000 ms threshold do not
display a particular trend. The values for English show a much lower number
of pauses per 100 words in all mentioned categoriess3.

Within words, the length of pauses remained relatively stable in G1
through G3, but increased in G4, particularly for pauses within words above
the 2000 ms threshold. The pause length between words shows sme slight
increase until session G3 and a drop in G4. Aparticular difference to English
was not apparent, with the only exception for the length of pauses between
words above a 200 ms threshold. Here, the studentsO values indicate that
pauses between words are shorter in writing English than in writing
German?4. Even though the values for the number of pauses with a 2000 ms
threshold clearly illustrate the difference between the German and English
writing, the values with a 200 ms threshold seem to have more explanatory
power, when pauses within and between words are considered. As these
pauses are naturally rather short, the majority of them are best captured
when choosing a low threshold.

33 The non-parametrical testing for the number of pauses within words (200 ms) revealed no
overall effect when considering only the German sessions, but when including English the
overall effect was#2(6, 4) = 12,4; p<.02. The post-hoc testing revealed a significant difference
between G2DE p<.04 and G4BE p<.04. Regarding the number of pauseswithin words (2000
ms) there was no overall effect when considering only the German sessions, but when
including English the overall effect was #2(6, 4) = 12,93; p<.01. The posthoc testing revealed
a significant difference between G4bE p<.02 and G3BE p<.01. Further, for number of pauses
between words (200 ms) the overall effect, including all sessions, was #(6, 4) = 14,5; p<.01.
The post-hoc testing revealed a sgnificant difference between GIPE p<.01 and G2BE p<.02.
Regarding the number of pauses between words (2000 ms) the overall effect for all sessions
was #(6, 4) = 13,6; p<.01. The posthoc testing revealed a sgnificant difference between G1b
E p<.02 and G3bE p<.02.

The non-parametrical testing for the median length of pauses between words (200 ms)
revealed no overall effect when considering only the German sessions, but when including
English the overall effect was #2(6, 4) = 15,83; p<.003. The post-hoc testing revealed a
significant difference between GIPE p<.02 and G3bE p<.007.

34
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Table 28. Number and length of pauses with in and between words.
Gl G2 G3 G4 E
Number of pauses within words per 100 words
>200 ms 2721 279.2 2934 260.3 1436
Sb 547 755 902 836 377
cov 201% 27.0% 30.7% 321% 262%
>2000 ms 5.8 6.3 6.1 6.5 1.6
Sb 2.7 4.0 2.6 4.0 0.9
cov 458% 63.9% 426% 61.2% 552%
Median pause length within words (s)
>200 ms 0.299 0.288 0.296 0.308 0.286
SD 0.029 0.029 0.038 0.039 0.031
cov 9.7% 104% 128% 12.7% 10.7%
>2000 ms 3.538 3.119 3.045 3.922 3.299
SD 0.780 0.496 0.659 1.318 0.825
cov 219% 159% 21.6% 33.6% 25.0%
Number of pauses between words per 100 words
>200 ms 173.1 1709 1535 1699 120.3
SD 29.2 34.9 22.8 49.2 8.0
cov 169% 204% 149% 289% 6.6%
>2000 ms 34.1 30.8 34.1 32.7 13.6
SD 12.7 10.5 7.7 9.6 4.9
cov 37.3% 339% 224% 294% 36.3%
Median pause length between words (s)
>200 ms 0.876 0.811 0.981 0.874 0.651
SD 0.201 0.266 0.348 0.320 0.115
cov 229% 327% 355% 366% 17.7%
>2000 ms 3.743 3593 3.928 3.700 3.626
SD 0.340 0.566 0.420 0.461 0.436
Ccov 9.1% 157% 10.6% 125% 12.0%

The results suggestthat the students@pausing behaviour in German writing

was little affected throughout the intervention. The only slight changes that
can be observedare captured by the number of pauses per 100 words but not
by the length of these pauses. Additionally, it is apparent that the

development of the number of pausesvaries between pause type While the
overall trend pointed towards a lower number in sessiors GIBG3 and an
increase in G4, the reversed trend wasobserved for pauses within words in

particular. In contrast to these rather small changes between the sessions in
German writing, the diffe rence to English was much more distinct, but
mainly regarding pause number and less so regarding pause length.
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Revisions

Earlier in this chapter, revisions were indirectly investigated by analysing the
number of R-bursts per minute in order to gain insights into the studentsO
writing fluency. In this section revisions, defined as the sum of deletions and
insertions, are calculated per 100 words. This measure reflects more
accurately how the revising behaviour is related to language proficiency
rather than typing fluency. The generated results are presented inTable 29.

The values do not show strong fluctuations in German. However, there is a
slight increase of revisions in sessiors GIBG3, while in G4 the number drops
again. As already observed in earlier pause measures, the is a clear
difference in the number of revisions in English, as students make less than
half as many revisions per 100 words®®. However, when the variation within
the group is considered, the data suggests that in Emlish writing, the
students show similar revision behaviour. The same is dservable for session
G1, but in the following sessions G2 to G4 the students approach revision
rather differently , as the counted occurrences display more remarkable
deviations. In Table 30, three studentsO revisions per 100 words in each
writing session exemplify this trend.

Hilda, Ida and Per were chosen as examples, not only because their
development regarding the number of revisions per 100 words differed, but
also because they illustrate that from a within -subject perspective,there does
not seem to be a particular consistency or a trend throughout the
intervention. While Hilda increased the number of revisions until session

Table 29. Number of revisions per 100 words.

G1 G2 G3 G4 E

Mean 88.1 103.6 104.8 94.3 42.4
SD 16.2 42.0 52.7 39.9 5.3
cov 184 % 405% 503% 423% 125%

Table 30. HildaOs, Idads and PerOs numbers of revisions per 100 words.

Gl1 G2 G3 G4 E

Hilda 86.5 1175 206.6 n.a. n.a.
Ida 65.7 1288 87.1 90.8 44.8
Per 89.5 83.3 676 512 412

35 The non-parametrical testing for the number of revisions revealed no overall effect when
considering only the German sessions, but when including English the overall effect was
#(6, 4) = 12,8; p<.01. The posthoc testing revealed a significant difference between GBE
p<.04, G2DE p<.04 and G4BE p<.04.
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G3, Ida fluctuated from session to session and Per persistently decreased the
number of revisions per 100 words. The only clearly identifiable common
characteristic was a much lower number in English for the two students (Ida
and Per), who wrote the English text.

In addition to these results, the number of revisions was counted, which
did not remain on a linguistic level, but were concerned with content or
organisation of the argumentative texts. In the analysis of the revision matrix
and screen-recording files, the numbers presented in Table 31 were derived.
For each writing session, the absolute number of content and organisational
revisions (C/O) and the absolute number of all revisions, that is the sum of
deletions and insertions, are given.

The results indicate a low number of revisions concerning content and
organisation in comparison to the overall number of revisions. Even though
HildaOs writing showeal a few more instances of content and organisational
revisions, it seems to be a consistent trend that these students are much
more concerned with text revision on the local level. This observation is
consistent for German and English writing. Consequently, compared to a
number of previously presented measures, the number of global text
revisions does not show a substantial difference between the two languages
in this group of students.

Online source use

Finally, the third type of writing interruption, th e use of online sources, is
presented. The chosen measures ardirst the mean percentage of source use,
which will provide an overview of the general amount of source use. Second,
the mean number of switches per writing interval and the mean time per
source switch will provide insights about the patterns and average length of
source consultation. Third, the distribution of source use within each session
reveals the dynamics of source use within each session. These measures were

Table 31. Absolute number of content and organisation al revisions
compared to absolute number of all revisions.

G1 G2 G3 G4 E

C/O all C/O all C/O all C/O all C/O all
Hilda 12 288 11 410 13 504 n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a.
Henry 3 117 4 180 1 126 3 269 11 318
Ida 4 136 7 277 1 183 7 324 10 239
Mia 1 250 0 570 6 250 1 405 5 109
Per 3 119 3 115 1 96 0 216 2 100
Sara 2 277 2 268 1 408 0 381 9 400
Tom 2 152 4 118 1 113 1 201 3 160
Mean 3.9 191.3 44 2769 34 240.0 2.0 299.3 6.7 221.0
SD 3.7 76.9 3.6 165.6 4.6 158.7 2.7 84.8 3.8 120.6
cov 96.3 40.2 81.3 59.8 1346 66.1 134.2 28.3 57.4 54.6

% % % % % % % % % %
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chosenin order to shed light on the potential impact of online source use on
writing fluency .

Online source use across all writing sessions

The calculations of the mean percentages of source use in relation to the
overall writing time in all writing sessi ons are presented in Figure 15 Asit is
shown, the proportion of source use in relation to overall writing time
decreased throughout the intervention period 3. Thus, the students were able
to reduce their source use to a certain degree in their L3 German writing. In
the delayed posttest the value shows a slight increase in source use when
compared to the final intervention session G3, but overall the value indicates
that G4 resembles the G3 situation most, indicating that the students
manage to continually integrate the interaction with the sources available in
their writing at a comparably low level. In th e English session the value was
below all writing sessions in German, which displays the major difference
between these student£) 2 and L3 proficiency and writing habits.

Additionally, the SD values reveal that while the participants showed a
higher variation in their online source use in the beginning, starting out from
different levels, they converge towards the third writing session. In the
delayed writing session this trend was again reversed and the variation
within the group be came larger. In Figure 16, theseven linesof development
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Mean | 22.42 | 18.03 | 13.74 | 14.47 | 4.00
SD 7.35 6.15 3.58 8.72 7.97
COV |[32.80% | 34.11%| 26.03% | 60.26% |199.25%

Figure 1 5. Mean percentage of source use across all writing sessions with
respective SD and COV values

36 Writing session G1 was characterised by the highest source use and shows resemblance with
studentsO natural way of writing without instructional influence. In section 5.3.3, a detailed
description of their online search strategies in G1 is presented as complement to the
numerical information presented in this chapter.
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Figure 16 . Percentage of source use in relation to overall writing time
across writing sessions in German.

are illustrated.

In session G2DG3, Hilda, Henry and Tom are most representative of the
general trend; they continually decreased their source use. Two participants,
Ida and Sara, increased their source use only slightly in sessionG2 and
decreased noticeably in sesion G3. Mia can be consdered an exceptional
case within this group for two reasons. Even though there was a slight source
use increase from GBG3, her overall source use remained ata low level. The
data suggests that between sessions G1 and G3 only thosexho started out
from a very high percentage of source use dropped remarkaly and almost
consistently. The students, who started out from a low or intermediate level,
dropped less, or in Mia® case, even increased the source use.

When adding the values for the delayed postsesson, the students show
diverse developments. Four students, Henry, Ida, Per, and Sara increased
their source use as compared to session G3, while Tom and Miadecreased
their source use. Tom was the only one who showed a consistent decrease
throughout all German writing sessions. Mia, in contrast to her development
during the first three sessions, decreasedher source usein the final session
even below her initial value and displayed the lowest percentage ofsource
use overall.

As already shown in Figure 15, the aggregated mean value for the English
writing session was below all German sessions. In fact, only three out of six
students made use of online sources in their writing at all - Henry, Per and
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Sara Their online source use in all writing sessions is displayed in Figure 17.

It is shown that only Sara made considerable use of online sources in her
English writing. With an amount of 20.1 %, she reached a level comparable
to the German sessions and even exceegtl her value for session G3 slightly.
The other two participants, Henry and Per, displayed a value below 5 %.

Number of switches per minute and mean time per source switch

In addition to the overall amount of source use, the mean number of
switches per minute and the mean time per source switch are proportional
values, which can make clear in more detail, how online sources are used. In
Tables 32 and 33 the individual and mean values are presented.

In the evaluation of sessions GBG3, the data reveals that neither the
number of switches per minute nor the mean time per source switch changed
considerably in session G2, while G3 is characterised by fewer and slightly
longer source switches. Especially Hilda® values represent this trend as her
source use pattern changed remarkably in her last writing session. This
observation matches the expectations since a more elaborated discussion
about source use in writing during the intervention took place between
sessions G2 and G3. However, the students showed a rather large deviation
from the mean value in general, especially in the number of switches per
minute. Per for example differs from the development of the rest of the
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Figure 17. Three participants Opercentage of source use in relation to
overall writing time in German and English writing.
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Table 32. Number of source switches per minute.

G1 G2 G3 G4 E
Hilda 4.1 3.9 1.0 n.a. n.a.
Henry 2.4 1.5 1.2 1.6 0,1
Ida 1.5 1.2 0.8 0.9 0.0
Mia 0.8 0.8 0.7 0.4 0.0
Per 3.3 4.3 3.2 4.5 0.3
Sara 1.7 1.8 1.2 2.4 0.6
Tom 2.5 2.3 1.0 1.1 0.0
Mean 2.3 2.3 1.3 1.8 0.2
SD 1.1 2.3 0.8 1.5 0.2

cov 500% 60.0% 60.0% 80.0% 140.0%

Table 33. Meantime of online source use in seconds and m illi seconds .

G1 G2 G3 G4 E
Hilda 4.1 3.8 8.0 n.a. n.a.
Henry 6.9 4.7 5.3 6.5 7.8
Ida 7.9 10.5 8.5 7.5 0.0
Mia 5.1 6.3 10.7 4.9 0.0
Per 5.0 2.6 3.6 3.4 4.2
Sara 8.3 8.5 8.9 5.4 7.8
Tom 5.7 4.4 6.0 4.1 0.0
Mean 6.1 5.8 7.3 4.7 3.3
SD 1.6 2.8 2.4 1.5 2.1

cov 262% 479% 335% 322% 63.7%

group since heretains a relatively high mean number of switches per minute
and short mean time duration of source switch. Other students, like Ida and
Mia, show very low numbers of relatively long switches throughout the entire
processof G1 to G3.

In the delayed post-session G4, the mean value indicatesthe opposite
development. The students increased the number of switchesagain and
reduced the time per source switch considerably below all previous values.
Thus, the number of switches moved back to the initial interve ntion state,
but the switches were generally shorter in duration.

For the English writing sessions, the aggregated mean valuesshould be
treated with care because they are derived from six participants, of whom
only three actually made use of online sources. Therefore, both the mean
number of switches and mean time duration of source consultations are, not
surprisingly, very low. This is an important observation in itself, because it
reflects the major difference between the need to consult online sources n
L2 and L3. However, if the actual pattern of source use of only those, who
did consult online sources in English, is considered, the aggregated value of
only Henry, Per and Sara is more informative. For these three students, the
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mean number of source switches per minute is 0.3 (SD 0.3, COV 75.4 %) and
the mean value for source use duration is6.6 (SD 2.1, COV 31.9%). These
values indicate that the number of search queries in L2 English is in fact

lower than in L3 German, but the duration is comparable to the latter for

those who consulted sources in their L2-writing 37.

Distribution of source use within writing sessions

In addition to values indicating the amount and pattern of source use across
all writing sessions, the distribution within each session was calculated,
similarly to what has already been presented for fluency distribution. The
purpose is to investigate what variation can be foundin the amount of source
use at different stages of the writing process and if there are remarkable
changesbetween the different sessions. The results are presented in Figure
18. The x-axis shows the writing session divided into ten intervals, the y-axis
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Figure 18 . Distribution of source use within writing sessions in %
(trendlines).

37 Only the non-parametrical testing for the number of source switches per minute, including
all writing sessions, revealedthat the overall effect was#2(6, 4) = 18,27; p<.001. The posthoc
testing revealed a significant difference between GBE p<.003, G2BE p<.02 and G4bE
p<.04. This result should be interpreted in relation to the fact that only three out of seven
students consulted sources inthe English writing sessions.
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shows the percentage of sourceuse.

Comparing the trendlines of the first three German writing sessions, a
general decrease of source usecan be observed. Additionally, it becomes
apparent that irrespective of the amount, the trendlines indicate a relatively
similar pattern of source use throughout all writing sessions. However, small
differences are noticeable. In G1 the source use was rather evenly distributed
throughout the writing session and on a continuous ly high level above 15% in
relation to the overall writing time of each inte rval. In sessions G2 and G3 a
change in distribution can be observed. The initial intervals are characterised
by a lower or zero percentage of source use. In G2 the source use dropped in
the first, in some cases also in the second interval below 10%of source use.
This trend remained in session G3. With the exception of Per, none of the
students used sources in the first two intervals in session G3. Ida, Mia and
Sara, however, did not use sourcesuntil interval 4 or later , while they had
rather high values in single intervals in the second half of their writing
process (see Figure 19

The final stages are also characterised by a lower degree of source
consultation compared to the initial writing session. These observations led
to the conclusion that through out the first three sessions, the source use not
only decreased but was also more concentrated in the second half of the
writing process. During the first intervals, the students changed their
behaviour gradually and refrained from source userelated activities.

In session G4 the mean percentage of overall source use increased by
0.8% in comparison to session G3 (see Figure 15) and the distribution
changed only slightly. The mean values of the intervals show that there were
higher percentages of source userelated activities in the initial and final
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Figure 19. Distribution of Ida &, Mia @ and Sara @ source use in % in
session G3.
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intervals of the writing process when compared to session G3. In contrast,
the middle part between intervals three and seven showed a slightly lower
percentage.The graph for the English writing session at first sight indicates a
close similarity to the even distribution of source use in session G1, even
though at a much lower level. Using the value for English as a reference point
for the development in German, it becomes visible that with continued
interventional instruction and practice, the trend for on line source use in L3
German writing in the first three sessions gradually moved towards the low
source use level in L2 English writing.
However, this holds for five out of six participants. The mean values for
each interval of this graph were calculated from the six participants, who
wrote this text. Three of them did not use sources at all, two only to a very
low degree. Therefore, these graphs should be treated with care because
what the results show is not a generally low source use by multiple
partici pants, but hardly any source use at all with one main exception. The
three participants, who consulted online dictionaries in their English writing,
are presented in Figure 20. It is shown that Henry and Per used sources
sparingly in two and three interval s. Sara, who is the outlier in this session
with an overall mean of 20.1 % source use, showed a different behaviour. Her
source use was similar to what could be observed in her intial German
writing and shows rather strong fluctuations between high and low levels of

source use throughout the session.
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Figure 20. Distribution of Henry @, Sara @ and Per @ source use in % in

session E.
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Summary
After investigating the aggregated values of the group for all writing process
measures, the following main points could be observed

Generally, the fluctuations between the German writing sessions were
rather limited . However, in the progression of the intervention, including the
delayed posttest, the students were able toincrease the level of writing
fluency in German slightly, even though this was not a consistent
development, but was interrupted by a setback in G3. This observation will
be further discussed in section 5.4. The measures of prodwtion rate and
length of P-bursts mainly reflected this slight increase of fluency in German.
The number of pauses per 100 wordswas in line with the development of
fluency; the more fluently the students wrote, the fewer pauses were counted
both on a 200 ms and a 2000 ms threshold level. However, the length of
pauses did not show a remarkable chaage throughout the intervention , even
though small fluctuations could be noticed

In contrast to fluency and pause measures, whichare in line with each
other, revision and source use progresed somewhat differently. The number
of revisions increased until session G3 and then dropped in the delayedpost
session G4. The reversed development was shown for the overall amount of
source use. Hence, with decreased source use, revisions increased. IRigure
21, the general development of text production, the number of pauses and
revisions per 100 words and the amount of source use are summarised to
relate the four separate trends to each other.

The figure points to the fact that fluency and pauses aswell as revisions
and source use showed reversed developments. Taking departure from the
source use, it can be speculated that relying less on online sourcesas
suggested during the intervention, would lead students to pause and revise
more due to using as much of their own language resources as possible. It
can be assumed that this results in a decrease inwriting fluency. As
mentioned earlier, session G3 is considered arelative setback or a return to
status quo in the results. Thus, when comparing the initial with the final
session G4 in order to summarise the overall development within the
intervention, it becomes clear that compared to G1, the studentsOwriting
fluency was higher in G4, per 100 words they paused lessrevised more and
used fewer online sources.

A further observation from the group level analysis is that the general
distribution of fluency changed slightly as it became more concentrated in
the middle parts and lower at the initial and final stages of the writing
sessions. These changes correspond to what could be observed for the
distribution of source use within sessions.
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Figure 2 1. Development of fluency, pauses, revisions and source use.

In addition, the results showed the difference between writing in L3 German
and L2 English. The studentsOfluency in English was much higher, they
paused and revised mwh less per 100 words and, with one exception, they
used few or no online sources. Even though the majority of the presented
measures clearly reflected the differences between writing in L2 and L3,
some measures did not seem to be affected at all. For eemple, the length of
pauses did not show any remarkable difference between the German
sessions, nor between German ad English.

Finally, at several points it was shown that the students in the group
occasionally displayed a considerable degree of variation, for example
regarding the length of bursts, the number of revisions or the amount of
source use. In some cases, sgle studentsOGvalues showed large deviatiors
from session to session. In order to capture this variation and demonstrate
the writers Qprofiles, three participants O developmenwill now be described
in more detail.

5.3.2 Fluency development - case studies

Henry, Mia and Hilda were chosen for the case study description. The
rationale behind this decision was their different pathways throughout the
intervention . Henry was chosen, as the measures of his writing were most
representative of the mean values, Mia and Hilda, because their writing
showed special characteristics. Mia had developed a particular translation
approach to writing, which she retained almost throughout the entire
intervention period. Hilda, on the contrary, showed a remarkable change of
her writing style throughout the first three sessions. She started out writing
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at a high production rate and online source use and finished off much less
fluently with more pauses and revisions but less online source useShe was
the only participant, who gave up her participation in the project after
session G3. Consequently, it is only possible tdfollow the development of her
writing for the time, in which the actual intervention took place, but not for
the English writing session nor for the delayed post-session in German.
However, despite the fact that Hilda® data set is incomplete, her writing
process was chosen as hemriting development in the first three sessions
showed such clear deviations. The specific characteristics of eachwriting
process will be described separately. The case study is summed up by a
comparison pointing to the main similarities and differences.

Case study — Henry

The fluency measures of HenryOs writingreveal that this became more fluent
from session G1 to G3, while in the celayed postsession, there was apartial
reversal of this development. Table 34 illustrates that, apart fro m the
number of P-bursts above a2000 ms threshold and the length of R-bursts,
all measures indicate this trend across the writing sessions.

In HenryOs case, an increase in fluency corresponds to a decrease in all
investigated writing disruptions. In Table 35, the results for pauses, pause
length and revisions are presented. Even though this development is not
entirely consistent up to session G3,the results for the number of pauses per
100 words indicate that the increase in fluency was connected with a drop in
pauses. The same can be observed regarding the number of revisions per 100
words, which shows a drop until G3 and a remarkable increase h G4. The
length of pauses does not change much in HenryOs case. The fluctuations for
the German sessions are rather small and there is no difference to English
either. On all other measures both in Table 34 and 35, a remarkably higher
fluency and fewer writing interruptions in English compared to German are
apparent. Henry is able to write much faster with much fewer pauses and
revisions per 100 words text.

Parallel to the development of the number of pauses and revisions, the
percentage of source use deased in G2 and G3 and increased again in G4.
Table 36 summarises the overall amount of source use and the
corresponding number and length of switches to online sources.

HenryOs overall results indicate that his writing changed to a certain
degree within the first three sessions, but this was not maintained in G4. In
the progression of the intervention, he began to pause less, revise less and
use online sources less frequently. Consequently, his writing fluency
increased. In G4, all measures of interruptive events increased, while the
writing fluency decreased accordingly. Similar to the low number of pauses
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Table 34. Text production measures in HenryOs writing.

Gl G2 G3 G4 E

Production rate (chars per min) 34.4 49.6 53.0 445 85.9
Number of bursts per minute

P-burst (2000 ms) 32 30 33 28 28

R-burst 18 25 32 26 49
Median burst length

P-burst (2000 ms)

seconds 7.4 7.6 7.2 7.4 8.5

characters 6.0 11.0 12.0 9.0 18.0
R-burst

seconds 3.4 3.7 3.4 3.2 2.6

characters 8.0 9.0 9.0 8.0 8.5

Table 35. Number of pauses, pause length and number of revisions in
HenryOs writing.

G1 G2 G3 G4 E

Number of pauses per 100 words
200ms 8919 6249 656.9 810.2 429.6
2000 ms 894 536 569 659 246
Median pause time (s)
200ms  0.468 0.436 0.375 0.436 0.343
2000 ms 4.071 3.354 4.103 3.916 3.846
Number of revisions per 100 words

731 679 646 833 496

Table 36. Source use across all writing sessions in HenryOs writing.

Gl G2 G3 G4 E
Percentage of soure use 271 121 132 178 14
No. of switches 24 15 12 16 01
Time per switch (s) 69 47 53 65 78

and revisions in his English writing, HenryOs percentage of online source use
remained at a low level.

In addition to the observations described, the within -session perspective
on fluency and online source use indicates to what degree the distribution of
these measures changed or not. Figure 2 illustrates the fluency distribution
trends within sessions GPG4 and E by keystroke per minute and interval.
Figure 23 shows the trendlines for the use of online sources per interval. In
both figures, the corresponding values are given in the tables attached to the
graphs.

Apart from a generally lower fluency in the initial session G1, the figure
illustrates a difference in distribution. Unlike all following sessions including
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Figure 22. Typed keystroke s per minute and interval in HenryOs writing

within sessions G1 DG4 and E (trendlines)

the English one, G1 was characterised by a low but much more evenly
distributed fluency throughout the session. This implies that Henry typed
from the very first to the very last moment in the main document. From G2
onwards the trendlines show a more curved development towards higher
fluency in the middle parts of the writing sessions, approximately between
intervals 4 and 7. Particularly the initial intervals were characterised by no or
less writing activity. When comparing these observations to the generated
results for the distribution of online source use within the writing sessions in
Figure 23, it becomes clear that particularly for session G1, low fluency
corresponds to higher source use.

The percentages of source use within the sessios reveal that the
development described for fluency, generally also appies for source use.
Along with a consistent (low) fluency distribution goes a consistent (high)
source use (for example, approximately 20%- 40% in session G1 correspond
to 1 minute up to 1 minute 48 seconds per interval). The less sources Henry
consults, the more fluent his writing , while the distribution of both measures
develops similarly. HenryOsEnglish writing shows that the highest fluency
corresponds to the lowest percentage of source use (for example, 6.08 %
correspond to 21 seconds in session E).

As for Henry, the decrease of online source use as well as pauses and
revisions goes along with a clear increase in writing fluency. However,
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Figure 23. Distribution of source use in % within sessions G1 BG4 and E in

HenryOs writing  (trendlines).

Henry® distributional values also reveal that the general pattern of
trendlines in fluency correspond s to that of online source use. This indicates
that even though the amount of source use drops, the consultation of online
sourcesis a consistent characteristic ofthe writing process.

Case study — Mia

The development of Mia® writing throughout the intervention was marked
by fluctuations rather than a consistent trend. Her writing became
remarkably more fluent from session G1 to G2, but this development
reversed entirely in G3, and increased again in G4. This fluctuation is best
reflected in Mia® measures for production rate, number of P-bursts per
minute above a 200 ms threshold and burst length. Table 37 gives an
overview.

In HenryOs wiiing, an increase in fluency could be connected to a decrease
of pauses and revisions per 100 words. This observation cannot be fully
confirmed in MiaOs case. The number of pauses above a 200 ms threshold,
for example, does not show a corresponding development of the fluency
measures. Instead, a rather consistent number of short pauses per 100 words
remained. On the contrary, pauses at a higher level follow the trend of
HenryOs writings: the more fluent a student writes, the fewer pauses per 100
words occur. As Table 38 shows, in sessiors G2 and G4, in which
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Table 37. Text production measures in MiaOs writing.

Gl G2 G3 G4 E

Production rate (chars per min) 47.6 69.7 30.6 53.7 94.1
Number of bursts per minute

P-burst (2000 ms) 38 31 29 26 24

R-burst 16 17 18 17 39
Median burst length

P-burst (2000 ms)

seconds 6.9 7.3 7.6 8.1 10.9

characters 7.0 10.0 7.0 11.0 25.0
R-burst

seconds 3.7 3.4 3.7 3.8 5.2

characters 10.0 12.0 8.0 10.0 15.0

Table 38. Number of pauses, pause length and number of revisions in
MiaOs writing.

G1 G2 G3 G4 E

Number of pauses per 100 words
200ms  868.0 957.3 892.5 880.2 331.6
2000 ms 102.2 67.4 859 79.0 16.3
Median pause time (s)
200ms  0.499 0.421 0.468 0.390 0.421
2000 ms 3.838 3.401 4.711 4.704 5.428
Number of revisions per 100 words

109.6 180.4 1174 166.7 34.8

Mia wrote fluently, she made fewer pauses on a conceptual level and vice
versa in session G3.

A possible insight from this observation is that Mia changed her pausing
behaviour more on a conceptual level,asin fluent writing she needed fewer
longer pauses, while the short pauses for low levelissues did not change.
Thus it seems that MiaOs writings mostly affected by how much she needs to
think about global text issues, which might be due to different writing related
aspects, for example her pre-writing activities, her topic knowledge or
interest. Regarding the median pause time, which did not vary much for
Henry, a slight length decrease can be observed for the rather short pauses in
Mia® values. The final value even lies below the value for the English
session.Instead, the long pausesbecame slightly longer in the final sessions.
This trend indicates a development towards her standard for English, in
which her short pauses were shorter and the long pauses longer.

Even more puzzling in MiaOs development ighat the number of revisions
fluctuated parallel to the writing fluency, that is, the more fluent, the more
revisions per 100 words. As a preliminary conclusion it can be stated that in
Mia® case, fluent writing in German is accompanied by a low numker of
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longer pauses and a highnumber of revisions, while the number of short

pauses and the general length of pauses is not considerably affected. To

complement these insights, the measures for online source use are presented
in Table 39.

MiaOs source use was comparatively low. However, as shown Table 39, it
increased until session G3, while it was considerably low in the delayed post
session. In order to better understand how these fluency and writing
interruption measures might relate to each other, it was necessary to look at
MiaOs actual writing. In fact, it washer common strategy to write her texts in
Swedish first and then translate them into German. Step by step deleting the
Swedish original resulted in a rather large number of revisions compared to
all other studentsO revisions The only exception was G3, in which Mia did
not pre-write her text in Swedish. The main characteristics of this session
were more pauses, fewer revisions, more online source use and finally,
generally lower fluency. Thus, it can be assumed that the fluency in G3 was
not necessarily lower, but Mia did not write a Swedish original first. A
comparison of process versus product production rate measures, shownin
Table 40, partly confirms this assumption.

While the process measures flctuate more and show a steep derease in
session G3, in which Mia did not start her writing session with the Swedish
text, the product measures in G1l, G3 and G4 are relatively stable.
Additionally, it can be speculated that pre-writing a text in the mother
tongue might decrease the need to look up unknown words in online sources,
possibly because the cognitive load while writing in German is reduced as the
writer is able to access the already formulated thoughts in the Swedish text
version. The higher number of long pauses in session G3 confirms such a
hypothesis.

To complete the picture, Figures 24 and 25 also show the distribution of
fluency levels as well as the amount of source use within session G4 and
E. Figure 24 clearly indicates that just like HenryOs, MiaOs fluency in English

Table 39. Source use across sessions G1 N G4 and E in MiaOs writing.

Gl G2 G3 G4 E

Percentage of sour@ use 69 86 132 30 O

No. of switches 08 08 07 04 O

Time per switch (s) 51 6.3 107 49 0

Table 40. Process and product measures of production rate in MiaOs
writing.

Gl G2 G3 G4 E

Process 47.6 69.7 30.6 53.7 94.1
Product 24.6 425 246 29.6 79.1
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was much higher and that the most fluent period in her session was
concentrated in the middle intervals. Apart from that, the different German
writing sessions generally show a similar fluency distribution. What becomes
particularly obvious in session G2 is MiaOs choice to pravrite her text in
Swedish. Intervals 2 and 3 show the extremely high fluency she reached in
her Swedish typing. In session G3, represented by the lowest linein Figure
24, a decrease in fluency from interval 6 is shown. At exactly tha point,
Figure 25 shows the beginning of the online source use. From this
observation it can be assumed that Mia did not write a Swedish original, but
instead formulated her German version from the beginning and without the
help of online sources. Towardsthe end of the session she began to look up
items she thought she needed in order to finish her text.

Apart from the two different approaches to writing a text in German, MiaOs
source use measures within the writing sessions also show that she began to
increasingly postpone her online source use from session G2. Towards the
final intervals the percentages increase remarkably, as Mia had marked all
words she needed to look up after the text had been written. The same can be
observed for English at the end of the writing session but at a lower level.
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Case study — Hilda

Unlike Henry and Mia, Hilda started out from a very high writing fluency
and then wrote fewer characters per minute in the successive writing
sessiors (see Table 41). All fluency measures show that Hilda typed
extremely fast in the beginning and was lessproductive in G3: she produced
fewer characters per minute, the bursts related to typing fluency became less
frequent, the bursts related to longer pausesbecame more frequent and
bursts generally becameshorter.

In line with the decreasing writing fluency, Hilda ® values for the number
of pauses per 100 words demonstrate that she began to pause moreAs
shown in Table 42, this is particularl y apparent for the pauses in session G3
above the 2000 ms threshold, which doubled compared to session G2.
Furthermore the table shows that the length of the pauses also increased
slightly in G3. These observations indicate that Hilda slowed down her entire
writing process by taking many more but slightly longer pauses.
Additi onally, the revision values show that she revised more per 100 words.
An explanation for this development might be that Hilda, as the intervention
progressed, gave up her productive writing style and consciouslytried to put
more time and effort into the formulation and correctness of her German
text, probably balancing more explicitly between fluency and correctness.
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Table 41. Text production measures in HildaOs writing.

Gl G2 G3 G4 E

Production rate (chars per min) 60.1 55.6 385 n.a. n.a.
Number of bursts per minute

P-burst (2000 ms) 25 29 36 na na.

R-burst 36 37 19 na na
Median burst length

P-burst (2000 ms)

seconds 81 75 6.8 n.a. n.a.

characters 14.0 11.0 5.0 n.a. n.a.
R-burst

seconds 21 23 1.8 n.a. n.a.

characters 6.0 70 5.0 n.a. n.a.

Table 42. Number and median length of pauses in HildaOs writing.

G1 G2 G3 G4 E

Number of pauses per 100 words
200 ms  1032.4 1021.8 1387.7
2000 ms 46.8 54.4 109.8 - -
Median pause length (s)
200ms 0.359 0.359 0.390 - -
2000 ms 3.393 3.175 3.503 - -
Number of revisions per 100 words

86.5 1175 206.6 - -

The assumption of such a consciously changed approach to writing in
German is supported by HildaOs values of online source use, which are
presented in Table 43. The values show that Hilda started out from a high
level of source use in session G1. Togethewith her high fluency measures,
this confirms that her initial writing can in fact be described as hasty or even
hectic. Further, the table shows that the decrease in fluency was
accompanied by a decrease of overall source use and particularly longer time
periods spent in the sources. From session GBPG4 the number of seconds
doubled. These results confirm the observation that Hilda consciously tried
to rely more on her own knowledge of German, which also required her to
pause and revise more. High production and many source switches with few
pauses and few revisions turned into low production with more pausing, and

Table 43. Online source use across sessions G1 ~ DG3 in HildaOs writing.

Gl G2 G3 G4 E
Percentage of sour@ use 28.2 24.6 14.0 n.a. n.a.
No. of switches 4.1 3.9 1.0 n.a. n.a.
Time per switch (s) 4.0710 3.8224 8.0022 n.a. n.a.
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more revisions but less source use. InFigures 26 and 27, the measures for
fluency and source use distribution are presented.

Figure 26 shows that HildaOs fluency decreased from GG3, that the
distribution of more fluent and less fluent intervals differed slightly and that
in all of her lessons, she remained productive from the very beginning to the
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end. Particularly the last observation distinguishes Hilda from Henry and
Mia, who both began to introduce pre-writing phases without production
from session G2 and onwards. In relation to the distribution of source use,
HildaOs high consistent fluency measures in Gkorrespond to a high and
consistent online source use &ee Figure 27). A similar correspondence of
fluency and source use distribution can be seen in G2. In Hilda® final writing
session this pattern changed. While her fluency decreased slightly, her
source use showed a curved linethat is the initial and final stages of the
session remained without source use. Thus, asalready indicated, the results
suggest that Hilda actively tried to adapt to what had been discussedin the
intervention and to change from a highly fluent and consistently source-
interrupted production with f ew pauses and revisions, to a much slower
writing process with fewer source interruptions, more pauses and more
revisions.

Summary

The description of the writing processes of three out of seven participants
regarding fluency, pauses, revisions and online source use,adds yet another
perspective on the process data.The results illustrate the variation between
the participants, which would be hard to infer from the aggregated measures
of all cases.

As summarised in Figure 28, the three participants Gnitia | writing fluency
was rather different. These differences between the students were reflected
in the same way in the copy taskresults in Table 18. Insofar the difference in
initial writing fluency in German might, beside s other potential reasons, also
be related to individual typing skills. However, throughout the intervention,
and in the session following the intervention the three students developed
differently .

Figure 28 comprises the values for all three participantsCproduction rates.
Apart from the different developments throughout the intervention, two
participants, Henry and Mia, showed an increase in fluency, which was
connected to a decrease of pauses and revisions per 100 words and vice
versa. In session G3, Hemy wrote more fluently than in the initial session
and he relied more on his own linguistic resources than on online
dictionaries. Hilda also made an attempt to use online sources less
frequently, but this resulted in a less fluent writing process characterised by
more and longer pauses and revisions. In contrast to Henry and Hilda, Mia
had already developed a specific writing strategy at the beginning of the
intervention. The fact that she wrote her texts in Swedish first forced her to
write quickly due to time constraints, which resulted in high fluency, few
pauses and few revisions. Additionally, this pre-writing strategy and
presumably her generally good command of German made it unnecessary for
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Figure 28.Productionratein  Henry OsMia Osand Hilda Oswriting

her to consult online dictionaries to the same extent as the other students. In
the course of the intervention, Mia tried to abandon this habit in session G3.
In this session, she had the lowest writing fluency, more pauses and
revisions per 100 words and more online source use. She gave up this
approach in the delayed postsession G4.

Regarding online source use Henry and Hilda, with a rather high initial
percentage, tried to reduce it (Henry from 12 minutes in total in G1 to 4
minutes in total in G3; Hilda from 17 minutes in total to 10 minutes in total
in G3), while Mia increased it until G3 (from 4 minutes in total in G1 to 8
minutes in total in G3) and then dropped again in G4 (see Figure 29).

In addition, the distribution of online source us e changed as the students
generally began to postpone the onset of source use. Two different lines of
development could be observed. HenryOs and HildaOs values showed that
consultation of sources started simultaneously with text, that is they
continued to consult sources during the transcription process. Mia, in
contrast, started writing for a longer period without leaving her document,
postponed source use further and further to the final stages of her writing
session, and extended the length of switches ¢ the sources. It can be
assumed that she looked up all German words she did not know. Therefore,
the use of sources remained a basic characteristic of the transcription phase
for Henry and Hilda (even though the number of instances decreased), while
it did not for Mia. Finally, two of the three case studies demonstrated the
differences in writing skills in comparison to English. More fluent typing,
much fewer pauses and revisions per 100 words and almost no source use
characterise the writing processes in the students® L2lIn section 5.3.3 a
more qualitative perspective is taken by analysing the seven focus studentsO
specific online searching behaviour.
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5.3.3 Strategies in online source use 38

In section 5.3.1, the amount and distributional patterns of online source use
were presented across sessions. It was argued that, in the olerved amount
and frequency, theserepresent an additional disruptive factor in writing and
therefore need to be included in the description of fluency. As the field of
foreign language writing using digital resources is still rather unexplored,
this section aims for a deeper understanding of what writers do when they
use language-related online sources. For this reason, the first writing session
G123, in which the students had had the least instructional input, was
analysed in an explorative way regarding individual amount, distribution
and online source use patterns and strategies.

Overall amount and distribution

In Table 44, an overview of the characteristics of the studentsO writing
processesin terms of time is presented. The overall writing time is the length

of the writing session, followed by the final number of words in the text (as

compared to the total number of words produced in the writing session
including everything that was revised or deleted). Below, the time, which
students spent in the main document is displayed together with the

38 This section is a shortened and modified version of the following publication: Knospe, Y.,
Sullivan, K.H.P., Malmqvist, A., & Valfridsson, I. (forthcoming). Observing Writing and
Website Browsing: Swedish Students Write L3 German. In E. Lindgren & K.P.H. Sullivan
(Eds.), Observing Writing: Logging Handwriting and Computer Keystrokes.

39 GDiscuss the following statement: Teenagers above 16 years are old enough to be allowed to
buy alcohol.O (Original: Diskutiere folgende Aussage:Jugendliche Yber 16 Jahre sind alt
genug, um Alkohol kaufen zu d¥Yrfen.O)
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Table 44 . Writing data for all participants.

Student Sara Henry Hilda Tom Mia Per Ida
Overall time | 45:41 44:35 1:01:49 | 47:24 1:01:17 | 57:48 46:31
(100%)

Words final 258 160 333 179 228 133 207
text (words (370) (217) (484) (262) (483) (195) (248)
written in

total)

Time in 32:24 32:14 38:12 35:22 56:45 41:26 36:47
main (71.0%) | (72.4%) | (61.8%) | (74.6%) | (92.7%) | (71.80%) | (79.1%)
document

Time in 11:01 12:04 17:31 11:16 04:20 15:50 09:17
online (24.2%) | (27.1%) | (28.2%) | (23.6%) | (06.9%) | (27.0%) (19.8 %)
sources

Number of 35 47 81 34 20 41 29
search

queries

Total active | 33:04 25:47 48:40 24:15 37:05 25:37 27:25
writing time (72.5%) | (57.9%) | (78.7%) | 51.2%) (60.5%) | (44.4%) (59.0%)
Total pause | 12:37 18:47 13:09 23:08 24:12 32:11 19:06
time (27.5%) | (42.1%) | (21.3%) | (48.8%) | (39.5%) | (55.6%) (41.0%)

percentage in relation to the whole session. The number beneath shows the
time spent in online sources, also given with the respective percentagé®.
Then the exact number of search queries for each student is givena number,
which has to be treated with care because it was not always clearly
distinguishable when a new search was started or aprevious one was
extended or modified. The last two rows give the reader an ideaof the
participantsO overall writing and pausing behaviour. Writing and pausing
occurred both in the main document and in online sources.

As the table shows, each student used online resources when being
allowed to, but their performances in terms of time were quite different. The
overall writing time ranged between 44:35 and 1:01:49 and the final and
total numb er of words also varied, ranging from 333 words produced in
slightly more than one hour by Hilda , compared to 133 words produced in
slightly less than one hour by Per. Interestingly, usng much time for writing
did not necessarily imply that sources were used extensively. The two longest
writing sessions differed the most as for the extent to which online sources
were used: Hilda spent 17:31 minutes (28, 2%) in online sources while Mia
spent only 4:20 minutes (6, 9%) time searching for languagerelated
information on the Internet. All other time spans in online sources ranged
between approximately one fifth and one fourt h of their overall writing time.

40 Time in main document and in online sources never result in one hundred per cent, because
we excluded some activities from the calculation, for example scarcely appearing ontent
related search queries, the opening of the web browser, error messages from the browser,
and other non-related software activities from Inputlog or Camtasia.
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The average of all studentswas at 22, 4 %, thus students spent almost one
fourth of their writing time outside the main document.

The exact number of seach queries corresponds to some degree to the
studentsConline time. This number in relation to overall online time may be
an indicator of the studentsQvriting behaviour and search strategies. Mia, for
example, managed to search for 20 items within 4 minutes 20 seconds.
These numbers also confirm the impression created by her Camtasia file,
that she was a targeted and precise source user. The numlrs for the total
active writing and pausing time are also provided, because these numbers
may indicate how participants Gcompose their texts. Looking at Hilda and Per
again, we seethat Hilda paused very little in comparison to Per, who paused
more than half of his writing session. While Hilda constantly tried out new
search key words in the online sources and wrote and revisedfrequently in
her text, Per took much more time to think about what he had written and
also, as will be shown later, browsed over translations by Google Trandate.
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Figure 30. Distribution of switches between the main document and
online sources.
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In Figures 30 and 31 visual representations of the studentsQwriting sessions
on a time scaleare shown. Figure 30 illustrates the switches between main
document and online source for each participant. These graphs indicate how
repetitive, how often and how long the writing process is disrupted by
window switches. In each participantGs graph, the lower line represents time
spent in the main document, the upper line time spent in online sources.
Figure 31 showsthe trendlines for each participant regarding his or her
source use within the writing. For this calculati on, each session was split into
10 intervals of similar length and for each interval the percentage of source
use in relation to time in the main document was obtained. The
corresponding numerical data is presented in Table 45

The presented graphs show that in general all students used online
sources almost throughout the whole session, even though the frequency was
very different. This indicates that all sub-processes of writing are
characterised by the studentsO need to look up beical items and are therefore
interrupted by search related actions. Splitting their attention between
fulfilling the task in the main document on the one hand, and managing the
sources and finding the appropriate informati on on the other becomes a
permanent writing characteristic. The graphs also indicate specific
differences among the students, which the qualitative analyses later in this
section will reveal in more detail.

"

+"

i — AB(D'EHSCI5F!
A ABIDEH136DF!
A — ABCD*EJ 15F!
G . A B ABDHE<S5F!
- ———- ABDIEALGF!
&™ — AB(D'[EO565F!
$"l — — AB(DYEKBLF!
"l

$ & TLo# L+ - g
Figure 3 1. Percentage of time in online sources throughout the writing

session (trendlines)

145



Chapter 5

Table 45. Percentage of source use for each interval of the writing
session.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

Hilda 14.3 306 289 317 20.2 251 334 344 353 280
Henry 212 248 293 399 408 23.1 185 225 293 199
Ida 19.7 342 222 152 246 286 204 197 140 0.0

Mia 41 145 148 21 87 24 111 126 00 0.0

Per 112 314 16.2 166 228 144 187 7.7 73.8 59.6
Sara 7.3 157 196 134 386 31.2 36.2 332 326 124
Tom 177 188 31 168 171 193 408 198 381 17.0

It is obvious that the students display quite different behaviours in their
interplay between the main text document and the web browser. Some of
them, for example Hilda, Ida, Per and Tom, immediately opened the browser
and a languagerelated online source without having written anything in
preparation of the writing setting. Comparing the two most divergent
students Hilda and Mia regarding the frequency of their source use, t can be
assumed how different their foci on the evolving text must have been. Hilda®
writing session is best described as a permanent switching between
windows, while Mia left the main document only for very few search queries
and stopped after approximately the second third of her writing session. Sara
and Ida did not leave the main document towards the end of the writing
session anymore, as they only proofread and revised kat they had written.
All other students used online sources until the final stages of their writing
session.

Thus, it was revealed that the students spent on average 22,4% of their
writing time in online sources and that the switches between the main
document and the web browser were, in general, distributed throughout the
whole writing session. Nevertheless, the students dsplayed very different
writing behaviours, which will be the focus of the next section

Online search strategies

In order to describe the analysed data the seven focus students were
grouped in two main groups, who shared similar online search behaviour. In
the description of the two groups, each student® individual behaviour will be
presented, too. First, the four most commonly used online sources are
described briefly in order to clarify what types of information the students
could obtain there.

In Google Translate (www.translate.google.com) the writer can choose freely
from which language into which language the machine should translate. The
user can basically translate everything from a single word to a whole text or
even a web page. If the user moveghe browser over the translation, there
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might appear a pop-up window with more alternatives to choose from. If
users type in a whole sentence,they can browse over certain parts of that
sentence and the machine will show the corresponding part in the other
language and & well astranslation alternatives. Google translate does not
offer explicit grammatical information about languages.

Pauker (www.pauker.at) is an online dictionary, which offers translations
from and into a large number of languages. It offers the most grammatical
information for both search and target language search items among the
presented online sources and often also an overwhelming number of
contextual examples of words or fixed phrases. The order and choice of
translations and examples is not alwaystransparent.

Babla (www.sv.bab.la) is an online dictionary, which offers translations
from and into a large number of languages. For Swedish as search language
it only offers German and English as target languages. It offers basic
grammatical information about target language search items, but only if the
user scrolls further down. Sometimes several German translations are given.

Tyda (www.tyda.se) is an online dictionary for translating from Swedish
into several other languages, een in just one search trial (for example from
Swedishinto English and German). It offers grammatical information for the
Swedish search item, but not for the target languages. Sometimes several
alternatives are offered for the translation in the target langu age.

Mia, Ida & Sara - Controlling the sources

The first group of students includes Sara, Ida and Mia. They are presented
together because they showed a number of similar behaviours regarding
their use of online sources. In particular, they used sources kss, were more
concerned about their search keywords and critically examined the
generated results.

As can be seen inFigure 30 and Table 45, these students spert less time
on the web browser. A general feature of their online source use was the
reduction of search queries to only those items, which they believed they
could really not remember themselves. Ida, for example, mentioned in the
recall interview:

(1) Jag tror att jag f3rsskte komma p(E ordetsjSlv innan jag sskte upp det2
Othink | tried to r emember the word myself before | searched for it.O

When the three participants searched keywords, they only relied on online
dictionaries, not on translation tools like Google Translate. Ida and Mia only
used Pauker, while Sara used Pauker and Babla. Furthermore, their search
items were mostly Swedish single word items in their uninflected form ( for

41 Al guotes and examples were translated from Swedish into English by the author.
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example hjdrna [ObrainOJutveckla [OdevelopOtnsvarig [@esponsibled); in

few casesonly short fixed phrases like till exempel (Ofor exampleO) aikulle
kunna (@ould®were searched. Compound nouns were split befoe searching
the unknown element (for example Mia searched for forgiftning
[@toxication @ when she wanted to write alkoholférgiftning [@Ilcohol
intoxication ) wit h the correct generated result Vergiftung she was able to
writ e the correct German word Alkoholvergiftung). It can be assumed that
with these different strategies the students tried to reduce the complexity of
their search keywords in order to increase the probability of their success.

As a consequence, most of Mi®sldaOsand SaraOs search quéss led to
results they could use immediately in their texts. For example 18 out of 20
items were useful for Mia and also Ida® 29 search queries were mostly
integrated in the text successfully. In the few cases when search queriesvere
unsuccessful, these participants had different solutions at hand. Mia, for
example, spotted her search mistake aqickly and changed the keyword
risken (€he risk®) torisk (@sk which led to success. Sara made a similar
mistake when first searching for hélsosammare (@ealthierO) before changing
to hdlsosam, which finally generated gesund, a word she used in her text.
Another example of strategic behaviour was Ida, who did not receive any
results for the search keyword till exempel (@r example®) and decided to
write fiir Exempel in her text. This is not correct, but understandable. Sara,
in another instance, could not find a translation for drogfritt (@rug-freeO)
and decided to write eine Gesellschaft ohne Drogen (@ society without
drugs®.

In general, these three participantsGsearch behaviour can be described as
reduced, precise and very well targeted. In cases when they did not reach
their search goals, theywere able to come up with other strategic solutions.
Apart from these shared characteristics, they displayed individual writing
characteristics and strategies, which will be described briefly.

Mia - The self-reliant translator

1

Figure 3 2. Mia @ distribution of switches between main document and
online sources

In addition to the writing characteristics mentioned, a striking feature of
Mia® writing session was that she spent least time in online sources, even
though her text writing time exceeded one hour and her text was of average
length. The explanation is that Mia wrote in two languages (see section
5.3.2). Her strategy was to write one sentence or even a paragraph in
Swedish, then translate that sentence or paragraph into German and to
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repeat this procedure throughout the whole writing session. For example,
the first two sentences in her text document were:

(2) Jag tycker att 18 Sr en bra Elder att fEE k3pa alkohol.
Ich finde, dass achtzehn ein gute Ader, dass Alkohol kaufen darf.(*)

Othink that 18 is a good age to be allowed to buy alcohol®

Doing so, she revised parts of her Swedish text and then adapted the German
translation to these changes. In her interview after the writing session, she
said:
(3) Det Sr dSrf3r jag Sr mer osSkert pE Tyskan pCE [...] hur man ska formulera sig [...]
det kSnns som att jag gl$mt bort vad jag liksom ska skriva. SE dSrfsr skriver jag ner,
S(E jag kollar pE det likso direkt. SCE kSnns det ISttare.

@ is because | am more insecure in German about how | can formulate [..] it feels

like | forget what | want to writ e. So this is why | write down, so | can have a look at it

directly. So it feels easierO
For Mia the use of her mother tongue represented a substantial help to
reduce the cognitive constraints when writing in her L3. By splitting up the
processes of contet generation and translation of thoughts into a foreign
language, she found a suitable way to deal with the task at hand. How this
might be connected to her scarce use of online sources can only be
speculated. One reason could be that Mia had a larger leicon and did not
need to search for words another that she had more cognitive capacities to
spend on lexical retrieval because theprocess of generatingideas had been
executedseparatelyin the mother tongue.

Ida - The thoughtful composer

IR

Figure 33 . Ida @ distribution of switches between main document and
online sources

A particular characteristic of Ida Osvas to take more time when browsing on
the web sites and longer breaks while writing, probably in order to re-read
what she had produced so far andto plan her next steps. For example, after
having written the first part of a sentence CEin anderes Argument gegen
Jugendliche Yber 16 Jahre alt kaufen Allohol zu dYrfen ist, dass (...).Oda
paused for 220 minutes and then continued (X..) sie nicht viel Geld
haben.@) (Another argument against teenagers over 16 years being allowed
to buy alcohol is, that [...] they don ® have a lot of money.) Here it seems
plausible that Ida interrupted her writing in order to generate ideas about

the further text content. Pauker was the only online sourcethat Ida used and
she allowed herselfmore time to go through the sometimes huge amounts of
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results thoroughly and pick exactly the translation or grammatical
information that she needed. For example, after having searched
annorlunda (@ifferent § she allowed herself 25 secondéreading time and
after having searched till exempel (@r example® she continued in the main
document after 30 seconds. This became visible not only through the time
duration, but also because Ida hardly made mistakes in her text regarding
the gender of nouns she had searched for. This is lustrated in examples(a)b

().

Source Search item Result Result in text
€)) alkohol (alcohol) Alkohol Er (N.B. correct
Pauker pronoun)
EldersgrSns (age Altersgrenze eine Altersgrenze
(b) limit)
Pauker
chansen (chance) Chance die Chance
(c) Pauker

These examples suggest that Idanot only made use of online dictionaries for
the purpose of looking up unknown words, but also in order to write a
grammatically correct text. In that aspect, she made use of all main functions
of Pauker for her purposes.

Sara - The efficient writer

Figure 34 . Sara @ distribution of switches between main document and
online sources

In contrast to Mia and Ida, Sara produced more text in arelatively short time
and used more than one online source. First, she used Google searchto
generate ideas for text content. She searched for OEldersgrSns
SystembolagetO(age limit at the government owned liquor store in Sweden)
and Ounga som dricker mer(Qteenagers who drink more). Both times she
went further to the page of OgstembolagetOand browsed over information
there. When being askedwhy she stated:

(4) Jag kollar, i [...] en studie f3r att, som skulle visa det [jag] tSnkte skriva.
®look at a study because it should show what | intended to write.O

Second, she used two languagerelated sources, Pauker and Babla. In a few
cases she combined them to double check a word andlso included English

in her search queries after the Swedish search item hadnot generated any
results that she found reliable . This is illustrated in examples () and (e):
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Source Search item Result Result in text

(d) Pauker  f8r (for) fYr, vor, zu -

(e) Babla in favour of  zu Gunsten von Ich bin zugunsten von(*)
(Eng - Ger)

When being askedwhy she switched languages she declared:

(5) Jag ISser engelsksprEkigt program nu och ibland tycker jag att det Sr enklare att
SversStta frEn engelska istSllet fSr att jadnar det ordet, men inte det svenska.

O study the English programme [N.B. at school] now and sometimes | think it is
easier to translate from English instead because | know the word [N.B. in English],
but not in Swedish.O
In example (d)D(e) and the corresponding quote it becomes visible that Sara
made use of her whole repertoire of foreign languages in order to reach her
intended communicative goal.

Henry, Per, Tom & Hilda - Controlled by the sources

In the second group of students, Henry, Hilda, Tom and Pe, there was a
greater variety of individual behaviours, yet these students shared some
characteristics, which differ from the first group. In general, they made more
frequent use of online sources, they were less concerned about the adequacy
of their search keywords and they showed less criticality about the
applicability of the generated search results in their texts.

The extent of online source use in this group was in general higher and the
particular instances also longer in duration. As already mentioned, Hilda
spent the longest time on the web browser (18:01 minutes) and Per, for
example, spent several minutes only in the web browser towards the exd of
his writing session (see Table 4). There are several possible reasons for
these observations. First of all, it is likely that these students simply had
fewer linguisti c resources available than those in the other group and thus
had to initiate more queries. But it also became visible that all of them, in
different ways, initiated a number of seemingly redundant search queries.
Henry, for example, searched for 12 Germanexpressions, which indicates,
that he wanted to make sure his intentions were correct. Wanting to make
sure that correct language is produced is positive in itself, but each of these
search queries meant that herepeatedly interrupted his writing flow.

In this group, several sources were used. Henry and Tom only used
Pauker, Per used Pauker and Google Translate and Hilda used content
related websites as well as Google Translate and Tyda. Particularly the use of
Google Translate led b long lasting, complicated and, in many cases,
unsuccessful search queries. These will be further elaborated in thefollowing
brief descriptions of the studentsO search behaviour
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The students in this group tried to search for various key items ranging from
single keywords, and fixed phrases to complex phrases and even sentences.
The single search keywords were often inflected, for example Hilda searched
for the term OroligareQfunnier) and received the result Omehr Spa§, noch
mehr tolleO(more fun, even nicer) and Omehr Spa§ rachtO(is more fun). She
chose the second option, but clearly none of them would have made sense in
German.

Due to such different ineffective search behaviours, the students did a
relatively high number of search trials, which in many cases did not result in
a translation and change of the text. For example, 21 out of 81 of Hilda®
searches remained without any result. Even in cases whenthe studentsO
search queries resulted in a change in the text, it was oftenthe result of an
unnecessarily long search pocess, as illustratedin examples (f) and (g).

Source Search Result Result in text

item
(f) Google ungdomar Jugendliche, Youths, -
Translate Jugend, Jugendlichen
(9) ungdomar - Revision: OJungeO
(Swe-Ger) ungdom Jugend became OJugendlicheO
Pauker Junge pojke

Another example illustrates Hilda @ attempt to find out about the gender of a
German word. Examples (h) and (i) show that Hilda did not know how to
retrieve grammatical information about a German noun directly, but tried to
reach her goal through multiple, time -consuming search steps:

Source Search item Result Result in text
(h)
Google Translate das Alkohol - -
(Swe-Ger) der Alkohol - -
die Alkohol - -
(i) Tyda alkohol Alkohol -

Google Translate (GerSwe) die Alkohol alkoholen -
der Alkohol alkoholen der Alkohol

Apart from the above-mentioned aspects common for the students in the
second group, theyapplied the following individual strategies:
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Henry -The double-checker

LLLL DT

Figure 35 . Henry @ distribution of switches between main document and
online sources

A particular feature of Henry as an L3 writer was his permanent attempt to
avoid errors. One of his strategies was to double-check potentially wrong
lexical choices or misspellings. As already described he searched a number
of German words because he wanted to make sure that his intended lexical
choices were correct. Apart from that, he used a fundion of Pauker to reverse
his search and dowle-ched&k an intended word. Examples (j) and (k)
illustrate how he first searched an item, then choseone translation, click ed
on it and checked if the reversed search produced the original keyword.

Source Search Result Result in text
item
(j) Pauker dann sedan, dE -
dE da, wenn, dann Da ist es, wenn
(k) till och bis einschlie8lich, sogar -
Pauker med rent av, Sven, till och
med kSnnen sie sogar
sogar sterben

In another instance, Henry decided to change a lexical item because it
seemed to be too risky for him to use a word he was not very familiar with.
Examples (I) and (m) show that he changed awritten phra se into another
one, which he wasmore secure with.

Source Search item  Result Result in text

()] Engra etwas bereuen habe ich bereuen mich(*)
Pauker (regret)

(m) Esikt Meinung, Revision: habe ich meine
Pauker (opinion) Ansicht Meinung Sndern(*)

In his recall interview, Henry commented on this excerpt as follows:

(6) Jag tyckte inte att det var nCEtbra nSr jag skrev det dSr med Obereuerd@t verkade
fel. [...] [D]E fSrs3kte jag hitta en, en vSg runt dSr, fSratt det gEr Snd(E att jag skriver
pE fler sStt Sn ett [...] dE sEg jag en [xxx] pE Pauker octyckiE jag det var mycket
smartare att skriva, jag trodde mycket sSkrare pE dt. Och dSrfsr Sndrade jag det.
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@did not think it wa s right when | wrote this with Obereuen{it seemed wrong. [...] |
tried to find a way around it, because it works anyway to write in more than way way,
then | saw a [xxx] on Pauker and then | thought that this was smarter to write, | felt
more secure with it. And that is why | changed it.O
This quote illustrates quite well HenryOs strategy to avoid mistakes by
choosing a familiar, less advanced e&pression instead of a new and
potentially wrong one.

Hilda - The multiple source user

| [ il

Figure 36. HildaOs distribution of switches between main document and
online sources.

An interesting online source strategy of HildaOswas related to her use of
Google Translate, which she mainly used for searching complex phrases.
When she was not satisfied with the results of Google Translate, she did not
critically examine and modify the generated translations, but rather tried to
slightly change the search phrase until the result would seem more
appropriate to her. This is illustrated in example s (n) and (0).

Source Search item Result Result in text
(n) Google klunkar i dig ett (you schlucken sie -
Translate swallow a) eine
dricker att glas (drink  nippt an sich -
a glas) selbst eine
trinken sie ein
Glas
(0) dricker en burk Sl trinken einer trinkst einer
(Swe-Ger) (drink a can of beer) Dose Bier Dose Bier(*)

Apart from the language related search trials, Hilda also used online sources
to gather information about her text content. She turned to Google Search to
find information about teenagers Quse of alcohol and browsed through a few
results. In her second attempt she found a web page, whichshe consulted
five times to collect ideas for her own text.

154



The developme nt of writing processes in argumentative writing in L3 German

Tom - The non-critical searcher

Figure 37 . Tom @ distribution of switches between main document and
online sources

Tom did not show particular writing or online source behaviours that could
be classified as strategic. Hemainly tried to use Pauker as a translation tool
and not as a dictionary. He used to type in inflected keywords and fixed
phrases. Sometimes this led to successful searches if Pauker etdd cope with
these forms, but in some cases it did not, for example when he searched
OmyndigaO (of age) instead of OmyndigO or OkonsekvenserO (consequences)
instead of (ronsekvensd (consequence) Tom did not spend much time
reading the generated results, but simply chose one and tried to integrate it
in his text. The grammatical information offered on Pauker was not of
relevance during his search queries. This resulted in misspellings basic
grammatical mistakes, which could have been easily avoided and even in
incomprehensible sentences, for example:

(7) Und das man nicht kann die folgen aus seinem trinken dabei man nich m3gen
sind.

@nd that you can not the consequences from your drinking at [when] you are not
like.©
In this particular case, Tom had searched the Swedish word OmogenO
(mature). Pauker generated Om3genQlike) as a first result and Tom used
this. For such reasons, Tom® use of online sources in general appeared
rather careless and uncritical.

Per - The insecure language player

L AHMEL L AR 1T

Figure 38 . Per @ distribution of switches between main document and
online sources

Analysing Per@® Camtasia file revealed that he pausedmore than half of his
writing s ession, he revised his text over and over again and,he spent much
time in the web browser. A distinguishing characteristic of PerOswas his
search behaviour on Goayle Translate. While searching single word items at
the beginning of his writing session, he started to work with whole sentences
in the second half. His strategy was to copy sentences he had already written
into Google Translate and look at the result of the Swedish translation. In his
recall interview, he commented this, saying that he hoped that Google
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Translate would spot the errors in his German sentences. He took several
minutes to browse over the sentences, compare the elementsin each
language, look at the suggested alternatives,then changed word order and

looked at the result again. Examples(p) and (q) illustrate this .

Source Search item Result Result
in text

(p) Google Wann man die Alkohol zu Och nSrduskasSlia -
Translate  16-JShriger verkaufen kann  alkohol till 16 -Ering du
(Ger-Swe) man YberprYft welche kollat vad alkohol att

Alkohol Jugend kaufen(*) kSpa ungdomar

(If you sell alcohol to 16-

year olds, you can control

for what alcohol they buy)
(q) Google
Translate  nSr man ska sSlja alkohol und wann Alkohol an -
(Swe-Ger) till ungdomar s kan man Jugendliche zu

kontrollera vad de k3per (If
you sell alkohol to teenagers
you can control what they

verkaufen, so k3nnen
Sie YberprYfen, was
sie kaufen(*)

buy)

Controlling the source or being controlled by the source

A closer look at the studentsOwriting in intera ction with online sources
revealed that using online sources in writing is a complex process o
hypothesis testing, which involves much of the learner® attention. The
examples showthat, on the one hand, the students displayed a number of
similarities, for example searching online sources throughout the whole
writing session, they predominantly searched Swedish keywords andmost of
the searches weredue to limited linguistic resources . On the other hand, the
students had developed their own composing and search strategies,as has
beendesaibed in detail.

Three students exerted more control over the use of online sources in
writing because they had developed the necessary skills: they had a precise
search strategy, using mainly single uninflected keywords; they critically
examined the results and integrated the provided information, both lexical
and grammatical, in their texts. These skills in combination with their
language proficiency allows them to make the best out of their online source
use, or in other words, they exert control over it. Additionally, they save time
that can be spent on the actual text generation.

5.4 Discussion

The goal of the intervention was to make the students more aware of their
own writing habits and discuss possibilities to improve the ir writing process.
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This section discusseshow the intervention and the changesdescribed might
relate to each other and how some results might be interprete d. There will
also be references to information obtained in the stimulated recall
interviews. These are further interpreted in chapter 6.

The intervention was divided into three main topic areas: planning,
transcription and revision. The main foci were preparing a written outline
with regard to topic and argumentative text structure, developing strategies
to compensate for limited linguistic resources, reducing and postponing
online source use and finally, revising the text in several steps. Even tlough
the writing process models that this intervention is based on stress the
recursiveness of writing (Flower & Hayes 1981), theinstructional programme
was designed to go through different aspects of writing in a linear fashion.

It can be expected that thesequence, in which the different writing sub -
processes were brought up, might have a direct impact on the generated
results. For example, due to the fact that revision of texts was discussed at a
later point, this aspect might have received less attention by the students in
general, or might also showup to a higher degreein the measurements of the
final writing sessions. However, when comparing the sequence of teaching
content with the summarised process measures in Figure 21, this claim
cannot be fully confirmed. The most obvious measures are revisions and
source use. Both aspects were discussetietween sessionsG2 and G3and in
line with the teaching, the students would be expected to reduce source use
and increase revisions However, both measures showtrends between G1
and G2, which either remain stable or continue in G3.

Further, the potential direct impact of pre -writing plann ing, which was
discussed andpractised at the beginning of the intervention, could possibly
be reflected by three different measures: the onset of thetranscription phase,
the number of pauses during transcription (see Table 27)and the number of
global revisions (see Table 3). One might expect that due to pre-planning
content and organisation, students would postpone the onset of the
transcription phase in order to prepare an outline, would make fewer pauses,
display increased fluency and show fewer gldal revisions as structural text
aspects would have been decided beforehand. The measures for fluency
distribution (Figure 14) and source use distribution (Figure 18) in fact
showed a delayed transcription onset. That this time was used for planning
was nat only observed in the respective single writing sessions but was also
confirmed in the recall interviews. Further, Tables 27 and 31 show that the
stated assumptions are also true for pauses, but not for revisions. Thus, it
cannot be ruled out that the lin ear teaching of writing as a processhad an
impact on single aspects of writing according to the teaching sequence
Particularly the preparation of writing through mental planning or outlining
seems to be well reflected.However, the process measures do no clearly
support the claim that the linear teaching style had a stronger influence on
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certain aspects in single sessions. Furthermore, a clearcut mapping of single
activities proposed in class and the change of single process masures are
difficult to su stain, as the actual writing measures are likely to reflect a
number of different on -going cognitive processes

As already mentioned, it was overall shown that the students® fluency
changed slightly, in that text production increased, fewer pauses occurred
and more revisions were carried out. These developments were, however, not
continued in the delayed post-session. Compared to the other fluency
measures, amline source use decreased more noticeablyand also seems to be
the most likely aspectto be consciously influenced by the students. The topic
of online sources caught most attention from the students during the
intervention , as the sourcesCreliability was discussed critically and their
disruptive character in the writing process was demonstrated. However, as
described for the three case studies, the studentsO writing developed
differently in that respect. Some students kept source consultation as a
frequent activity during transcription; others postponed it to the later or
final writing stages. According to reported scores of the DIA-test (see section
3.3), the students with the higher language proficiency, Mia, Sara and Ida,
were able to transcribe large parts of the text without source switches -
possibly due to a lower number of unknown items or the ability to rephrase
and write in a more varied way. Others, for example Hilda and Henry,
reduced their source use noticeably, but did not postpone it to the end of the
writing session.

These observations indicate that beneficial use of external language
related sources is also dependent on studentslanguage proficiency. For
students, who do not yet have enough command of the language, the
permanent attempt to compensate for this deficiency by consulting online
dictionaries seems rather counterproductive for their own thinking and
learning processes while writing. It forces them to disrupt their writing
fluency and focus their attention on the search process The qualitative
analysis of online source use patterns and strategies in the first writing
session G1 illustrated how frequent and at times ineffective such switches
between the text and the writing aid can be. In the course of the intervention,
the mean number of pauses between words and also the pausing values
particularly for Henry and Hilda, showed that along with a decreasedsource
use the number of pausesalso decreased On the other hand, the number of
pauses within words showed the opposite development, which indicates that
the students were forced to spend more time thinking about spelling when
avoiding the use of online sources.

However, as the qualitative analysis of online search strategies also
showed, other students with a higher level of language proficiency generally
seem to benefit more from accessto easily available information, as they can
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regulate and minimise their use, apply additional strategies and evaluate the
search results.

As already mentioned, the decrease of source use until session G3 and a
slight increase in G4 was accompanied but the reversed development of the
number of revisions. This result suggests that relying less on information
obtained from external sources makes the students revise their text more,
possibly because they feel more insecure about its correctness.As the
detailed analysis of the types of revisions showed, these revisions are
predominantly local, which means that they are focused on spelling and
grammatical correctness. This observation supports the assumption that the
increase of revisions is somehow related to less source use, as the sources
were mainly used either for finding appropriate German translations, spell
checking or retrieving simple grammatical information. More g lobal
revisions, on the other hand, could hardly be observed. This result as such
seems disappointing at first, as it might indicate that students do not have
the cognitive capacities to go beyond local revisions and consider text type,
structure and argumentative string. However, as it was attempted to make
students prepare for these aspectsbefore starting to write by drafting an
outline, the result is in fact in line with the teaching approach. Whether the
number of global revisions had been higher if the pre-writing planning
activity had not been part of the intervention can only be subject to
speculation, but as researchsuggests,balancing attention between local and
global aspects while writing in a foreign language puts a heavy cogitive load
on students, which usually results in neglecting the latter (for example
Schoonen et al. 2003, seesection 5.1)

One conclusion from the observation regarding fluency, pauses, revisions
and source use is that the changes thatin fact could be observed throughout
the intervention mainly concerned measures which are more representative
of low level cognitive activities. A higher text production rate was associated
with a lower percentage of online source use and a lower number of pauses
in general, but with a higher number of pauses within words and a higher
number of local revisions. This indicates that overall, the students could
write slightly more fluent ly but that the cognitive effort for local text
considerations like spelling and lexical issues increased due to less reliance
on online sources. At the same time, this switch of cognitive effort from
using online resources to using their own linguisti ¢ resources did not result
in lower text quality, which is shown in chapter 4. The assumption that the
developments of the different measures are to some degree connected
becomes particularly apparent in session G3, which was characterised by a
reversed trend compared to the other sessions regarding both process and
product measures.

Interestingly, the impression that the third writing session was less
representative was also corfirmed in the recall interviews that were
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conducted before the writing product and process results were analysed In
several interviews, the students stated that they struggled considerably on
that particular day for reasons like having a long school day and being in the
exam period of the school year, which required hard work and caused stress.
Yet another influential factor might have been the circumstance that G3
represented the sixth argumentative text for the focus students within a
rather short period of time (see section 3.5 for intervention procedure ).
Thus, some students might have lost interest in this genre and begun to put
less effort in their writing. Moreov er, some students stated that particularly
the task in G3 was perceived as slightly confusing which caused some
problems in generating a good text structure®2. It can be deducted from these
consistent results for G3 that apart from the studentsQanguage proficiency
and previous instruction, multiple other factors like heavy workload, stress
and exhaustion as well as task type and comprehension may have a
remarkable influence. In the case of session G3the students were also able
to realistically evaluate these factas in relation to their writing, which was
finally confirmed in the analysis of the writing process and product
measures.

What remained from the intervention in the delayed post -session G4 can
be evaluated from two perspectives.On the one hand, as for G3, the studentsO
performance under the longest influence of instruction is the reference point.
However, as already elaborated, due to the mentioned circumstances, G3
might not reflect the studentsQwriting ability well. Neverthele ss it was shown
that from G3BG4, the students used more sources again, decreased the
number of pauses and revisions and finally, wrote more fluently.

On the other hand, choosing G1 as reference point for the final evaluation
of the studentsQwriting i s more valuable, asthis is the session closest tothe
studentsCpre-intervention state. Comparing G1 and G4 might reflect more of
what aspects of writing might have changed in the long run as potential
impacts from the intervention and writing practice . This comparison showed
that the studentsO writing processes were slightly more fluent and
characterised by fewer pauses, more revisions and less online source use.
Against the background of an increase of text quality scores in both
analytical and holistic rating, this is considered an improvement of the
studentsGargumentative text writing skills in German.

However, it needs to be taken into consideration that 10 months lay
between G1 and G4, in which all students, except for Per, had regular
German instruction. Even though the students did not write any further
argumentative texts in their German classes after G3, it can be assumed that

42 The topic in session G3 was Gyms, diets, plastic surgery, tattoos, etc.- in todayé society the
own body and Ogood lookstde more important tha n personality and intelligence.O
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an improvement of their general language proficiencyalso contributed to the

results in G4. This might not only be reflected in process measues indicating

more fluent writing, but in fact also the opposite. For example, the pause
length within words between sessions G3 and G4 increased, particularly
above the 2000 ms threshold (see Table 28). After several months of
continued German instructio n one might wonder what the reasons for this
observation are, as it could be expected thatthe students developed
increased fluency with higher language proficiency. One explanation could
be that the studentsO lexical choices had become more advanced, bat the
same time required more processing time. Hence, an analysis regarding
pauses relating to the particular text content might have been valuable to
gain more insight into the particular aspects that students struggle with at

different points in time. On the other hand, it needs to betaken into account
that fluency as such does not necessarily say much abouthe actual writing

proficiency. This aspect will be further discussed in chapter 7.

Another result of the writing process analysis was the number of
differences between writing in L2 English and L3 German. The studentsO
English language proficiency was remarkably higher, which resulted in more
fluent writing with fewer pauses and revisions and hardly any or no switches
to online sources at all. As the results have shown, writing session G4
resembles the most the characteristics of writing session E, not only
regarding the reported measures across the sessions, but also in the
distribution of fluency (see Figure 14). Furthermore , this finding supports
the conclusion that the development in German can be considered an
improvem ent as the studentsOwriting skills in L3 gradually moved towards
the process characteristics ofL2-writing .

The reported tendencies regarding online source use in German and
English further suggest that low source use isrelated to higher language
proficiency. Sara is an exception, which shows that this conclusion cannot
not be generalised. Her percentage of source use in German was atan
average level and in English exceptionally high. At the same time Sara®
results in the text quality ratings were consistently at top level (see chapter
4). In order to explain the difference between Sara and the other students,
her search queries in English were analysed.The analysis showed that
almost half of the search items were English, assuminglyto assure that she
had the correct word in mind. Apart from that she searched for rather
advanced lexical items and even metaphors and specifiovords (for example
vardagsmat, which literally translates into Odaily foodO and corresponds to
OcommonplacgOHaving this in mind, Sara® high source use cannot be
considered an inferior approach to writing, but rather shows her awareness
of translation difficulties and her advanced skills in using online sources for
the benefit of her text. Thus, Sara® example also shows that online source
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use has various underlying reasons and therefore different pedagogical
implications.

This conclusion pinpoints the controversy of online source use.
Particularly in the first writing session G1, online source use represented a
permanent interruption to some students Owriting. Hilda and Per, for
example, consistently switched between their main documents and the web
browsers and it was clear that this behaviour was far from efficient or
beneficial (see section 5.3.3. On the contrary, SaraDsexample shows that
both a sufficient command of the language and the necessary search skills
may contribute to foreign languag e writing in a positive way.

Apart from the indicated pedagogical conclusions of the study, which will
be further developed in the final discussion of this thesis, the results and
observations also suggest somemodifications of the traditional writing
process models.From empirical research in L3 (see section 5.13) it follows
that learner- and languagerelated factors of multilinguals need to be
implemented into theoretical models of language production. De Bot (2004),
for example extended LeveltOs (1989,993) speaking model by accounting for
the multilingual lexicon. Maintaining the existing terminology in HayesO
(2012) current model, specific multilingual learner - and languagerelated
aspects influencing the quantitative differences in writing would hav e to be
located either on the control or on the resource level (see Fgure 7). For
example, the frequently stressed L3 learnersOmetalinguistic and learning
awareness should be included atthe control level as an important factor
influencing the process level. On the other hand, specific characteristics
within the writing process dimension, such as increased planning and
evaluation behaviour, might be explained by the access to the L1/L2/L3
linguistic systems at that particular point in time, hence relating to long-
term and working memory capacities. Thus, the development of models
accounting for L2/L3 learner - and languagerelated aspects is needed in
order to gain a deeper understanding of the interplay of variables and their
guantitative effect on L3 writ ing.

Further, in the recent writing model by Hayes (2012), Internet and
language-related webpages could best be located within the task
environment and become part of the category task materials (see Figure 7.
In this study, the writers started writing immediately and made use of online
sources throughout the whole writing process within one session. Therefore,
one assumption is that the use of online sources in foreign language writing
mainly connects to those writing sub-processes thatare here referred to as
translator and transcriber, that is when students formulate their ideas in the
foreign language or when they possibly lack linguistic resources and decide
to look up the spelling of a word while they are typing.

In addition, connections between online sources as part of task
environment and translation/transcription should be bi-directional because
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the generated results of the online source searcheshave a direct influence on
the writing process. When a writer for example notices a lexical gap while
translating his thoughts into language, he might initiate a n online search
query. Unsatisfactory results or insecurity might lead to simplify ing the
original idea (proposer) and manage to get the message acrossn trying
other words (transcriber) (see section 5.3.3, examples [I] and [m] in the
description of Henry, who changed the originally intended expression
OregretO to Ochange oneOs opi®h® use of online sources and the writing
process are therefore best described a interplay.

Another attempt to include this intermediary component in the current
writing model has been proposed by Leijten et al. (2014), who studied
professional writing from multiple sources. They suggested adding a basic
component to the writing process level called GearcherQ which is
independent of the kind of information being obtained. The searcher is
activated if knowledge from long-term-memory does not suffice to reach the
writing goal and therefore, further search in external sources is needed. In
the description of Leijten et al. (2014), the searcher is mainly connected to
the proposer and the translator, but as already indicated, in the specific
foreign language writing context, a stronger influence on the translator and
transcriber is suggested However, by adding a search component to the
process level instead of educing it simply to a part of the task environment,
its impact on the composing process itself would get sufficiently
acknowledged, as itwould become part of it.

Finally, general conclusions about the studentgwriting processes are
difficult to draw. T his was shownfor example by the differences between the
students described in the presentations of the sub-groups, the case studies
and SaraOs exceptional online source behaviour in EnglishThe frequently
high standard deviations to mean values also pointed to the variation. In the
initial writing session G1 the seven focus students showed a high variability
in their writing levels and even represented entirely different approaches to
writing a text in German. It can be speculated that one reason for this
variation is the studentsCprevious instruction. As described in chapter 3, the
project took place in the studentsCirst year at upper secondary school. In
grades 6D9, different teachers had instructed them. Apart from that, the
learnersOndividual differences regarding their personal writing pre ferences,
their motivation to engage in learning German and in writing texts may be
another factor causing a large variation in process organisation. Per®
English text, for example, was exceptiond as it wasrated with low scores and
showed somewhat outlying process measures. In his recall interview he
mentioned that writing in English had become such a routine for him that he
did not consider it a challenge anymore. Therefore, he did not put a lot of
effort into it. Different language levels, previous instruction, individual
differences and diverse ways to cope with the challenges of L3 writingmay
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all be factors influencing writing. By adding aggregated group valuesto the
description of cases, the differences of the writing processes were
highlighted .

In chapter 6, the focus on the individual student, which was started in
section 5.3.2, will be continued. The detailed analysis of the case study
studentsOfluency development will be expanded by a description of what
metacognitive knowledge they displayed in their recall interviews. Shifting
the focus from the writing process and product to the writer allows a more
comprehensive picture of influential factors in L3 writing.
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6 Metacognitive knowledge about
writing in L3 German

In the third and final perspective on studentsOwriting, the focus will shift
from products and processes to a more learner-focused approach.
Traditionally, perspectives on writing, which stress the role of writers, are
located within a sociocultural approach. On the one hand, it is referred to as
Owrting as socializingO(Roca de Larios et al. 2002: 11) but on the other
hand also as the @ttitudes, practices, and beliefs of those involved in
learning and teaching writingO (Polio 2008: 91). Even though aspects of the
studyOssocial and contextual settings might be mentioned, these arenot the
main focus of the current chapter. Instead, the studentsGown accounts of
writing, their metacognitive reflections, are studied. Analysing transcribed
protocols of stimulated -recall interviews enabled insight into what kind of
metacognitive knowledge the students have and how they make use of it
during the intervention. These insights complement the analyses of the
writing products and processes.

The case study approach used in section 5.3.2 in order to illustrate the
within -group variability , is continued here, highlighting three focus group
students: Henry, Mia and Hilda. After a theoretical background about
metacognition and writing , the analysis procedure is presented, followed by
the result section. The three students will be described individually at first,
and then a concluding section will combine, compare and discuss the
descriptions. When appropriate, the results will be underpinned by
information obtained in the pre - and post-intervention questionn aires.

6.1 Metacognitive knowledge about writing 43

The added value of metacognition has been reported for various areas of
learning. Research shows, for example, that metacognitive knowledge
positively influences the quality and effectiveness of learning (Hartm an
2001; McCormick 2003; Paris & Winograd 1990; Schraw 1998; Wenden
1998), the use of learner strategies andthe development of self-regulated
learning (Wenden 2002) and learner autonomy (Victori & Lockhart 1995)
and academic success (Zimmerman & Bandura 994). The role of
metacognition in relation to writing has also been widely acknowledged
(Dimmit & McCormick 2012; Hacker et al. 2008, 2009; Harris et al. 2009;
McCormick 2003; Sitko 1998). In this thesis, the notion of metacognition,

43 This chapter is an extended version of the publication: Knospe, Y. (forthcoming)
Metacognitive Knowledge about Writing in a Third Language - A Case Study. In . HaukEs
(Ed.), Metacognition in Language Learning and Teaching.
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initially defined as Oknowledge and cognition about cognitive phenomenaO
(Flavell 1979: 906), is used in order to investigate the potential role of
reflection about learning processes in foreign language writing instruction.

Successful writing is often associated with metacogritive knowledge and
metacognitive regulation behaviour (McCormick 2003). While a number of
researchers have given examples of metacognitive components in several
sub-processes of writing, such as planning, organising, goal setting,
translating, evaluating, monitoring and revising, others have argued that
writing as a whole is applied metacognition and therefore needs to be
defined from a metacognitive perspective (Hacker et al. 2009).

To clarify the pedagogical role of metacognition in writing instruction, it is
important to understand what metacognition actually involves and how it
relates to writing. Metacognition is usually divided into two main sub -
components: a knowledge component and an executive regulation
component (Hacker 1998; Kuhn 2000; Paris & W inograd 1990; Schraw
1998; Tobias & Everson 2000; Wenden 1998). For the first component,
metacognitive knowledge, Jacobs and Paris (1987) also introduced a further
division into declarative, procedural and conditional knowledge, which is
adopted in this thesis.

Declarative knowledge (see section 2.1.1) in general terms, refers to
factual knowledge about oneself and ondd own cognition, and to skills, tasks,
strategies and affective factors. In relation to writing, this knowledge
component comprises a number of aspects. Harris et al. (2009) list learners®
knowledge about themselves as writers, about their successful and less
successful experiences in writing, about less preferred elements of the
writing process, relevant environmental aspects of writing, ta sk knowledge,
general or particular writing strategies for different kinds of texts, and also
affective factors influencing writing, like self -efficacy and motivation.

In the present study, the additional factor of the foreign language in
writing is highl ighted, and for this reason the notion of declarative
metacognitive knowledge needs to be extended. Learners may have
declarative metacognitive knowledge about their own foreign language
resources, for example, what aspects of grammar they have already
understood or which still need to be learnt, and about their processes of
learning this language, for example, in what way vocabulary is learnt best
These issues have not been studied extensively in the framework of
metacognition, but in foreign language learning and teaching research they
are well-known concepts called metalinguistic awareness and language
(learning) awareness Metalinguistic awareness refers to Oon® ability to
consider language not just as a means of expressing ideas or communicating
with others, but also as an object of inquiryO(Gass & Selinker 2008: 359).
This means that students, who have metalinguistic knowledge, are able to
think about languages as abstract and rulebased systems on a higher level
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Language awareness refers to €xplicit knowledge about language, and
conscious perception and sensitivity in language learning, language teaching
and language usé (Svalberg 2012: 376). Accordingly, explicit knowledge
about foreign languages and the learning processes involved are part 6
declarative metacognitive knowledge.

Procedural knowledge (see section 2.1.1Yefers to knowledge about how to
use declarative knowledge (Harris et al. 2009). In writing, this category
refers to knowledge about how to apply different kinds of writing str ategies.
The third component of metacognitive knowledge, conditional knowledge,
refers to knowing when, where and why to make use of declarative and
procedural knowledge. This is especially important when it comes to the
effective selection of strategies and allocation of resources (for a more
detailed description of these knowledge types see for example Schraw [1998]
or McCormick [2003]). In the writing process, conditional knowledge
enables the learner to make particular decisions about how to approach a
given task, for example what kind of writing environment needs to be
created when carrying out particular parts of the writing process, or which
strategies to choose.

The second subcomponent of metacognition, executive regulation, has
been referred to asOsefmanagementO (Paris & Winograd 1990), OstrategiesO
(Wenden 1998), Omonitoring and controlO (Tobias & Everson 2000), or
Omonitor and regulation® (Hacker 1998). In relation to writing, this
component refers to the conscious regulation of the writing pro cess through
managing cognitive loads and applying metacognitive writing strategies
(Harris et al. 2009). Particularly the planning, monitoring and evaluation
processes in writing have been identified as the major regulation
components and represent the link to the writing sub -processes in the
cognitive models of writing (Bereiter & Scardamalia 1987; Flower & Hayes
1981; Hayes 1996; Kellogg 1996).

An interesting contribution to the understanding of the executive
component of metacognition in writing is Hack er et al. (2009). As already
mentioned, they suggestthat writing is applied metacognition. They base
their assumptions on a model proposed by Nelson andNarens (1990), which
involves monitoring and controlling as the main processes in the
interdependency between cognition and metacognition (see Figure 1in
chapter 2). Hacker et al. (2009) consider writing as synonymous with
thinking, with the only difference that written thoughts have undergone a
metacognitive selection process. Therefore, writing can be described as a
permanent process of selection of thoughts. This selection of thoughts in
writing is perform ed by the two executive activities monitoring and control,
which also regulate cognition and metacognition.

Metacognitive monitoring denotes an awareness of one® current thoughts
and involves strategies like readng, re-reading, reflecting and reviewing.
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Table 46. The r ole of metacognition in writing

Metacognition in writing

Metacognitive writing knowledge Metacognitive regulation of
writing
Declarative ¥knowledge about Monitoring ¥Reading
writing oneself as a (foreign writing ¥Re-reading (e.g.from

knowledge language) learner and
writer (e.g. own
strengths and
weaknesses, previous
experiences in
learning and writing),
¥learning/writing

processes
¥the writing Controlling
environment (e.g. time | writing
limits, writing
technology,

information re sources)

¥the language in which
to write (e.qg.
metalinguistic
knowledge),

¥task requirements (e.g.
knowledge about text
type, topic,
readership)

¥affective factors (e.g.
anxiety, motivation or
self-efficacy)

the audienceO point of
view)

¥Reflecting (e.g. about
how the written text fits
the intended writing
goal)

¥Reviewing

¥Planning (e.g.
determining purpose
and audience, activating
background knowledge,
organising ideas,
considering time,
writing environment,
text type and rhetorical
requirements)

¥Drafting (e.g. selecting
relevant text content,
fitting gathered ideas
into chosen text type
format)

¥Translating (e.g. text
production according to
plan, strategic handling

Procedural ¥Knowledge about how of limited lingui stic
writing to apply general and resources)
knowledge specific writing ¥Revising (e.g. adding,
strategies deleting or substituting
text)
Conditional ¥Knowledge about
writing when, where and why
knowledge to use declarative and
procedural writing
knowledge

(Table 46 is based on descriptions in Hacker et al. [2009], Harris et al. [2009], and

Sitko [1998]; modified and summarised by the author. )

Metacognitive control is the modification of oneOs current thoughts. It
involves strategies like editing, drafting, idea generation, word production,
translation and revision (for more concrete examples of monitoring and
control activities during writing see for example Dimmit & McCormick
[2012], Harris et al. [20 09], Sitko [1998] or summary in Table 46).
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According to Hacker et al. (2009) writing is a process involving an
orchestration of these two processes. As the text evolves, the writerOs own
defined goals and the task environment might change, which in turn requires
writer s to monitor their writing and exert control. The overview in Table 46
summarises the role of metacognition in writing.

Irrespective of whether some aspects of writing or writing as a whole are
considered metacognitive, its value for the development of the writing ability
is generally agreed on. However, this inherent metacognitive characteristic
of writing does not imply t hat each and every student is equally successful as
a writer. Even if students have developed a fair amount of writing knowledge
and strategies for writing in their L1 and L2, it does not necessarily mean
that they are able to make use of them when writing in further foreign
languages. Schoonen et al. (2003)point to the limitations of the working
memory. For foreign language learners, the demanding process of lexical
retrieval tends to take up a large part of their cognitive capacity at a given
point in ti me. This constraint might make it harder or even impossible for
writers to deal simultaneously with higher-order processes, for example
activation of metacognitive knowledge.

6.2 Analys is of metacognitive knowledge

The analysis will focus on how Henry, Mia and Hilda reflected on their own
writings in German and in English. Henry and Mia participated in five
interviews each and Hilda provided three. HenryOsinterviews lasted between
23 and 37 minutes and altogether make up 11 456 words of transcribed data,
MiaOsinterviews lasted between 14 and 50 minutes and the transcrbed
protocols make up 9 998 words, and HildaOsnterviews were between 36 and
50 minutes long and the transcribed data consists of 4920 words.

For the analysis, the studentsOstatements or short interactions with the
interviewer were given within -session numbers. Then the data was scanned
in a first round regarding all potential metacognition -related reflections. In
the next step, a deductive approach was chosen and the distinction of
declarative, procedural and conditional metacognitive knowledge, as
suggested by metacognition theory, was used to code thenumbered
statements. Some cases were given more than one categoryfor example
both declarative and procedural knowledge as statements contained both
types, and others were left out if it was not clear enough that they were
metacognitive reflections at all. A majority of entries were categorised as
declarative knowledge, while it was hard to identify any procedural and
conditional knowledge, whic h could be clearly defined as knowledge and not
as an overlap with executive regulations. Due to this, procedural and
conditional metacognitive knowledge will only play a minor role in the
results of the analysis.
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For declarative metacognitive knowledge all entries were scanned again and
four main categories emerged: (1) knowledge about oneself as a learner, (2)
knowledge about the task, (3) knowledge about languages, and (4)
knowledge about strategies. In the last step, the studentsGstatements were
grouped into these four sub-categories in order to see possible tendencies or
developments across writing sessions.

The stimulated -recall transcripts were coded by the author. The coding
was carried out in several stepsand doubtful cases were excluded. However,
it should be acknowledged that the lack of an independent rating procedure
may influence the reliability of the coding and the validity of the generated
results.

6.3 Results

In the stimulated-recall interviews, in which Henry, Mia and Hilda were
asked about their writing experiences, parts of their metacognitive writing
knowledge was revealed. In their descriptions about how they went about
writing argumentative texts, they explicitly or implicitly referred to
knowledge, which motivated their decisions and behaviours. For example,
when Henry was asked why e paused at a particular moment, he referred to
lacking knowledge of a specific grammatical rule in German. In such an
instance, metacognitive knowledge about a sgecific language was displayed.
In other cases, he referred to metacognitive knowledge in a more explicit
way. Regarding the importance of topic knowledge for writing, Henry
mentioned that he believed writing was much easier for him when he had
much knowledge about the topic of the text. This knowledge is not in every
case explicitly labelled as such by the learner, but ha to be inferred with the
help of existing categorisations.

As already mentioned, the type of knowledge that was identified was
mainly declarative and categorised into learner, task, language and strategy
knowledge. In this chapter, these categories will be described in detail for
each student A development of metacognitive knowledge could not be
observed consistently, but when it became clear that a change had taken
place, this will be indicated.

6.3.1 HenryO's metacognitive  writing knowledge

Knowledge about himself as a writer

Regarding metacognitive knowledge about himself as a writer, it was
remarkable how negatively Henry referred to himself. He repeatedly made
remarks about his own poor writing ability in German, especially after the
first two writing sessions. At several points he commented on his own
perceived weaknesses, what he was not able to express in German or where
he usually performs poorly or writes OsloppyO texts. In sessions one and two
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he repeatedly mentioned what German writing rules he had not learned yet,
for example the use of commas or as in the following quotation (8), the
choice of subjunctions:

(8) Jag har inte riktigt koll pE i vilka sammanhang man sk anvSnda Owenn®, Owann®

och @bOtror jag. SE, det har jag inte s jSttebra koll pCE.

®don®really know in which context one should use Owennd, Gwann® and |Gin®.

So, | don®really know that very well. &
Henry frequently reflected on his shortcomings in German and admitted that
it was his own fault that he could not apply grammatical rules that had been
dealt with in class, because he had not put enough effort into learning them.
In session G1he said:

(9) Ja, det Sr mitt eget ansvar, f3r att vi har gEtt genom det hSr p(E tyska lektionerna

mEnga gEnger nu och men d&, nSr jag har gEtt igenom, dE har jag férstEtt, dE hade det

inte varit sv(Ert, men sen har jag glsmt bort det med tiden och det Sr, jag mEste
repetera det, alltsCE flera gEEnger f3r att det Sr inte det att déir jStte komplicerat, det
Sr bara att jag gl$mmer och minns inte hur det var och dSrf&r kan jag inte riktigt rStta
det.

Ges, it® my own responsibility, because we have gone through this in the Gernan
lessons several times and then | went through it and understood it, then it was not
difficult, but then | forgot it as time went by and then | have to repeat it several times
because it is not like it is very complicated, it is just that | forget and cannot
remember how it was and therefore | cannot really correct this. O

These perceptions about himself were reflected in a similar fashion in his
guestionnaire answers. When asked about his feelings about learning
German, his answers indicated that he liked it and would even like to deepen
his knowledge. However, it was also clearthat he neither considered himself
a good writer nor believed in his own competences in German. The
qguestionnaire revealed that particularly grammar and word choice were
aspectshe believed were the mostdemanding ones for him when writing and
also the foci of his attention during revision.

In relation to the writing topics, Henry mentioned in several interview
sessions how much a little topic knowledge he had and reflected about what
topic knowledge meant for his writing. Regarding the topic in text G3 for
example, he had not much to write about while in text G4% he had the
feeling that he had much to say because he felt strongy involved:

4 1n the retrospective interviews, the students talked either Swedish or English. When only an
English version is presented, the student talked English.

45 The topic in session G3 was QGyms, diets, plastic surgery, tattoos, etc.- in today@ society the
own body and Ogood lookstde more important tha n personality and intelligence.O

46 The topic in session G4 wasOSot;iaI networks (like Facebook, Twitter, Instagram, Tumbilr,
etc.) are dangerous for teenagers.O
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(10) | felt it worked because | am a teenager and this text is about how it affects
teenagers.
In the last session, after having talked about the role of topic knowledge a
few times in earlier sessions, he elaborated even more on the influence of
such knowledge and related it to the planning process, one of the executive
processes in writing.

(12 I think it depends on what you @ supposed to write because, for example, if i®
about a subject you@e not really used to or you don®know a lot about, you have to,
like, process the information you have in your mind before and kind of write it down,
so you know: yeah, this is what | can write. But if you, if you, you@e for example very
educated in something, then, then you don® really need a lot of planning to write
structured and detailed because you already have it like structured in your mind, for
example. So that is why | sometimes make this, you know, detailed, less detailed
plannings.
This statement indicates that Henry® metacognitive knowledge about
himself as a writer had developed and that he had understood what this
means in relation to organising the writing process. This impression was also
confirmed when comparing some answers in the questionnaires. When
asked about his prewritin g activities, Henry answered in the pre-

intervention questionnaire

(12) Jag gSr ingen mindmap. Jag skriver bara nyckelord.
®donOt prepare a mind map. | only write keywords©

After the intervention , Henry commented in much more detail on the same
question, which also points to a development towards a clearer view about
what works for him as a writer when it comes to pre-writing activities :

(13) Jag g&r en mindmap f&rst f&r att fGE en bra grund sedan utvinner jag de ideZr som
passar bSsttill texten och f&rssker planera strukturen pE texten utifr@En det.

@t first | prepare a mind map to have a good start. Then | select those ideas, which fit
to the text and based on that, try to plan the structure of the text.O
Apart from this increase in declarative knowledge, it also becomes clear that
Henry has gained conditional metacognitive knowledge, because he has
understood that he should plan a text carefully when he does not have
sufficient topic knowledge at hand.

Knowledge about the writing task

In addition, Henry showed declarative kno wledge about the writing tasks in
terms of text type. Even though this is not surprising, as the intervention
dealt with how to write argumentative texts in German, it is interesting to
note how his reflections developed throughout this period of time. On
several occasions in all writing sessions, he described how he tried to come
up with arguments and counter-arguments, both successfully and
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unsuccessfully. At two points he also mentioned the writing goal regarding
the audience and the need to make himself understood andto discuss the
controversial topic of the text. In G1 his representation of the task became
clear when he described it in comparison to ordinary German lessons:

(14) Jag ska formulera s@E det lir 1Stt f3r att nSr jag skriver dE, dE hinner jag inte
tSnka lika mycket som till exempel om, om vi g&r en 3vning alltsE pE en tyska lektion.
[E] D, dCE kan vi tSnka ISngre, hur ska jag sStta orden [E] rStt ordning, allts@E sEdSra,
det g3r jag inte hSr [E] och sen det Sr dSrf3r ibland det blir fel eller Sven hur ofta det
kanske blir fel ofta, men nSr jag ska skriva texten, och det Sr dSr att jag inte fCEr att jag
inte kan liksom hinner tSnka lite hur var det hSr nu, vilka regler Sr det hSr, alltsE i
grammatiken.

Oformulate so it becomes easy because when | write, then | do not manage to think as
much as, for example, when we do an exercise in a German lesson. [E] Then we can
think longer, how to put the words, [E] the right order, such things, | do not do t hat
here [E] and then it is because of this | get it wrong sometimes, even quite often | get
it wrong when | write a text, and then | do not manage to think a little how that was
again, which rules apply, in grammar | mean.O

This example suggests that dechrative knowledge of task environment
affected Henry® process of planning as he deliberately decided to choose
simple constructions due to time and task constraints.

In writing session E, that is after the entire intervention had taken place,
Henry again connected his task knowledge and planning processes in an
interesting comparison between argumentations and descriptions:

(15 Well, writing an argumentation, you really need to have, you know, a good
structure before writing. And, and | don ® think that is nearly as necessary while
writing a description because the only thing you need to do is just, you know, it®,
write as careful as possible so if a person needs to read it, he or she will understand,
you know, what you@e talking about. It @ not really, you know, meant to like: here |
will describe how, how, what colour her hair is and here | will tell him about the pants
she® wearing. 1t® not, you know, this is more complicated to write [E].

Henry seemed to have quite deep knowledge about argumentaton as a text
type right from the beginning . Apart from the interviews, this became visible
in his answers in the questionnaire. Even though he indicated that he had
not written many argumentations in German, it became apparent that he
had very good knowledge about the characteristics of text types in general,
irrespective of the language usd. As the majority of the studentsO answers
suggested that they thought that text type knowledge is dependent on
language proficiency, it should be highlighted that Henry obviously
understood that this knowledge could be utilised across languages and
subjects. However, as already shown, his reflections in the interviews also
indicate that a development of knowledge about how to approach this
writing task under the given constraints had taken place.
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Knowledge about languages

HenryOs metalinguistic reflections are dosely related to both knowledge
about himself as a learner andwriter and to knowledge about the task In the

first two sessions Henry often indicated his lack of linguistic competence.

Interestingly, he did not make remarks about language or grammar in

general, but he was able to directly refer to grammatical aspects using
metalinguistic language, for example the use of certain subjunctions or the

case system in Germanincluding cases afterprepositions. This fact in itself

actually indicates his high degree of reflectiveness about the foreign language
and about his own competence. In sessionG2, for example, he commented
on his lack of knowledge about the future tense in German and compared it
to a Swedish construction:

(16) Jag skulle, jag ville skriva Oannars [E] kommer vi behdver msta konsekvenserna®
men visst kan man inte, alltsE man kan inte anvSnda OkommerQ sdich kommeO,
alltsE hSr, i, i senska till exempel, dE kan jag, vi sSga att, dE kan jag sSga Ojag kommer

nu®, alltsE Ojag kommer till dig nu®, men, och man kan ocksE sSga Ojag kommer att msta

konsekvensanaO. [E] Ja. Men, men jag visste inte om det gick i tyskaom man kan
skriva "sonst kommen wir behSver msta konsekvenserna.

Owanted to write that Gtherwise [E] w e have to face the consequencesBut of course
you cannot, one cannot use Okommei(f.B.: be going to] like Oich komme{\.B.: | &n
coming], in Swedish for example | can, we can say, then | can say Ol am coming nowO,
like ®@ coming to you now®, but, and one can also say@ going to face the
consequences.(E] Yes. But, but | did not know if that works in German, if you can
write Gonst kommen wir beh3ver m&ta konsekvensernadiN.B.: otherwise we come to
face the consequences (literally translated)].0

Session E gave Henry a good opportunity to reflect on the differences
between German and Englsh and consequently led to a number of
statements showing his metalinguistic awareness. Throughout this session
he stated that he found his English very good, that he could express almost
everything in this language without any major problems and that he u sually

felt satisfied with his English texts. This judgement was also reflected in the
guestionnaires, in which he rated his competence in all four skills as good or
very good and stated that he onsidered himself a good writer, who knows

exactly what to do when writing compositions. In comparison, he

complained that he was not able to write everything he wanted in German,

so that he usually had to express his thoughts less elaborately:

(17) [...] after | have written the text in English, | feel that I, | got to write about
everything that | wanted and that, that my opinions were expressed clearly, so that
other people will understand it but sometimes after writing in German, | feel like, you
know, this is not really good. They won®understand what | @ trying to say or this is
not really what | mean when | write this.

Since these differences were so clear toHenry, he also indicated that it
affected the planning of his texts. While his answers in the questionnaires
generally indicated that his planning was rather similar across languages, he
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stated in the interviews that while he plans his English texts in English, he
usually plans his German texts in Swedish:

(18) Because if | planned this in, let®@ say it was German today, if | planned it in
German, | would have to think how to write it in German and that would just slow
down the process too much. And | want the planning to be at least you know, | want it
to be quick but | need a time to, to process all my thoughts, but | still wanted, you
know, not take too much time.
Here it becomes clear that Henry had developed a strategy fordealing with
writing in different languages. This shows his ability to adapt to the task
environment including tim e constraints and his beliefs about his own
language proficiency. He thinks that planning should take little time and
mainly serve to generate and organise ideas. According to this, he made
conscious language choices.

Knowledge about strategies

Henry also showed his knowledge about strategic behaviour in other
instances. While he relied on his ability to reformulate in English, he would
rather rely on online dictionaries in German, because it was too time-
consuming to engage in a rephrasing strategy in Geman:

(19) Henry: Yeah, that® because I, you know, i, this is very different, for example, as
in German, because | can easily find another way to write a sentence in English than
in German. So if | don®know a word, | just, | will just write it in anot her way.

Interviewer: Okay.

Henry: Yeah, so in, in, the only time | checked here was when | needed to check
spelling and nothing else.

Interviewer: So you were able to rephrase things in English easily?
Henry: Yeah.

Interviewer: And you cannot do that in German?

Henry: Well, I, | can do it in German, but sometimes, but it @ a lot harder.

Interviewer: Hm and if you, if you come up, if you come across problems in German,
then you, what do you do then?

Henry: Go to Pauker [N.B. online dictionary , see setion 5.3.3 for information about
Pauker]. First, but | don ®really, you know, give much time into trying to find another
way, maybe 10 just spend two or three minutes thinking of how | should re -write the
sentence but then 1@ go to Pauker or Google Translate or whatever.
These reflections on the differences in the strategic use of dictionaries also
occurred in the questionnaires. He indicated that in general, he would use
the same strategies across languages, with the exception thahe would look
up words in a dictionary slightly more frequent ly in German. However, in the
interviews Henry showed awarenessof the challenge to choose from the
translations offered by such an online tool. He admitted that he usually
decided to choose the first translation in the list of words, although he was
aware of the risks of such a strategy and had learnt that these translations
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may be wrong and also that even what seems to be a correct translation
cannot be usedin all contexts. The following statement indicates that this
awareness resulted in a development in the use of this tool. In sessionG3 he
made the following comparison with session G1

(20) | tried to avoid it, but sometimes | couldn ®like find another way and it happened
a lot of times today becausethere were a lot of words that | didn ® know or found
complicated so | had to check it out, but 1@ pretty sure that | used it more the first,
you know when | wrote the first text, because then | didn® even think when |, you
know, when |, you know, got to a dead end, and | didn®know what to do, | just went
to Pauker without thinking really. But now at least | try to find another solution
before writing, before going to Pauker.
While the use of online dictionaries seemed to be the predominant behaviour
when Henry faced his own inadequate linguistic resources or when he
wanted to create more variation in his text, he also reported that he tried out
several strategies, which indicates a development of his metacognitive
strategy knowledge. In G1, he decided b come back to a certain expression
later, in G2 he translated literally from Swedish into German, in G3 he
rephrased and in G4 he tried to avoid certain expressions since there is more
than one way of formulating something. He stated:

(21) And then, the next word | am writing now, that was a bit sloppy, it was like,
directly translated from Swedish, like Oalkoholink§p@N.B. alcohol shopping), there |
thought OinkSpO and then Oalcohad@d put these two words together, and that can
surely go totally wrong.
As in many of his other evaluations about his own learning and writing
processes,he again judges his compensatory behaviours in a rather negative
way. He is aware of the risks of using compensatory strategies, like literal
translation for example, but on the other hand, he does not seem to fully
realise that even if compensatory behaviour might result in errors, it still
represents a communicative competencein learning .

6.3.2 Mia @ metacognitive writing knowledge

In contrast to Henry, Mia neither referred to herself as a learner with little
language proficiency nor stressed those aspects, which she did not know or
had not yet understood. Instead, she showed a rather strong awarenessof
her own writing habits. She was able toreflect on how writing worked best
for her, in what situations she experienced problems and what solutions she
had developed.

Knowledge about herself as a writer

Already in the first session G1, Mia talked about the various constraints in
German writing , saying that writing so slowly made her forget the intended
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content of a sentence because she had to consider all the formrelated
aspects In session G3, shesaid:

(22) NSr jag skriver tyska s@E kan det va mitt i, om man haren sv(Er mening, sE
glSmmer man det man har tSnkt liksom, som resten. S jag brukar skriva pE svenska,
ja, innan, s glSmmer man som inte.

®hen | write in German, in can be in the middle, when | write a difficult sentence,

that | forget what | had thought as an ending. Thatis why | usually write in Swedish

before, so | don®forget.O
Mia® reflective observation could also be found in the questionnaire. When
asked what she considered difficult when writing in German, she indicated
that both grammar and how to formulate complex thoughts were most
challenging compared to Swedish and English. This feeling prompted her to
write her texts in Swedish first and then translate them into German. This
compensatory behaviour will be further elaborated under ®nowledge about
strategiesO

Besides the awareness of this problem of cognitive load Mia could also

talk rather explicitly about her preferred writing strategies and the impact of
the environment on writing . At different points, she made the distinction
between writing a text at home with plenty of time in contrast to writing a
text at school under the pressure of a time limit . In session G2, for example,
she indicated that her revision practice at home differed from the school
environment, as she wouldre-read the text very carefully at home:

(23) Jag brukar kolla, om jag gsr det hemma, varje mening liksom, liksom
meningsuppbyggnad med satsdelar, att verben Sr bsjd i personbsjda och att det, om
det Sr bisats, sen brukarjag fsrs$ka kolla pE det hSr ausativbsjning.

®@vhen I do this at home, | usually look at every sentence, like sentence structure with
clauses, that the verb is inflected and if it is a subordinate sentence, then | usually
look that it is an accusative inflection.O

These preferencesalso becameapparent in the questionnaire answer to what
she would typically do after having written a text. She made it clear that to
her, revision meant re-reading several times with a strong focuson grammar
and word choice. However, she knew shecould not do that at school, which
usually made her feel dissatisfied with the result of her writing. Her
description of writing session G3 resembles these school experiences

(24) Men nu, nu rSttade jag inte, alltsE jag rSttade inte jSttemyckies(E att jag tog en
satsdel av, pE varje meng eller s, det gjate jag inte, men fSrsSkte det, det jag
hittade. Det var inte s effektivt rSttande.

®ut now, now | did not revise, well, | did not revise a lot so that | took the clauses and
every sentence or so, that | didn®do, but | tried to rev ise what | saw. But it wasn®a
really effective revision.O
In conclusion, she stressedthat she tried to produce good German texts, but
that the experience in itself was not enjoyable. She actually considered
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writing as a creative and communicative activity, but to her writing in
German was characterised by the permanent need to consider language
related aspects This kind of high cognitive load made writing in German a
less enjoyableactivity for Mia.

Knowledge about the writing task

Throughout the entire intervention, Mia showed a clear idea about different

text types and what needs to be considered when writing an argumentative
text. In her descriptions, she often referred to the differences between
narratives and argumentations. She reported both in the interviews and in

the questionnaire that the majority of texts written in German lessons were
descriptions of oneOglay or daily habits. She disliked writing this kind of
texts, but found them much easier to produce. In contrast, she perceived
argumentative texts as more formal, requiring more serious content and
words she wasoften not familiar with. In session E, she stated:

(25) | think it @ pretty hard because the arguments have to be, you have to [...nake
the reader believe what you write. And then you, | think you have to, have like
complicated things, like you can®just have basic sentences because the point doesh
the reader doesr®really get the point. 1t ® not when you like describe somethingor a
story, you can have easy sentences and @ okay but here | think you have to have
more, better sentences and you have to be more persuasive [...] | think i® a pretty
hard type of text.

Apart from these general differences between text types, Mia siowed her
knowledge about components of an argumentation on severaloccasions She
mention ed that she was required to write an introduction, then list and

describe a number of arguments for and against the thesis statement and
finish the text with a conclusion. At several points, she mentioned that she
had not fulfilled these requirements for various reasons, for example failing
to find further arguments or running out of time. In session G3, for example,
she evaluated her writing as follows:

(26) [...] fSr jag visste som inte riktigt vad jag skulle argumentera f3r eller s, alltsE,
jag vet inte det blev bara konstigt. F3r att det Sr ingen sammanhSngnde
argumentation, f&r jag visste som inte, ja, jag visste som inte vad jag skulle sSga eller
hur skulle 1Sgga upp, ja. Jag vet faktiskt inte.

Q..] because | didn®really know what to argue for. | don ®know; it was just strange.
Because this did not become a coherent argumentation, because | did® know, |
didn ®know what to say or how to structure it. | don®know actually.O
Mia® reflections about the writing task show that she had a good knowledge
about the task at hand. She compared argumentations to narratives and also
evaluated her products, when she had not met theindicated requirements.
Particularly in session G3, which resulted in the lowest text quality scores
(see chapter 4, she mentioned perceivad problems with the given task and
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instruction and could not apply her knowledge about argumentations
sufficiently .

Knowledge about languages

Mia® reflections regarding her metalinguistic knowledge mainly occurred
when she talked about her text revisions, which were to a high degree
concerned with language-related aspects gee section 5.32). She mentioned
that usually she controlled verb inflections, word order in subordinated
clauses andthe gender of nouns at the end of the writing process.

(27) AlltsE nu, jag kollar igen jSttelSnge [...] jag brukar kolla satsdelar mycket, sE att
liksom jag vet artikel och sE dSr, s OeinO eller Oeined eler@w@Sr. Och sE brukar
jag kolla s att bisats, SCE att det, det verbet Sr sist i bisats brukar jag kolla.

&o now, | check for a very long time [...] | usually look at the clauses a lot, so | know
the article and such, @inCor @ineCor @inCand such. And then | look at subordinate
clauses, so that the verb is final in the clauseO
She showed awarenessof grammatical aspects and made clear that it had
become a routine for her to consider these when the text was written.
Regarding revision behaviour, both the interviews and the questionnaire
indicated that she used this grammar-focused re-reading as a strategyin
order to avoid errors.

Mia also mentioned what she perceived as differences between writing in
German and writing in English. Similar to Henry, the latter appears much
easier, as text and words would Ojust comeO (session E), although English is a
foreign language. In the questionnaire, this impression was confirmed, as
she reported to consider herself a good writer in English. Most aspects,
which need to be considered inwriting (such as expressing her own point of
view, using correct grammar, organising writing, consider ing text type or
choosing correct words), did not seem to be problematic. In contrast, she did
not like writing in German because she perceivd it as difficult requiring
much thinking in order to create a good text. After session E, she
commented:

(28) I need to think so much and can®really say what | want to say, and must simplify
it so much, | don®really like it. [...] | would like it if I, if | could just write and not
think.
This quote illustrates once more that the perceived language proficiency level
and the cognitive effort, required to produce a text, left Mia with a feeling of
unease wken writing in German.

Knowledge about strategies

The broadest metacognitive knowledge that could be identified in the
analysis of Mia® reflections was knowledge atout strategies. The most
apparent one, as already mentioned, was her strategy to write texts in
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Swedish first and then translate them into German. In her view, this strategy
made it easier and more efficient for her to write because she believed that
she could retrieve more ideas for the text when formulating them in full
Swedish sentencesat first. After session G1 she reflected:

(29) Nej, jag brukar skriva upp som, alltsE pE svenska innan fSr att jag tycker det bli
ISttare att komma pE [...] jag tSnker ju som pE svenska och dSrfér brukar jag skriva
upp vad jag tSnker och sen SversStta desE.

®lo, usually | write everything in Swedish first because | think it is easier to come up
with things. [...] | do think in Swedish and that is why | write down what | think and
then translate it. O

In session G4, Mia indicated knowing that this approach often resulted in
problems, as her thoughts formulated in Swedish were too complex to be
translated accurately into German. However, she tried to change this
behaviour in order to gain more control over the actual German text. In
examples (30) and (31), she describes how shebegan to simplify her German
translations compared to the more complicated Swedish originals or
alternatively write a simpler original in Swedish.

(30) [...] I'think | do it more simple when | translate it to German instead of try ing to
write exactly what | write in Swedish. (...) | think | try to make it like, so I, so | have
control over the German, and not super long sentences that are just weird.

(31) | thou ght | would know what GkapalJN.B. create] was, and | also thought it was
maybe easier to say@kapa ett beroendeJ]N.B. create an addiction] than to find the
right word for ®eroendeframkallandedN.B. addictive] in German.

Three other strategies were connected to each other. First, when noticing
that she did not know an appropriate translation in German, she tried to re-
formulate what she had intended to write. This reflection matches her low
source use values gee section 5.32), which indicated that she preferred
other compensatory strategies than the use of online writing aids. For
example, after session G2(example 32) and G4 (example 33), she stated:

(32) Ja, nu bsrjar jag skriva p& tyskal...] och jag behSvde frelt formulera om det f3r
det blev som svErt med hur allt Sr skrivit pE svenska kommer pE, dSrfsr gism
svSnga om.

Gres, now | begin to write in German [...] and | needed to re-formulate it because it
became too difficult with how everything was written in Swedish, that & why | went
around it.O

(33) | try to write it in another way, but sometimes it @ like, | want to say it, and when
| don®know how else to say it. [...] | want to make my point, and if it doesn ®make my
point in another way, | want to look it up, and yeah, | tried my best to write it in
another way.

When this re-formulation strategy did not work, Mia said she would
probably look up the intended word in online sources. However, unlike
others, she almost entirely postponed looking up words to the end of the
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writing session. To be more effective shewrote down the unknown items in
Swedish, either in capital letters or in another colour. After session G1 she
mentioned:

(34) Jag markerade f3r att jag tSnkte dCE kunde jag kolla p@et sen f&r att jag var
osSker [...] Det Sr dSrfsr jag Sr mer osSkemp(E tyskan pE hur det ska liksom, jaur
man ska formulera sig.

® marked them because | thought | could search them later becausel was insecure
about them. [..] That® becawse | am more insecure in German how | should
formulate my thoughts .0
When she finished writing her text , she began to look up the marked words
one after another in online dictionaries and replaced them with the
generated results. The following quote is taken from the interview after
session G2:

(35) Nu bsrjar jag bara f3rst leta efter, efter alltsE sEnnard jag hade skrivit med stora
bokstSver.

®low [N.B. in the end of the writing session] | begin to search for such words, which |
had written in capitals.O
When using online dictionaries, Mia was careful. She knew that the
generated results could be misleading and would rather refrain from using
an expression when she felt unsure about search results Avoidance of
specific terms and phrases wasanother of Mia® last options in order to
produce a good German text(see section 5.33).

(36) [...] sSrskilt nSr orden kan betyda jSttem@Enga saker. SE mEnga sEnna meanisde
kSnner jag det kan betyder ett helt annat, d(E I§ger jag bara bort det.

Q..] especially if the word can have very many meanings. So for many of these

expressions | have the feeling that it could mean something entirely different, and

then I just leave it out. O
Her preference to rely on her own linguistic resources using external aids
was not only expressed in the interviews, but also reflected in the
qguestionnaire. Regarding what she would do if she did not remember or
know a word needed, she indicated trying to simplify the message, using a
similar word or coming back to it at a later point rather than looking it up in
a dictionary.

In general, Mia@® reflections on her writing were similar to Henry Oswith
regard to her ability to reflect on writing. Her way of expressing herself
suggests thatshe is a student, who has developed a rather clearidea of the
characteristics of herself as a writer in relation to writin g in different
languages, genres and even environments.The descriptions of her own
behaviour referring to these factors showthat thinking about writing on a
metacognitive level was not new to her and that she had been able to develop
a number of strategies in writing German texts. Overall, her descriptions
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indicated a good self-confidence and a rather pro-active approach to
producing text, for example by regulating her writing both in Swedish and
German, trying to come up with compensatory solutions with out external
aids and finally, using online sources strategically.

6.3.3 Hilda (& metacognitive writing knowledge

The analysis of Hilda @ comments revealed fewerindicators of metacognitive
knowledge than the other studentsOprotocols. One reason might be that
Hilda did not parti cipate in the English writing session, which triggered
other students to reflect at length on a metalinguistic level. Another reason is
that a rather large amount of her comments about writing in G1 to G3 were
categorised as reflections about regulation and control, that is, her concrete
activities and not her knowledge (seeHacker et al. 2009). However, these do
not play a role in this analysis. The metacognitive knowledge reflections will
be presented according to the previously introdu ced categories.
Metacogniti ve knowledge about languageswill not be included, as it was not
verbalised in the interviews.

Knowledge about herself as a writer

Regarding herself as a writer, two aspects could be identified in the protocols

of Hilda @ interviews. In the first session, she stated that she had perceived
the given task as difficult and that she particularly struggled with Ge rman

grammar when writing .

(37) Jag tyckte det var sv(Ert. Jag vet att ginte Sr sE bra pE grammatiken.
®thought it was hard. | know that | am not so good at grammar. O

Similar to Henry , HildaOs quote indicates that she connestsuccessfulwriting

in a foreign language primarily with the command of grammatical rules. This
impression was confirmed by her questionnaire answers, in which she stated
that in her opinion the hardest aspecs about writing in German was the
control of grammatical rules and choosing appropriate words.

Further, she described her revisions. She reflected on the fact that
normally she would postpone the revision to the end of the writing session,
but that she occasionally also revised when rereading the text while writing.
Shesaid:

(38) AlltsE ibland g3r jag bEde, men det Sr ofta sE att jag, Etminstooejag att jag
rSttat s@&Sr, som jag gsr nu, men jag kan ibland bara g igenom sen alltsE men ja, det
brukar ju bli SE att man kommerpE med nya idZer och sen fortsStter man skriva och
sCE.

@vell, sometimes | do both, but it is often that I, at least | think so, that | revise lik e |
do now. But sometimes | just go through the text and then it can be that | just have
new ideas and then | continue to write or s0.0
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HildaOs answers to questionsabout what she would usually do at different
stages of writing were contradictory at times. She stated that she would write
the text entirely without changing anything, and at the same time her
answers indicated that she would check each sentencefor possible mistakes
and errors. Both the interviews and the questionnaires suggested mixed
writing habits. In the analysis of the interview protocols, only these two hints
about her knowledge about herself asa writer could be found.

Knowledge about the writing task

Regarding the writing task, Hilda did not seem to havea clear idea about
what an argumentative text required her to do. In o ne of her reflections she
referred to what she had learned during the intervention and said that she
intended to follow the outline of an argumentation. For example, after
session G2 shereflected about the requirement to present two different
standpoints:

(39) Nej jag vet inte, jag vill bara, nej jag vet inte varfSr jag gjorde det. Typ att, jag
ville sSga att det likaomiljgvSnligt att vara vegetarian san kéttStare, s jag stSller som
deras argument mot varandra.

®lo, | don®know, I just wanted to, no, | don ®know why | did that. Kind of, | wanted
to say that it is asenvironment ally unfriendly to eat vegetarian, as it is to eat meat. So
| oppose their arguments against each other®

Apart from stating that different arguments should be discussed within an
argumentative text, Hilda did not mention further aspects of this text type,
for example the rhetorical goal or German phrasescommon for this genre.
Neither did she say anything about the given time frame, the writing setting
or her writing preferences.

Knowledge about strategies

Due to the fact that Hilda used online sourcesrather frequently in the init ial
session G1, some ofher reflections focused on how she applied them
specifically. Apart from online dictionaries, she consulted Google Translate
and spent a fair amount of time in this tool to translate specific words,
phrases and clauses. When asked about how she would proes when Google
Translate had offered her a result, sheanswered:

(40) Jag vet att det gCEr ju inte bra och vill inte kopiera heller, liksom jag fSrssker fE in
det i mina egna meningar, och sen s skrev jag en annan form ocks, allts, jag skriver
Odu®, iatdhon eller Gnid liksom. SE jag sEg sjSlv att dSr blev fel, ianjEgryEller pE
skriva.

Oknow for sure that this doesn ®work well and | don ®want to copy it either, like | try

to get in my own sentences, and then | also write another form as well, like | write
Oyou.B. singular), not Oshed or OyEud. plural). So, | saw myself that this went
wrong, in this sentences that | am writing ri ght now.®
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This quote indicates that Hilda was aware that a translation engine could
rarely offer exactly what she was searching for and that she had to make
adaptions to the generated results. Insofar it is clear that she had developed
a strategy to deal with her own linguistic limitations by using online sources ,
yet being aware of potential pitfalls. Interestingly, when comparing the pre -
and post-intervention questionnaires, HildaOs own account of the amount of
her online source use had changed. While sle considered it the most often
used strategy to deal with lexical constraints in the beginning, she replied
she would seldom use it in the end. Instead, her answers suggested that she
rather relied on the use of similar words or possibly chose to getback to it at
a later point.

Apart from translation, Hilda also used the Internet for text content
search. In session G2, &e visited a number of webpages and consecutively
changed what she had already written. When being asked aboutit, she
answered:

(41) [...] Jag fick lite inspiration dSrifrEn, och d@E hur hjSrnan, typ att den inte
utvecklas.

OI...]I got some inspiration from there, like the how the brain doesn ® develop [N.B.

under the influence of alcohol in adolescent age]O
Both quotes (40) and (41) indicate that Hilda was acquainted with using the
Internet as a writing aid , both for language and content-related issues, and
that she had developed an individual approach when implementing accessed
information. She rarely mentioned other strategies besides online source
use. In session G2,she stated that in case Internet access was not given and
she could not retrieve a specific word, she would try to change the entire
sentence ormake acircumscription .

In two instances in session G2, Hilda referred t o the intervention . First,
she described that she had tried to plan her text by preparing both a mind
map and an outline for one and the same text. While this demonstrates that
she tried to apply acquired strategic knowledge, she had not yet developed
conditional knowledge about when to use either of them. Secondly, she
referred to the previously introduced strategy of marking unknown words
while writing to look them up at a later point and thus avoiding to interrupt
the writing process. She commented as fdlows:

(42) Hilda: Jag provade ocksE p(E olika, alltsE, idZer som vi gEtt genom pCE lektionen,
och det var till exempel att skriva ordet pE svenska och sen gilhaka.

Interviewer: Och kSndes det praktiskt f3r dig att géra det?
Hilda: Nej. [...]

Hilda: | also tried different things that we went through in the lesson, and that was for
example to write the [N.B. missing] word in Swedish and then go back.

Interviewer: A nd was it practical for you to do that?
Hilda: No.
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The last example again shows that Hilda had transferred some of the
knowledge acquired during the intervention to the individual writing
sessions and that she had also evaluated them regarding their usefulness for
herself.

Compared to Henry and Mia, Hilda showed less metacognitive knowledge
in her reflections about writing. Only little insight could be gained from her
answers in the stimulated-recall interview, for example that she perceived
German grammar as difficult, that she had to revise her text frequently, and
that her main strategy in writing was to rely on online dictionaries and
translation engines, even though she knew about ther downsides.

6.4 Discussion

The third perspective on writing in a third language shifts the traditional
focus of writing products and processes to a more learner-centred view.
Three studentsO reflections about writing, taken from retrospective
interviews, were analysed applying a framework proposed by Hacker et al
(2009). Four main categories of reflections could be identified in the data.
Henry, Mia and Hilda showed metacognitive knowledge about themselvesas
learners, about the task at hand, about languages and about strategies.

The choice of these threestudents for case studieswas mainly based on
their variability with regard to writing p rocessesand products. The analysis
of their reflections about writing reveals once more the individual
approaches to the challenge of writing in L3 German.

The results suggest that if learners are encouraged to report about how
they proceed and deal with challenges when solving language tasks, their
metacognitive knowledge is (at least partly) displayed in their reflections.
However, the studentsO ability toreflect on their writing differed. Even
though the number of interview sessions was not the same for allof them,
the variety and elaboration of thoughts suggested that Henry and Mia were
able to reflect on their own writing in a more advanced way. Both of them
picked up a greater variety of topics related to metacognitive writing
knowledge, related and compared them to other writing contexts and were
able to evaluate their own development within the intervention period.

Further, the opportunity to reflect on learning German against the
background of learning English seemed to make Henry and Mia think more
deeply about the specific aspects that constrainthem in German writing and
what they usually do in order to overcome these obstacles.

The lower number of observations made for Hilda does not necessarily
mean that Hilda knew less about her own writing or that she applied fewer
strategies. The interview procedure, her view of the researcher or a general
attitude towards this project might be potential reasons, too. However, it
also became apparent that in comparison to the other two students, Hilda
indicated more frequently that she failed to motivate choosing a specific
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activity, for example replacing or deleting a word or rewriting a passage in a
written text. One conclusion is that, according to the reflections in the
intervention and some indications in the pre- and post-intervention

guestionnaires, she seemed less able to verbaBe her metacognitive
knowledge and/or was less experiencel in consciously reflecting about
writing -related aspects in an L3.

As regards the use of onlinesources, there were clear differences between
the three students. Their reflections show how different their approaches to
implementing online writing aids are. While all three students looked upon
the actual benefit of online sources critically, it was mainly Mia, who tried to
minimise her consultation to the most necessary search queries. The larg
impact of online source use that was observed has different reasons. Two of
them were revealed in the metacognitive reflections.

First, HenryG reflections show it might be studentsO low selconfidence in
writing in their L3 that motivates them to rely more on online writing aids.
The analysis of his online search strategies (see section 5.3.3) and
metacognitive reflections (see section 6.3.1) revealed how negatively he
looked upon himself as a L3 learner and writer. His switches to the web
browser were rarely motivated by the need to translate an unknown word
but rather guided by his own insecurity regarding his lexical choices.

In MiaOs protocols it becare apparent that writing in L3 was not an
enjoyable experience for her because she could not express her thoughtas
precisely asshe wanted. From this particular observation it can be concluded
that students might consult online dictionaries to a higher degree due to the
perceived need to write more complextexts with a more varied and nuanced
lexicon. However, no matter what the reasons for online source use are it
seems as if their free and easy availability prompts students to use them
frequently .

The results of this chapter also stressthe relevance of learnersO reflections
on learning in the foreign language classroom and the impact of affective
factors on learnersO beliefs and decisiondt is advisable for teachers to give
learners space and timeto reflect on multiple aspects of learning, to pay
closer attention to their metacognitive knowledge, especially regarding their
image of themselves as learners and their learning capacitiesIn this way it
might be possible to correct false assumptions ad learner behaviours,
which, in the worst case, constrain progress. This may also contribute to
raising awareness about differences and similarities in learning different
languages and possibilities of knowledge and skill transfer. This conclusion
may be even more relevant for learning third languages, as learners tend to
feel frustration and resignation when comparing their proficiency in the
secondand third language(s).

The analysis of the studentsO refletions focused on metacognitive
knowledge according to a theoretical framework suggested by Hacker et al.
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(2009). The categories, identified in earlier studies, are useful in order to
analyse and summarise learnersQ reflections. However, when trying to apply
them, the limits of these constructs become ckar, as authentic reflections
usually involve a number of facets, which are necessarily interwoven,
interdependent and most likely far more complex than what can be shown in
a deductive analysis. Procedural and conditional metacognitive knowledge,
for example, can hardly be displayed in learnersO reflections without
referring to declarative knowledge.

The analysis of metacognitive regulation was not included in this study.
There were two main reasons for this decision. First, monitoring and
controlling are in fact umbrella terms for all activities, called sub-processes
in the cognitive models of writing , such asplanning, re-reading, reviewing,
translating and revising. In the interview protocols, comments referring to
these activities were indeed detected. Hilda stated in session G2 @ have no
idea. | probably thought | could write a better sentence or that | could write a
conclusion. Ah, | don't know what | thoughtO This comment indicates that
she had re-read a sentence, decided that it did not fit her intended
communicative goal and contemplated about revising it or not. Incl uding
this dimension in the analysis of metacognition would have led to yet
another description of studentsO writing processes. Even thoughit would
have been insightful to investigate if the studentsOreflections were in
accordance with the generated measures, thedescriptions in chapter 5 were
regarded as sufficient to draw a comprehensive picture of the writing
processes.

The second reason for the exclusion of this dimension of metacognition
was to avoid fuzziness ofthe results. As the example from Hilda above
demonstrates, metacognitive knowledge and regulation in retrospective
reflections are often tied together. When the students commented on an
activity, they would usually refer to metacognitive knowledge, for example as
a motivation for an action. In HildaGs example, the metacognitive knowledge
component would have been awareness that the text type argumentation
required her to write a conclusion.

Thus, a clear-cut distin ction between the knowledge and the regulation
dimensions according to Hacker et al.0s(2009) theoretical model were
difficult to maintain, asa merged presentation would have resulted in a lack
of clarity. Nevertheless, some aspects of metacognitive reguation were
included in the analysis when it was part of the writersO metacognitive
knowledge about themselves such aswhen they described pre-planning as a
regular behaviour as writers instead of an on-going writing activity .

By adding the studentsOreflections about writing, it was attempted to
complement previous results with the writer sO own thoughts and
explanations. Pedagogical implications can be best drawn from an
interventiona | study like the present one, if not only scores and measures
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determine how writing is taught, but also how students expeience the
instruction . The last chapter will discuss all results in relation to each other,
present a number of pedagogical conclusions and discuss further
observations made in the context of this study.
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7 Conclusion

In this chapter, the results of the three pillars of this thesis, writing products,
writing processes and metacognition in writing, are revisited and discussed
in relation to each other. The findings will then be viewed in the context of
L3 learning opportunities in the language classroom.Finally, the insights
gained from the study are summarised, its limitations mentioned and future
researchdirections suggested.

7.1 Results revisited

The three different dimensions of L3 writing were investigated in relation to
an intervention concerned with argumentative writing in L3 German and
focused on teaching composition and writing strategies.

In order to answer the first research question, text products from IC
(intervention class), NIC (non-intervention class) and by focus students wee
analysed applying analytical and holi stic rating procedures. StudentsO writing
under three different conditions was compared: without writing focused
instruction, with writing focused instruction and with writing focused
instruction plus additional prac tice and reflection. The results showthat the
focus students, who had both participated in the intervention and practised
and reflected on writing in single sessions, produced texts of the best quality.
In both the analytical and holistic text-rating procedure an improvement
betweentexts G1 and G4 and a relative setback in G3vas reflected.

A difference to English was initially reflected by both rating procedure s,
however, when the focus lay on argumentative text organisation and content,
the students were able to gradually develop their writing towards the higher
level of text quality in English. When texts were rated holistically, a clear
difference between L3 and L2 remained. Compared to both IC and NIC, the
focus group showed the best results, which was more evident in the
analytical text ratings. IC and NIC did not differ remarkably from each other
in the analytical text scores, but in the holistic rating the NIC outperformed
the IC. Both classes showed raher high within -group variability before and
after the intervention. Thus, regarding research questionone it can be stated
that the 12-week writing intervention did not influence the written texts in
this study. However, the results of the focus students suggest that additional
writing practice and reflection improve d text quality.

In order to answer the second research question the focus was narrowed
down to the writing processes of the seven focus students. Thesgrocesses
were analysed regarding the development of writing fluency, which was
desaibed as a multi-factor compound of text production and disruption
measures The findings reveal that in the development from G1 to G4, the
studentsO writing became slighy more fluent. In particular, the measures
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indicating writing speed and the number of revisions increased, but online
source use decreased. Hencethe students were able to produce slighty more
text and the balance between the two kinds of disruptive elements changed
gradually from G1 to G4. In the same fashion as for thewriting product s, the
fluency measures in G3also indicate a relative setback in the evolution of the
four German writing sessions. A majority of the applied measures
demonstrated a higher fluency in L2 English than in L3 German. Within a
given time span, the students were able to produce more text with fewer
pauses, fewer revisions and fewer source use interruptions. Further, the
fluency measures indicated a rather large within -group variability . These
findings were supported by the three case studies Henry, Mia and Hild a and
by a closer look at online source use strategies in session G1.

In order to answer the third research question, three focus studentsO
retrospective interviews, based on screenrecording files of the studentsO
writing processes, were analysed regardng metacognitive writing
knowledge. In the analysis, metacognitive knowledge regarding themselves
as learners, the task, languages and strategiesvas identified and described.
The number of metacognitive reflections varied among the three studied
students, which was interpreted as potential differences in the degree of
reflectiveness in learning to write and/or the ability to verbalise their own
thinking processes. In general, the descriptions of these studentsO
metacognitive knowledge resources highlighted the influential role of
affective factors in the process of learning to write in an L3. Often resulting
from a direct comparison with successful experiences in L2 English writing,
writing in L3 German was almost exclusively associated with feelings of
insecurity, frustration and dissatisfaction. The findings reveal the studentsO
different approaches in dealing with these experiences, for example by a high
reliance on online sources or the development of other writing strategies.
Particularly the case studyof Henry showed that students, when engaging in
reflections about themselves and their writing, expand their writing
knowledge, which in turn seems to havean impact on their compositions . In
order for students to develop a more positive and enthusiastic attitude to the
L3 learning and writing process, the value of a reflective element in the
teaching of L3 writing is highlighted.

7.2 Aligning products, processes and metacognition

As already mentioned, the findings in this study suggest that a combination
of writing intervention and writing practice including reflection has an
impact on studentsOwriting products and processes. The relationship
between product and processis a central issue in writing research (for
example Tillema [2012]; Van Weijen et al. [2008]). Text quality has been
considered an indicator of the effectiveness of the writing process
(Rijlaarsdam & Van den Bergh 1996), and from the reversed perspective, it
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has been argued that fluency might indicate the quality of a text (Kellogg
1996). However, it has also been pointed out that drawing causal relations
between process and product is impossible (Breetvelt et al. 1994;
Rijlaarsdam & Van den Bergh 1996).

In this study, the aggregated values of the focus grou@s productshowed
best text quality results in sessions G2 and G4 In relation to the assumed
baseline G1 G2 and G4not only showed text quality improvements, but also
a higher text production rate , a lower number of pauses a lower amount of
source use and an increasednumber of revisions. However, as noted
repeatedly, G3 represents an outlier in the observed devebpments. The text
quality scores of G3 were at approximately the same level as the initial
session G1 in both rating procedures. The production rate had gone below G1
and represented the lowest score overall. The nhumber of pauses increased in
relation to G2, particularly within words , and they became longer,
particularly between words. Source use was on the lowest level across all
sessions and the students made the highest nunber of revisions per 100
words. This raises the questions: How can the changes in text quality be
related to writing process measures and/or other aspects expressed in
metacognitive knowledge? What might be the reasonsthat G3 turned out so
differently?

At first sight, the relation between products and processesbetween G1 and
G4 seem to support the explanation that more fluent writing is connected to
better text quality and vice versa However, when taking into account all
applied measures, the picture isnot as clear.

First, it is apparent that text quality measures showed a stronger
fluctuation than writing fluency. This observation is in line with previous
writing intervention research. For example, in SasakiOs study (2002),
students improved their text quality after writing process instruction, but not
their processes (see also Sasak{2000] for a discussion about fluency).
Hirose and Sasaki (2000) showed that writing practice in com bination with
instruction improved text quality, but not fluency. Hence, within the limited
time frame of writing interventions, text quality seems to be more easily
amenable to relatively fast changes regarding a focused text dimension This
is not necessarily reflected in substantial changes in fluency measureswhich
might require a longer period of time to be affected. Thus, the developments
of both dimensions are not necessarily interdependent and other factors
seem to come into play, too.

This observation is also supported by individual measures, such asthose
from Henry and Hilda. For both of them, it became apparent that high
production rate co-occurred with lower text quality. In her very first writing
session, Hilda had the highest production rate and lowest text quality scores.
In the detailed description of her writing processes in chapter 5 it was
indicated that initially she was a hasty writer, producing a large amountof
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text but also switching continuously between the word document and online
sources. Thus, fluent writing, at leas t according to the measures did not lead
to a text of high quality. Hilda herself reflected on her writing as form-
focused, which in combination with her assumedly insecure writing style and
rather negative self-perception led to a strong reliance on external writing
aids and to persistent production and revision at a local level. Hilda
mentioned in her interviews that she actively tried to reduce her source use
and to apply strategies that had been discussed in class, even though she was
doubtful about their usefulness. Nevertheless, as the results indicate,
decreasing the speed of her text production in combination with less source
use and more revisionsimproved her text quality.

In HenryOs case all writing sessions after G1 had a higher rate of
production with a top speed in G3. Interestingly, precisely in G3 the text
quality dropped to intervention -initial state, while G2 and G4 were rated
much higher. Hence, two relatively weak writing products are either
connected to higher and or to lower writing speed. For the first writing
session, it can be assumed that the given task was new for Henry and caused
his relatively low production ra te and a higher number of long pauses. For
G3, finding potential reasons is more difficult. When comparing G2 and G3,
the text production measures, the number of revisions per 100 words and the
amount of source use arevery similar. Eventually, Henry himself gave a
potential answer to the question, why high fluency did not lead to a text of
high quality in session G3:

(43) Det gick sSmre, jag vet ite varfsr det gick dEligt, jag tyckte att temat var inte sGE
sSrskilt sv(Ert att skriva om, men jag kom inte pE SE mycket och nptanering var
ocks(E jSttedEli§y..] Jag skrev bara vad jag tyckteoch tSnkte.

Olt went worse, | donOt know why it turned oubadly, | didn't think the topic was
particularly difficult to write about, but | didnOt come up with a lot and my planning
was also very bad. [...] |just wrote what | thought.O
In his reflections in session G3, Henry described how planning had become
an important aspect of his text writing since it helped him organise his
thoughts and write more structured texts. He even reported on instances
outside the German classroom, where he had made use of that strategy.

(44) Of course, because we wrote an argumetation when we did the national test in
Swedish and | did, you know, a planning, like you taught us, and you know, and what
was [...] | planned it very carefully, so it wasnOt like this [N.B. the Obagfanning in
session G3], you know.
Hence, HenryOs hih fluency in G3 did not correspond to a high text quality,
because,according to him, he had failed in preparing a good planning.
Hilda and Mia provided similar explanations regarding session G3 even
though their fluency developed in the opposite direction, that is, writing
became slower.Hilda commented similarly to Henry, that it had been hard
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for her to plan this particular text. Mia had the same experience, butthought
the topic and the task formulation in G3 were the actual problem, as they
appeared confusing and difficult for her:

(45) Jag tycker det var sv(Ert, & svErt Smne att skriva om. S, jag vet inte. Det gick SE
dSr typ, det kSndes inte som det blev en riktig argumentation f&r jag visste som inte
riktigt vad jag skulle skriva.

Ol think itwas difficult, a difficult topic to write about. So, | donOt know. It went seso,

it didnOt feel like it turned out to be an argumentation because | didnOt know what |

should write.O
Besides these taskrelated difficulties, G3 took place during the end of the
school year, a stressful time for the participants due to a number of national
exams. Additionally, it was mentioned that having written the sixth
argumentative text within three months, the students were gradually
becoming fed up with composing the same text type. In the post-intervention
guestionnaire, when asked for suggestions to improve intervention, one
suggestion wasthat looking at more than just one text type would have been
appreciated. Even though it is impossible to pick out one specific variable as
responsible for the described setback in G3, the perceived problems with
topic and task as well asexternal factors such as stress or fatigueappear to
have a strong influence on performance, which may be reflected in process
measures invarious ways. The special case of session G3 illustrates that it is
difficult to relate writing products and processes to each other and suggests
that more factors are decisive in the evaluation of studentsO writing and can
to a certain extent, overrule previous instruction and practice.

In addition to the observation that text quality does not necessarily predict
writing fluency, it became clear in this study that writing fluency is a
combination of a number of elements, which makes it impossible to describe
text quality scores in relation to writing fluency in a simple way. Even though
overall fluency in aggregated values might indicate that better texts are
associated with more fluent writing, single measures might still not fully
support this trend and particularly disruptive elements need to be evaluated
in detail .

The mean number of revisions per 100 words, for example, was similar in
sessions G2 and G3. However, we know that these two sessions differed
remarkably regarding the quality of the texts. Consequently, the number of
revisions was not decisive for the composition of a good text in these two
instances or the revisions differed in their effectiveness (see Rijlaarsdam et
al. 2004) or, once more, other variables come into play.

The observation that disruptive factors should be investigated carefully
was also made earlier in this thesis. For example, it was argued that one
focus student, Ida, had a high amount of source use in her English writing,
which did not necessarily mean that she struggled more with the language
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than the others. Further, it was shown at the example of Hilda that online
source use decreased consistently, while revisions per 100 words increased.
Hence, the number of overall disruptions probably decreased only to a minor
degree, but it was mainly the ratio that shifted between these two. In the
intervention, the use of online sources was discussed critically and thorough
revisions after having written the text were promoted. According to the
measures and reflections in the stimulated -recall interviews, the students
followed this advice and slightly changed their approaches and sources for
writing accurate texts in L3 German. A positive conclusion from these
observations is that this shift of resources from online dictionarie s to
individual language knowledge and text-writing skills, which were promoted
by the intervention, did not result in a drop of text quality but the opposite.

Hence, better products are not necessarily predicted by particular fluency
measures or by more fuent writing in general , and non-fluent writing does
not necessarily result in a text of poorer quality. Differ ent writing process
measures andindividual approaches to the task at hand need to be examined
closely in order to make a judgement about the efectiveness of the
individual studentOs writing.

Besides indications that the students generally attempted to change their
writing in L3 German in relation to the use of online sources and the
initiation of revisions, their planning strategies seemto have changed during
the intervention. A fair amount of time was spent on explaining the merits of
writing an outline and practis ing this before starting to write . In quote (43),
Henry, referring to his unsuccessful writing in session G3, explicitly relates
his unsatisfactory performance to inadequate planning. Hilda also referred
to this strategy, which suggests that both considered planning texts as
helpful in L3 composition . At the level of aggregated measures, thegraphs of
both production rate distributi on (Figure 14) within sessions and the
distribution of the use of online sources (Figure 18), presented in chapter 5,
showed that the students postponed their transcription to later stages,
assumingly in order to engage more thoroughly in a planning period. This
might have released some cognitive load regarding the generation of text
content within an argumentative text structure and led to better texts.

When asked in the questionnaire what the students had learned during
the intervention and what they had perceived as most usefu] the planning
was referred to repeatedly. Theywrote for example:

(46) Att man har I1Srt sig att planera texter och f(Ett ett tkesStt som gdr det
ISttare/roligar e att skriva och ej k3r fast.

Ofat we learned how to plan texts and got inspiration that makes it easier/more
enjoyable to write and not get stuck.®

(47) Jag ISrde migmer om hur man planerar en text.
Ol learnedmore about how to plan a text.0
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The quotes from the interviews and questionnaires as well as a number of
process measures indicatethat some parts of the intervention obviously
influenced the students® writing habits and improved their texts. Still, the
relation between intervention and practice remains to be discussed

Particularly the improvement of language production in relation to
practice has been investigated under the notion of effects of task repetition.
Bygate (1999) discusses the role thatrepetitive use of similar tasks in the
facilitation of fluency, accuracy and complexity of language plays. In his
studies (Bygate 1996; 2001) he investigated second language learner€oral
language production in narrative and interview tasks. He demonstrated that
even the first repetition of a task, for example the re-use of the same
properties of discourse, led to improved performance compared to controls,
who encountered the task for the first time. He argues that learning is
promoted by holding tasks constant initially and thereby let students
gradually shift their attention fr om form to content, thus improving their
ability to handle communicative tasks with similar demands over time.
BygateOs resultshave been confirmed in other oral language production
studies, focusing for example on picture description (Finardi 2008), movie
rendition (Gass et al. 1999) or explanation of complex concepts (Lynch &
Maclean 2000).

These findings are also highly relevant for studies of written language
production, particularly working with intervention programmes and
research designs involving multiple text collection moments. They raise the
guestion whether observed changes can be attributed to theinterventional
instruction , to the repetitive use of similar tasks, or to both. In this study,
these quesions relate mainly to the focus students, who wrote seven German
texts altogether. Considering the changes intheir writing compared to those
of the classes, whowrote fewer German texts that hardly changed regarding
analytical and holistic scoring procedures, the variable practice becomesa
decisive aspect.

Thus, the results seem to confirm a positive influence of repetitive use of
tasks, particularly on the texts. Fluency, however, has been demonstrated to
be generally less affected by interventions within a relatively short period of
time (Sasaki 2002; Sasaki & Hirose 1996) and requires a large amount of
practice in order to improve. Chenoweth and Hayes (2001) for example
concluded from their writing fluency study that students need to be giv en
many opportunities to practis e writing so that lexical retrieval can become
automatic (see also Van Gelderen & Oostdam [2002] for a theoretical
account of how to improve writing fluency within a skill -acquisition
paradigm). One of the pedagogical conclusions ofthis study is that, even
after a short period of explicit instruction and writing practice , the text
quality of L3 texts may improve, but that particularly improvement of
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fluency requires a substantial amount of practice. The following section will
discuss in more detail the pedagogical implications of the present study.

7.3 Pedagogical implications

The findings suggest a number of pedagogical conclusions regarding L3
learning both outside and inside the classroom. As the studentsO
guestionnaire and interview responses revealed, the exposure to L3German

is rather limited and immediate benefits to learn it are not given. Hence,

non-classroom learning opportunities are mainly dependent on studentsO
own motivation and initiative. As there are a large variety of sources in
German available on the Internet, such as texts, movies and music,the

possibility of accessing learning material in theory exists. However, for

learners at the beginning stages of L3 learningthe selection and use of such
materials might be too difficult. Insofar encouraging and supporting

students to take opportunities to learn outside the classroom, similar to what

students spontaneously do in L2 English, would be likely to facilitate

learning in side the classroom.

Further, several pedagogical insights for language learning and teaching
within the classroom arise from the findings of this study. The writing
intervention combined what Rijlaarsdam and Couzijn (2000: 158) call a
traditional Owriting -as-a-process perspectiveO with as@lf-regulated-learning
paradigmQ While the first component focused on making writing more
transparent to students by the introduction of a simplified cognitive model of
writing, the second component describes a learning approach aiming for
more independence of students by introducing strategies and initiating
metacognitive reflections. In the literature it has been stated that this
teaching approach has(ositive effects on the quality of studentsO writing, on
their view of themselves as writers, and on their understanding of the writing
processO (Pritchard & Honeycutt 2006: 276) . In the present study, this
positive influence on text quality did not become evident under the
intervention -only condition. However, this does not necessarily mean that
the students did not benefit from the teaching. For example, the responses in
the post-intervention questionnaire indicate that the majority of the students
generally found the teaching approach challenging, but that it helped them
to write texts. When being asked about their general impression of the
writing course, they answered for example:

(48) Sv(Er ibland, men Sven rolig. OSometimes difficult, but also fun.O
(49) Det har definitivt f3rb Sttrat Olt has definately improved my
min skriviSrmEga. writing competence.O

(50) Den har varit lite jobbigt, men Olt was a little bit difficult, but

ISrorikt. insightful.®
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(51) Det var jobbigt men det hjSipte
mig att skriva p tysla.

(52) Jag tycker att kursen har varit
jSttenyttig, och man har verkligen
fEtt ett tSnkesStt som g&r det 10000
gEnger |Sttare att skriva.

(53) Den har varit bra och ISrorik
samt ett bra alternativ till den
ordinarie undervisningen.

(54) Den var bra.

(55) Skrivkursen har varit ISrorik,
ett bra sStt att ISra sig att skriva

texter p(E tyska men Sven bra f3r att
skriva pE andra sprEk.

Conclusion

Olt was difficult, but it helped me
to write in German.®

Ol think the course was very useful,
and one really got a way of
thinking that makes it 10000
times easier to write.O

Olt has been good and insightful
and was also a good alternative to
the ordinary teaching.®

Olt was good.O

OThavriting course was insightful,
a good way to learn to write texts
in German, but also good for
writing in other languages.®

The only two negative replies were:

Olt tooktoo much time and | think
that my German suffered from it.0

(56) Den tog fSr mycket tid och
jag tror att min tyska har lidit
pga. den.O

Ol think it was good because |
learned a fair amount of things but
it still does not suffice in order to
write a text in German.0

(57) Jag tycker att det har varit
bra eftersom jag har ISrt mig en
hel del men det duger
fortfarande inte f&r att jag ska
kunna skriva en text p&E tyska.O
Some of these quotesindicate that the students believed they had learned
useful thing s about writing that were even applicable in other languages. The
ability to infer from concrete classroom activities, such as writing a text,
what the learning outcome is and how it can be used in other contexts, is
precisely what strategy instruction aims for. Regarding writing, Rijlaarsdam
and Couzijn (2000) discuss that writers have to manage parallel processes
they have to produce a text and they have to learn from that text production.
Weaker learners tend to have a strong foas on the composition of a text and
attend less to the learning component of writing. This also applies to foreign
language writers, whose foci in text composition are often even narrower,
that is, on formal language aspects of the text. Hence, what can be learned
from writing act ivities might remain unattended to if not highlighted by the
teacher. Consequently,not only writing practice will help students to become
better and aware writers, but also the inclusion of writing strategies,
reflections on the cognitive processes underling writing as well reflections
on oneOs own language learning experiencesThe studentsOquestionnaire
responses and the reported reflections of the focus students indicate that this
approach was appreciated and helped the students to manage the task of
writing and develop generic strategic skills.
Further, including discussions and reflections in the L3 classroom will
inform teachers about learnersO selperceptions. It has been reported for
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L1/L2 contexts (for example Rijlaarsdam & Couzijn 2000; Sullivan &
Lindgren 2002) that students tend to focus on their problems, to not trust
the quality of their work and to display low self-esteem. These observations
were confirmed in this study, too, when the students consistently stressed
their low L3 proficiency and poor performance. It has been argued that it is
essential in the foreign language classroom to engage into reflective
discussions with students in order to gain an understanding of their beliefs
and perceptions and how learning can be affected

A similar claim has been made by researchersnvestigating the role of
Gelf-efficacyO(Bandura 1977), that is OstudentsO beliefs aboutdir academic
capabilitiesO (B.J. Zimmerman 2000: 82). In general, it is assumed that
higher self-efficacy activates learners to engage in tasks and therefore
influences learning positively, and vice versa, positive learning experiences
enhance selfefficacy (Schunk 1991).Thus, for teachers it is highly relevant to
find ways to increase low seltefficacy. Pajares (2006 ) for example provides a
long list of implications for teachers to deal with studentsO slf-efficacy
beliefs, whose discussion goesdeyond the scope of thisthesis.

However, two recommendations clearly overlap with the observations and
conclusions from this project. The first is to focus on skill development. In
L3 learning, this means that students should be given the opportunity to
master challenging tasks by good scaffolding and enough practice in order to
experience successand develop self-efficacy on the basis of skill competence
and mastering of language, not on the basis of mere praise by the teacher
The second recommendation is to ask students about their selfefficacy in
order to handle inaccurate beliefs and low self-confidence. This is in line
with the highlighted role of metacognitive reflections, based on learner
products or learning processes.

Another aspect to consider is how applicable personalised learning
practices, such as the tracking d writing and stimulated recall (Gass &
Mackey 2000), are in the language learning classroom. The pedagogical
value of the keystroke logging automated analysis and the replay function
(alternatively replay of screenrecordings) for retrospective reflections on
writersO own writing experiences has been stressed widely (Lindgren &
Sullivan 2003; Spelman Miller at al. 2008; Rahmanpanah & Tajeddin 2015).
The learning effect lies in the opportunity to use studentsO own output as
input (Rijlaarsdam & Couzijn 2000; Sullivan & Lindgren 2006 b) and
OdiagnoseO writingSpelman Miller et al. 2008) in real time by observing
writing behaviours and possibly comparing them with what is known about
composition, writing strategies and the writers themselves. In doing so,
awareness can be raisedby reflecting. This study shows that only a small
number of individual writing sessions with retrospective interviews can
influence studentsO writing and developtheir metacognitive knowledge.
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However, despite good will and ambition, due to common time constraints,
the broad use of keystroke logging and individual interviews with students is
generally beyond the working capacity of most teachers. As an alternative
teaching method, which utilises the notion of observational learning and
computer writing tracking, peer-based intervention (Lindgren et al. 2008)
has been suggestedin which pairs or groups of students examine and reflect
on their own and their peersQwriting processes. After the joint reflection, the
student revises the written text in a second session In such a setting,
installing and handling the program by the students would still be an
obstacle to overcome, however, working with the replay-function in groups
and focusing on single eventsin the evolution of the text would initiate a
truly self-reflective and eyeopening activity for each student and raise
awareness about relevant language and norlanguage related aspects in
writing.

The retrospective reflections on oneOs own text writing process could be
didactically instrumentalised in other ways, too. Students could be
encouraged to produce short writer portraits from observations of their own
or othersOwriting, engage into role plays giving each other advice about
writing or compile lists of writing lessons learnt from reflective activities
throughout a longer period of time. Working with a stimulus , like the replay
of a writing session, could also be carried out in a more Ocontrolled® way by
displaying recording s in front of the entire class and let students make notes
and discuss these. There are a number of possibilities to make use of
presenting tracked writing, depending on the amount of time available in the
particular learning context. Finally, in case the required technical
prerequisites are not available in the classroom, observational learning
(Braaksma et al. 2002, 2006) is an adequate method tolet students observe
each othersO® writing and reflect on it, even in a pen angaper writing setting.
One shortcoming of this method is, however, that learners cannot observe
their own writing, but have torely on their peersO descriptions.

A practical implication of the use of personalised learning methods, which
include discussion and reflection on abstract themes, is the allowance to use
another than the target language, as the L3 proficiency of most learners is
not likely to suffice to express themselves comprehensively. This implication
might seem counterproductive to language teachers. However, it has for
example, also been argued in strategy intervention research (Grenfell &
Harris 1999; Macaro 2001) that in teaching approaches, which value
transparency of learning and studentsO reflection, the mother tongue should
be considered as supportive help in the process of learning about how to
learn.

Yet another pedagogicconclusion of this study concerns the use of online
sources in foreign language writing. The findings suggest that in authentic
L3 writing situations, students frequ ently consult online dictionaries and
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translation tools, which can have a considerable impact on their writing

process This needs to beaccounted for when researching computer-assisted
writing in a digital environment (Xu & Ding 2014), but the growing trend of
writing with the help of sources is also highly relevant for the teaching and
learning situation . The easiestway would indeed be to exclude the possibility
of online source access, which might be appropriate for a number of
exercises. However, as sidentsOevery day writing setting most often

includes online source access, it might be of more help for students to teach
them about handling the available sources.

As the descriptions of the results show, the students in the present study
had developed individual strategies to integrate online sources into their
writing. Henry, for example, had a high number of search queries, which he
initiated in order to test whether his assumption about a lexical choice was
correct. Online sources thus helped him to test his hypotheses. Mia, on the
other hand, postponed her online source use to later stages of revising her
text in order to fill lexical gaps. However, not all students had developed the
required skills to handle source use with the necesary care and criticism.
During my presence in the German classrooms, | got the impression tha
students have a strong belief in the correctness of computer-generated
language and even those, who are aware of the pitfalls, do not necessarily
know how to avoid them. Both O«Neill (2012) and Fredholm (2014) stressas
results of their investigations that applying online sources effectively
requires both better language proficiency and training in their use. Xu and
Ding (2014) suggest that L2 writers need strategc plans about how to
coordinate and regulate writing resources in an electronic environment.
These conclusions are also drawn in the present study

In foreign language classes, in which digital writing is a regular practice, it
is necessary to problematise both studentsO trust in the sourcesO reliability
and the amount of time they spend online. Further, the necessary skills to
use online sources need to be integrated andtrained in class. Regarding
search behaviour it would undoubtedly be useful to remember traditional
search and look-up strategies, which were used with printed dictionaries,
such as searching for the infinitive of a verb or knowing where grammatical
information can be found (if available). In that sense, traditional and
modern sources donot differ substantially.

Further, the findings of this study suggest that teachers should engage in a
discussion with students about when and where consultation of online
sources actually makes sense, such as whersingle words are unknown, and
when other compensation strategies, such as simplification of an entire
expression, might be appropriate. Regarding the generated results of online
searches,the given information can only be exploited fully if students make
use of their own linguistic knowledge and look critically at what the tools
offer them. Hence, for students at basic levels of language learning itshould
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be considered carefully how beneficial online source use actually is.At the
end of the day, all this advice can only be realised if teachers themselves
become more aware of the chances and challenges of online sources and try
to moderately integrate them into classroom activities in a constructive way
instead of either ignoring them or forbidding their use.

Overall, the findings of this study suggest that in a formal L3 learning
setting students can be helped to deal with the constraints of writing through
instructional scaffolding, which involves elements of writing process and
writing strategy instruction, obs ervational learning and metacognitive
reflections. Such scaffolding will not only help students to deal with the
multiple challenges of text production, but also enhance their learning,
support their development of strategies and reveal potential language and
learner related aspects constraining learning and performance. Additionally ,
it is decisive to offer enough possibilities to apply this knowledge and
practise writing in different and challenging tasks.

7.4 Limitations, research contribution and future

re search
A number of aspects limit the validity of the results of the present study.
First of all, studies conducted in a real world environment are vulnerable
compared to experimental settings regarding a number of uncontrollable
factors. As for example became clear in the discussions of the results in
session G3, the potential effects of school stressor fatigue on the learnersO
performance could not be controlled for. This is just one out of many factors
influencing a writerOs performance at a particular int in time. Further, the
number of participants is small, which renders it difficult to generalise about
Swedish L3 learnersD developmentlet alone L3 learners in other contexts.
Although attempts were made to recruit a fairly homogeneous group of
parti cipants, the learner variability within this group was relatively high
(particularly regarding the p roficiency level in German). These aspects make
the evaluation of the influence of the teaching method on the results more
difficult.

Moreover, the collection of complete data sets at specific pointsduring the
intervention turned out to be problematic, as not all students were present in
every session, and therefore either missed instruction or text writing
moments. This circumstance led to the decision to work with a smaller
number of texts based on the selection criteriadescribed. Analyses oftexts of
entire classes might have led to different results and influenced the
conclusions regarding the influence of the intervention on L3 text quality.

Besides the research design, analysis proceduregmight also limit the
validity of the results. This study attempted to provide reliable data analysis
procedures, particularly for text rating and manual coding of protocols. Still,
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it cannot be ruled out that the generated results were affected by
disturbances of the analysis tools, suchasrater or rating effects.

A further aspect, which needs to be discussed critically, is the inclusion of
an English writing session in the study design, which was used as a
comparative baseline in relation to the development in German writing. The
special role of English in Sweden has been discussedn this thesis and
indicates that a comparison of L2 English and L3 German in a Swedish
setting has a number of weaknesses.Still, English was choseninstead of the
mother tongue Swedish, because it is assumed that comparinglanguage
proficiency and skill performance in foreign languages to the native language
would indicate that foreign language learners are expectedto meet their own
L1 standards in the foreign language. This monolingual bias has been
discussed andcriticised mainly in research on multilingualism (for example
Cenoz & Gorter 2011; Cook 1992, 2008; Grosjean 201Q)which attempts to
account for learnersO entire linguistic repertoire in the investigation of
language competence Even though this view is not adopted in this thesis, it
shares the general idea that a comparison between languages should reflect
what FL teaching could possibly aim for. For L3 teaching it is primarily those
levels of language competence, whichare observable in Swedish learnersQ 2,
not in their mother tongue.

This study contributes to the research field of L3 learning, a comparably
young discipline, in which much remain s to be investigated. A reasonable
amount of research has dealt with psycholinguistic aspects of L3 learning,
such as crosslinguistic influences or the multilingual lexicon , while research
on L3 skill acquisition has received less attention. Ths study contributes to
this field by combining three different perspectives on the acquisition of the
writing skill, moving from an external OteacherO perspective on the product
to the processes of composition and further to internal representations by
learners. Thesethree perspectives onthe same issue wereintended to offer a
comprehensive picture of the multifaceted character of writing in this
particular context.

While others have looked at multi -linguals and their writing from a more
holistic point of view, exploring the interplay of their entire linguistic
repertoire in text prod uction (Cenoz & Gorter 2011), this study explores
writing i n the third language in a more isolated manner by describing
processes,experienced difficulties and potential solutions for L3 German in
particular . The specific pedagogical contribution is that it takes departure
from the reality in many educational settings of subsequent foreign language
learning and that it investigates how previous experiences in language
learning in general and learning to write in particular can be utilised.

Observations made in carrying out and evaluating this study give rise to a
number of future research questions. What has beenrepeatedly pinpointed
is the difficulty to interpret writing proc ess measures in conventional ways
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when looking at the L3 data of this study. In the given context, the learners
appear to have developed varied ways of dealing with the challenge of L3
writing and it is crucial to investigate in more detail self-regulation and
problem-solving strategies and how these are reflected in writing process
measures Hence, more work that combines tracking writing and
introspective methods is needed to understand the complexity and the
variety of L3 writing.

Regarding writing pro cess research, particularly the investigation of
disruptive elements at a more detailed levd than this project could offer
would be valuable for developing teaching approaches For example, it
would be worthwhile to identify and group types of pauses acording to the
location of their occurrence, such as in specific linguistic units (see for
example Spelman Miller [2000b] for L2 learners) or even in combination
with other events, such as the consultation of online source use. This would
give a better indication of the ratio between pauses related to transcription
versus pauses relatedto writing aid consultation . It would also provide us
with information about which aspects of the L3 linguistic system students
struggle most with.

Similarly, revisions were not analysed in depth in this study, but it was
clear that most revisions were on a local level and appeared at the moment of
inscription. A stronger focus on revision might provide additional insights
into what students attend to, but also reveal more about L3 learnersO
compensation and re-formulation strategies. For pedagogical purposes the
investigation of revisions in L3 writing would also be highly valuable, as
systematic revisions including changes on a global levelare perceived as too
difficult b y students. Further interventional research is needed to gain more
insights into possible teaching approaches and effective practices.

Finally, more research is needed m digital writing practices. Along with
the digitalis ation of writing, the dynamics of composing as well as studentsO
distribution of attentional resources have changed. While writing by hand
used to be carried out in a rather linear fashion with no or a rather limited
number of easily available resources, composition in a word processor and
with Internet access provides writers with a completely different writing
environment and opportunities for writing . This needs to be investigated
with regard to the cognitive processes underlying writing, and more applied
L2/L3 /Lx research is also needed to critically investigate the chances and
challenges of digital writing , and the use of online sources in particular,
against the background of the aims of foreign language teaching and
learning.
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Summary in  Swedish

Att skriva pCE ett tredje  sprEk
En studie av gym nasieelevers texter, skrivprocesser
och metakognition

Bakgrund
Att skriva betraktas ofta som en utmaning, eftersom en skribent m@Este hlla
mCEnga bollar i luften fSr att producera en text som motsvarar givna krav vad
gSller t.ex. Smnesbehandling, textstruktur, grammatik och ordval. Skrivande
pE ett frSmmande sprEk (L2) ses i allmSnhet som Snnu mer utmanande, inte
minst pE grund avskribentens bristande sprEkliga kompetens. NSr det gSller
skriftlig produktion pCE ett tredje sprEk (L3) skulle det dock kunna hSvdas att
det finns fdrdelar som har att g3ra med att de ISrande redan har erfarenheter
av flera sprCEk. FlersprEkighet fSrknippas ofta med tillgEEng till en stsrre
spreklig repertoar, fler spEkSvergripande processer, h3gre grad av
metalingvistisk medvetenhet och olika ISrandestrategier.

| den fSrsta europeiska granskningen av sprEkkunskper (European
Commission 2012) som testade 15@Eringars sprEkfSrdighet i 16
medlemsiSnder uppvisade L3-deltagarnas performans dock knappt
mSrkbara s@Edana f3rdelar. Resultaten visade att kunskaperna i ett andra
frSmmande sprEk i allmSnhet Sr otillfredsstSllande, sSrskilt hos svenska
elever dSr det finns tydliga skillnader mellan deras produktiva fSrdigheter i
det férsta (L2) och det andra (L3) frSmmande sprEket. En msjlig f&rklaring
till detta Sr att eleverna inte drar nytta av sina tidigare erfarenheter av att
ISra sig sprEk. F&r att rEda bot pE detta skulle man i undervisningen kunna
underiStta elevernas uveckling av den skriftliga fSrdigheten genom att
arbeta med strategiSvningar, metakognitiva reflektioner och Svningar som
Skar deras sprEkliga medvetenhet.

Syfte och studiedesign

Syftet med denna avhandling Sr att undersSka hur undervisning om
skrivande och anvSndning av skrivstrategier pEverkar elevernas fSrmEga att
skriva pE ett tredje sprEk och att reflektera kring sitt skrivande.
UtgEngspunkten Sr att undervisning i skrivande ®m process och i
strategianvSndning hjSlper de ISrande att 3verbrygga hindren i
skrivprocessen, dvs. att skriva bSttre texter, att utdva mer kontroll Sver
skrivandet och att reflektera kring detta.

Tv@E grupper tyskelever i gymnasieskolandeltog i den 12 weckor IEnga
studien. En av dessa, interventionsgruppen, fick undervisning i hur man
planerar och strukturerar argumenterande texter, medan den andra
undervisades som vanligt. Vid tre tillfSllen samlades texter in fr&En bEda
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grupperna. Sju GokuseleverO frEmterventionsgruppen skrev ytterligare fem
texter, fyra pE tyska och en pE engelska. Vid dessa tillfSllen speladesras
skrivande in med hjSlp av Gxeystroke logging®. Vart och ett av dessa
skrivtillfSllen fSljdes av individuella intervjuer med utg@Engspun kt fr@En
respektive inspelning.

| studien stSlis f8ljande forskningsfrEgor som Sr relaterade till den ovan
beskrivna interventionen:

1. Hur pGverkas kvaliteten hos texterna pE tyska som L3?

Hur utvecklas de sju fokuselevernas skrivprocesser?

3. Hur kan den metakognitiva kunskapen hos tre av fokuseleverna
beskrivas?

N

Studien anvSnder sig av flera metoder, en s.k. mixedmethod approach, och
undersSker skrivande ur tre olika perspektiv; den utgCEr frEmwlika typer av
data och tillSmpar olika metoder och analysredskap. Pragmatiska val av
kvalitativa och kvantitativa metoder mEste dSrfsr gsras (se t.ex. Coe 2012;
Creswell 2013). Texternas kvalitet bedSmdes analytiskt av tv(E bedSmare och
holistiskt av tv(E andra. Skrivprocesserna, definierade som vSxelverkan
mellan textproduktion och brytande aktiviteter, analyserades huvudsakligen
automatiskt med hjSIp av programvaran Gkeystroke logging® Metakognitiva
kunskaper undersSktes genom deduktiva analyser av intervjuprotokoll med
hjSlp av kategoriseringar som f3res|Es litteraturen.

Resultat

Resultaten visar att de texter som producerades av de sju fokuseleverna, som
bEde hade deltagit i interventionen och Svat och reflekterat kring skrivande
vid ytterligare tillfSllen, uppvisade en tydligt fsrbSttrad kvalitet. | de t exter
som skrevs av de Svriga deltagarna, bCEde i interventionsklassen och i icke
interventionsklassen mSrktes ingen h3jning av kvaliteten. Fr@En det f3rsta till
det sista skrivtillfSllet p(E tyska fsrbSttrades fokuselevernas texter, dock med
viss tillbakag@Emy vid tillfSlle tre. De kvalitativa skillnaderna mellan elevernas
tyska texter och deras engelska textvar till en bSrjan stora men minskade
vad gSlide innehEll och textuppbyggnad under interventionen.

De processrelaterade resultaten f&r fokuseleverna visa en viss f3rbSttring
av flytet. SSrskilt noterades en 3kning av skrivhastigheten och antalet
revideringar, medan anvSndningen avonline-kSllor minskade. Dessa elever
lyckades allts@E producera mer text och Sndra balansen mellan de bEda
typerna av brytande aktiviteter. Liksom vad gSller textkvalitet visar mEtten
pCE flyt en viss tillbakag@Eng vid det tredje skrivtillfSllet. Samtliga mStningar
visar pE bSttre flyt i da engelska (L2) texten Sn i de tyska (L3).

Intervjuprotokoll frEn tre fokuseleveranalyserades utifrEn metakognitiva
perspektiv. Antalet metakognitiva reflektioner kring dem sjSlva som ISrande,
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kring skrivuppgiften samt kring sprEk och strategier varierade. Om dessa
skillnader beror pE deras skiftande fSrm(Ega att reflektera eller p(E deras
fsrmEgaatt verbalisera sina reflektioner Sr en freEga som mEste unders3kas
separat. Generellt kan sSgas att beskrivningen av elevernas metakognitiva
fsrmEga framhSver vilken stor roll affektiva faktorer spelar nSr det gSller att
ISra sig skriva pE ett andra frSmmade sprEKk. | motsats till kSnslan av att
lyckas nSr de skrev pE engelska, f&rknippade de skrivande pE tyska (L3) med
osSkerhet, frustration och missnsje. Resultaten visar elevernas olika sStt att
handskas med dessa erfarenheter, till exempel genom att fSrita sig pCE
internetkSllor eller genom att utveckla egna strategier. LSrande som fCEr
tillfSlle att reflektera Sver sig sjSlva och sitt skrivande kan dock $ka sina
kunskaper om skrivande, vilket i sin tur kan ha inflytande pE deras texter.

Implikationer

Avhandlingens resultat visar p(E att undervisning som innehEller element av
bEde traditionellt processkrivande ochself-regulated-learning (Rijlaarsdam

& Couzijn 2000: 158) frSmjar de ISrandes skrivutveckling. Ett sEdant
tilvSgag@EngssStt hjSiper eleverna tia bSttre msta de utmaningar som
skrivande p&E ett frSmmande spr@&Ek innebSr och underlSttar deras
ISrandeprocess. | sprEkklassrummet ligger ofta dkus pGE undervisning om
sprEketoch om inte ISrare uppmuntrar eleverna att anvSnda sig av de
generiska fSrdigheter och strategier de har utvecklat tidigare, finns en risk
att dessa fSrsummas.

Resultaten frEn studien implicerar fSljaktligen att individ anpassale
aktiviteter, t.ex. elevernas egna reflektioner omkring produkter och
processer, bSr ingE i undervisningen. Observational learning (Braaksma et
al. 2002, 2006) och peer-based intervention (Lindgren et al. 2008) Sr tvE
exempel pE reflekterande ISrandeaktiviteter som kan komma till anvSndning
i L3-klassrummet. BEda ger eleverna m§jlighet att bygga p&E sina tidigar
erfarenheter av att ISra sig sprEKk.

FSrutom det st8d som undervisningen ger beh8vs riktade skrivSvningar
f&r att fSrbSttra textkvalitet och skrivflyt. En ytterligare slutsats Sr att en
effektiv anvSndning av online-kSllor i ett frSmmande spr@&Ek krSver t@& saker.
F&r det f&rsta mEste elevernas spr@EkfSrdighet ha en hdg niv@E om de ska
kunna bed3ma tillfsrlitigheten hos dessa kSllor och anvSnda sig av den
information som ges pE ett meningsfullt sStt. F&r det andra behdver de
diskutera nSr och p(E vilket sStdligitala skrivverktyg kan ha en positiv effekt
pE ISrande och skrivande.

Sammantaget visar denna avhandling att undervisning som fokuserar pE
metakognitiva reflektioner kring de skrivande sjSlva, kring uppgiften,
strategier och texter i kombination med skrivdvningar, har en positiv
inverkan pE L3skrivande. Detta gSller Sven om sEdana aktiviteter endast
fSrekommer under en kort och intensiv period .
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Schrijven in een  derde taal
Een studie van teksten, schrijfprocessen en metacognitie
van derdegraadsleerlingen

Achtergrond
Schrijvers staan voortdurend voor de uitdaging om allerlei keuzes te maken.
Ze moeten immers verschillende verplichtingen tegelijk ertijd vervullen, zoals
een onderwerp kiezen, de tekst organiseren, grammaticaegels toepassenen
de geschiktewoordkeuzes maken.Wie schrijft in een vreemde taal (L2) staat
meestal voor nog grotere uitdagingen, onder meer omdat de kennis van
grammatica en de beschikbare woordenschat beperkter is. In een derde
vreemde taal (L3) is dat nog duidelijker het geval. Nochtans kan een tekst
schrijven in een derde taal ook beschouwd worden als een avontuurlijke
uitdaging. Het feit dat leerlingen meer talen beheersen, leidt er immers toe
dat ze over eenbreder taalkundig repertor ium beschikken, vertrouwd zijn
met meer crosslinguestische processen een hoger metalinguestisch
bewustzijn hebben en gebruik kunnen maken van een meer uitgebreide set
aan leerstrategie'n (Cenoz 2003; Gibson et al. 2001; Ransdell et al. 2006).
De eerste European Survey on Language Competence (Europese
Commissie 2012), waarin zowel L2- als L3-taalvaardigheden van 15jarigen
in zestien EU-lidstaten getest werden, toonde aan dat deze voordelenechter
zelden zichtbaar zijn in de L3-prestaties van leerlingen. De resultaten
onthulden dat taalkundige L3-vaardigheden eerder beperkt blijven. Specifiek
voor Zweedse studenten vertoonden de resultaten een duidelijk
niveauverschil tussen hun L2- en L3-taalproductie. Een potenti‘le verklaring
hiervoor is dat leerlingen onvoldoende gebruikmaken van hun vorige
leerervaringen. Dit kan eventueel opgevangenworden door in de L3-lessen
uitdrukkelijker stil te staan bij de ontwikkeling van schrijffvaardigheid en de
leerlingen meer bewust te maken van hun schrijffervaringen, hun
leerstrategie’n en de nadruk te leggen op metacognitieve reflectie

Onderzoeksdoel en onderzoekdesign

Het doel van deze doctoraatsthesis is te onderzoeken hoe
onderwijsmethodes en schrijfstrategie’n de L3-schrijfvaardigheid van

studenten beenvloeden enna te gaan of er een verband is met de mate waarin
ze in staat zijn om over hun schrijfvaardigheden te reflecteren. Daarbij gaan

we ervan uit dat als we in het onderwijs schrijven als een proces benaderen
en het gebruik van schrijfstrategie’n stimuleren, dit studenten moet helpen

om beter om te gaan methun beperkingen. Een dergelijke aanpak moet er
ook toe leiden dat ze betere teksten gaan schrijven, ze bewuster hun
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schrijfproces zullen coSrdineren en ze diepgaander zullen reflecteren over
hun schrijfaanpak.

In het kader van deze studie kregen tvee klassen van een Zweedse
middelbare school gedurende twaalf weken les over schrijfvaardigheid in het
Duits. EZn klas fungeerde alsinterventie groep en werd onderwezen in het
plannen en het schrijven van argumentatieve teksten. De andere klas werd
onderwezen volgens hetbestaande leerplan. De teksten die de leerlingen
schreven, werden op drie tijdstippen verzameld. Zeven OfocustudentenO van
de interventieklas woonden bovendien een aantal aanvullende, individuele
schrijf sessiesbij (per student vier in het Duits en ZZn in het Engeld. De
teksten die ze tijdens die sessies schrevenwerden vastgelegd met een
toetsaanslagprogramma en aanvullend vastgelegd met
schermopnamesoftware. Elke schrijffsessie werd gevolgd door een
gestimuleerd hardopdenkinterview.

De volgende onderzoeksvragen stonden centraal bide interventie:
1. In welke mate wordt de kwaliteit van L3 -Duitse teksten beenvloed
door de interventie ?
2. Hoe evolueren de schrijfprocessen van de zeven focusstudenten?
3. Hoe kan de metacognitieve kennis van drie van de focusstudenten
beschreven worden?

De studie gebruikte een mixed-method-benadering, waarbij we de
schrijfvaardigheid vanuit drie verschillende perspectieven benaderden. In de
analyse maakten we gebruik van de diversiteit aan data die via de
verschillende methodes verzameld werden. Onvermijdelijk leidde dit tot een
aantal pragmatische keuzes die samenhangen met de combinatie van
kwalitatieve en kwantitatieve methodes in dit onderzoek (zie bijvoorbeeld:
Coe 2012; Creswell 2013). De tekstkwaliteit werd analytisch beoordeeld door
twee beoordelaars en holistisch door twee anderen. Schrijffprocessen,
gedefinieerd als de interactie tussen tekstproductie en disruptieve
schrijfactiviteiten , werden geanalyseerd met  Inputlog, een
toetsaanslagorogramma. De metacognitieve kennis werd onderzochtvia een
deductieve analyse van de hardopdenkprotocollen waarbij we
gebruikmaakten van de voorgestelde categorie’n in de literatuur over
metacognitie.

Resultaten

De bevindingen suggereren dat de tekstenvan de zeven focustudenten uit
de interventiegroep een duidelijke verbetering in tekstkwaliteit vertoonden.
De teksten van de andere leerlingenD uit zowel de interventie- als uit de
non-interventieklas B toonden geen kwaliteitsverbeteringen. Bij een
vergelijking van de eerste tot de laatste schrijfsessie,verbeterden dus de
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teksten van de focusstudenten. Weliswaar met een relatieve terugval in de
derde sessie. Het kwalitatief verschil met de Engelse tekst was initieel
substantieel, maar daalde geleidelik wat tekstinhoud betreft en
organisatorische aspecten tijdens de interventie.

De schrijfprocesresultaten van de focusstudenten onthullen dat de
schijfvliotheid licht jes toeneemt. In het bijzonder stellen we vast dat de
tekstproductie vlotter verloopt en het aantal revisies stijgt. Het online-
brongebruik daarentegen  verminderde geleidelijk  tijdens  de
observatieperiode. Ook hier stellen we vast dat de derde sessie afwijkt, net
zoals bij de analyse van de tekstkwaliteit. De fluency-analyse toont
bovendien aan dat de leerlingen systematisch vlotter schrijven in L2 Engels
dan in L3 Duits.

De interviewprotocollen van de drie focusstudenten peilden de
metacognitieve kennis. Het aantal metacognitieve reflecties over henzelf als
leerling, de taak, de talen ende strategie'n vari‘ren tussen de studenten. Of
dit verschil te wijten is aan hun capaciteiten om op dit niveau te reflecteren
dan wel aan hun formule ervaardigheden, vereist verder onderzoek. In het
algemeen beklemtonen de beschrijvingen van de metacognitieve kennis van
deze studenten de invioedrijke rol van de affectieve factoren in het leerproces
om te schrijven in L3.

Schrijven in het Duits werd bijna exclusief geassocieerd met negatieve
gevoelens, zoals onzekerheidfrustratie en ontevredenheid over de geleverde
prestaties. Dit is vaak het resultaat van een directe vergelijking met meer
succesvolle ervaringen bij hun L2-Engelse teksten. De bevindingen
illustreren ook de diversiteit die de aanpak van de leerlingen kenmerkt.
Bijvoorbeeld in de mate waarin ze online bronnen raadplegen of andere
schrijfstrategie’n ontwikkelen. Hoe dan ook, studenten die participeren in
reflecties over zichzelf en hun schrijfstijl, kunnen zo hun schrijfkennis
uitbreiden. Dit kan op zijn beurt een impact hebben op hun
schrijfvaardigheid .

Implicaties

De bevindingen in dezestudie bevestigen datook in L3-schrijfonderwijs het
traditionele Oschrijven-is-een-proces perspectiefO en een Ozelfregulerend
leerparadigmaOrendeert (Rijlaarsdam & Couzjn, 2000: 158). Deze aanpak
helpt studenten om beter om te gaan metde uitdagingen die eigen zijn aan
schrijven in een vreemde taal en verbetert hun leerproces. Inhet onderwijs
van vreemde talen wordt er vaak gefocust op algemene taaberelateerde
aspecten, en veel minder op reeds ontwikkelde generisch en strategische
schrijf vaardigheden. Als die laatste niet ge‘xpliciteerd worden door de
leerkrachten, zullen leerlingen deze schrijfvaardigheden meestal niet
optimaal transfereren .
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Daarom suggereer ikom in de eerste plaats meergepersonaliseerde studie
activiteiten in te zetten, zoals reflectie op de leerproducten en-processen van
(andere) leerlingen. Waarnemend leren (Braaksma et al, 2002; 2006) en
peer-gebaseerde interventie (Lindgren et al., 2008) zijn twee voorbeelden
van reflectieve studie-activiteiten. Deze zijn zeker ook toepasbaar in L3
klassen. Beide aanpakkenstimuleren leerlingen om verder te bouwen op hun
eerdere ervaringen met het lerenvan en schrijven in andere talen.

Bovendien stel ik voor dat B naast de inductieve stelling B er behoefte is
aan specifieke schrijfoefeningen om de tekstkwaliteit en de schrijf vlotheid
van de leerlingen te verbeteren. Daarbij kan bijvoorbeeld ook expliciet
aandacht uitgaan naar een meer effectiefgebruik van online bronnen. Ten
eerste moeten leerlingen daarvoor beschikken over een vrij gevorderde
taalvaardigheid om de betrouwbaarheid van informatie op het internet te
beoordelen en om de informatie op een correcte manier te gebruken. Ten
tweede moeten ze aangezé¢ worden om te discussi‘ren over hoe, waar en
wanneer de digitale schrijfhulpmiddelen de meestpositieve invioed hebben
op hun leer - en schrijfgedrag.

Samengevat toont deze thesisaan dat B zelfs in een korte en intense
periode B L3-lessen een positief dfect genereren als ze de nadruk leggerop
metacognitieve reflecties over schrijvers, taken, strategie'n en teksten. In dit
gevalin combinatie met gerichte schrijfoefeningen.
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Schreiben in einer Drittsprache
Eine Studie Yber Texte, Schreibprozesse und Metakognition
einiger Lernender in der schwedischen Gymnasialschule

Hintergrund

Schreiben im Allgemeinen wird oft als eine Herausforderung empfunden, da

Schreibende unterschiedliche HYrden gleichzeitig zu meistern haben,
beispielsweise Schreibthema, Textorganisation, Grammatik und Wortwahl.

Vermutlich aufgrund fehlender zielsprachlicher Ressourcen wird Schreiben

in einer Fremdsprache (L2) gewshnlich als noch herausfordernder
eingeschStzt. Trotz dessen kdnnte man das Schreiben in einer Drittsprache
(L3) in Bezug auf diese Herausforderungen als vorteilhaft beschreiben, da
Lerner bereits Erfahrungen mit mehreren Sprachen gemacht haben.
Mehrsprachigkeit wird hSufig mit dem Zugang auf ein gr38eres
linguistisches Repertoire, mehr sprachYbergreifenden Prozessen, hsherer
metalinguistischer Bewusstheit und einer Reihe an Lernstrategien
verbunden (Cenoz 2003; Gibson et al. 2001; Ransdell et al. 2006).

Die erste EuropSische Erhebung zu Sprachenkompetenz (European
Commission 2012), welche die L2 und L3 Sprachfertigkeit von 15JShrigen
in 16 EU-Mitgliedstaaten getestet hat, zeigte, dass diese Vorteile kaum in den
Leistungen von Drittsprachenlernern sichtbar werden. Die Ergebnisse
deuten darauf hin, dass die sprachlichen Kompetenzen in der L3
grundsStzlich nicht zufriedenstellend sind und dass es deutliche
Unterschiede zwischen Sprachproduktion in L2 und L3, insbesondere bei
schwedischen SchYlern, gibt. Eine potentielle ErkiSrung diese Ergebnisse
ist, dass die SchYler nicht ausreichend von bisherigen Lernerfahrungen
Nutzen ziehen. Um dies zu Yberwinden, kdnnte Drittsprachenunterricht die
Entwicklung der Schreibfertigkeit der Lerner durch Bewusstheit fSrdernde
Lehrmethoden, Lernerstrategien und metakognitive  Reflektionen
unterstYtzen.

Forschungsziel und Studiendesign

Das Ziel dieser Dissertation ist es, zu erforschen, wie das Unterrichten von
Schreiben und Schreibstrategien die L3-Textproduktion von SchYlern sowie
deren Reflexion Yber dasSchreiben beeinflusst. Es wird davon ausgegangen,
dass das Unterrichten von Schreibenals-Prozess und die FSrderung der
Anwendung von Schreibstrategien SchYlern helfen kann, die zahlreichen
Herausforderungen des Schreibens besser zu meistern und dadurch lessere
Texte zu produzieren, den Schreibprozess zu Yberwachen und Yber
Schreiben zu reflektieren.
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Zwei Deutschklassen auf einem schwedischen Gymnasium Jahrgangsstufe
10, wurden wShrend eines Zeitraums von 12 Wochen unterrichtet. In der
Inte rventionsklas se fokussierte der Unterricht auf das Planen und Schreiben
argumentativer Texte, in der Nicht -Interventionsklasse wurde entsprechend
dem normalen Lehrplan unterrichtet. Zu drei Zeitpunkten wurden in beiden
Klassen Texte eingesammelt. Sieben OFokusschYlerOaus der
Interventionsklasse nahmen au§erdem an zusStzlichen Einzelsitzungen teil
(pro SchYler vier auf Deutsch und eine auf Englisch), in welchen der
Schreibprozess durch KeystrokelLogging- und Screen-Recording-Software
aufgezeichnet wurde. Jede Einzelsitazing endete mit einem Stimulated-
Recall-Interview.

Vor dem Hintergrund der 12-wSchigen Intervention, welche sich auf
Unterricht im Schreiben und Schreibstrategien fokussierte, werden folgende
Forschungsfragen gestellt:

1. Wie wird die QualitSt von Texten in der Drittsprache Deutsch
beeinflusst?

2. Wie entwickelt sich der Schreibfluss der sieben FokusschYleR

3. Wie ISsst sich metakognitives Wissen von drei FokusschYlern
beschreiben?

Die Studie verwendet einen Ansatz der gemischten Forschungsmethoden Da
Schreiben aus drei verschiedenen Perspektiven untersuchtwird, werden
unterschiedliche Datentypen erhoben und verschiedene Methoden und
Analyseverfahren verwendet Dementsprechend wurden pragmatische
Entscheidungen bezYglich des Einsatzes qualitativer und quantitativer
Methoden getroffen (Coe 2012; Creswell 2013).Die QualitSt der Texte wurde
sowohl analytisch als auch holistisch von je zwei BewertendeneingeschStzt
Schreibfluss, definiert als das Zusammenspiel von Textproduktion und
unterbrechenden Elementen, wurde hauptsSchlich automatisch mithilfe der
Keystroke-Logging-Software analysiert. Metakognitives Wissen wurde durch
eine deduktive Analyse der Interviewprotokolle und mithilfe beschriebener
Kategorien aus der Metakognitionsforschung untersucht.

Ergebnisse

Die Ergebnisse deuten an, dass die Texte der FokusschYler, welche sowohl
an der Intervention teilnahmen als auch in den Einzelsitzungen Schreiben
Ybten und darYber reflektierten, eine deutliche QualitStsverbesserung
aufzeigten. Die Texte der andeen SchYler in Interventions- und Nicht-
Interventionsklasse zeigten keine QualitStsverbesserungen. Zwischen der
ersten und der vierten Schreibsitzung verbesserten sich die Texte der
FokusschYler, jedoch zeigte sich auch ein verhSitnismS8iger RYckschritt in
der dritten Sitzung. Der qualitative Unterschied zu den englischen Texten
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war anfangs deutlich, verringerte sich jedoch in Bezug auf Textinhalt und -
organisation im Verlauf der Intervention.

Die Ergebnisse der Schreibprozesse zeigten auf, dass die FokusshYler
etwas flYssiger schreiben konnten. Genauer gesagt stiegen didVerte fYr
Textproduktion sowie Revisionen an, wogegen sich die Nutzung von Online-
Ressourcen verringerte. Demzufolge steigerten die SchYler die
Textproduktion leicht und sie verSnderten d as VerhSltnis der zweiArten von
Unterbrechungen. Vergleichbar mit den Ergebnissen zur TextqualitSt zeigten
auch die Werte des Schreibflusses einen relativen RYckschritt in der dritten
Sitzung. Die Mehrheit der prSsentierten Werte demonstrierte ein flYssigeres
Schreiben in L2 Englisch verglichen mit L3 Deutsch.

Interviewprotokolle von drei FokusschYlern wurden in Bezug auf
metakognitives Wissen analysiert. Die Menge der metakognitiven
Reflektionen bezYglich des eigenen Lernens der Schreibaufgabe,
Sprachwissens sowie Strategienvariierte unter den SchYlern. Ob dieser
Unterschied auf die FShigkeit zu reflektieren oder die FShigkeit zu
verbalisieren  zurYckgeht, erfordert weitere Untersuchungen. Im
Allgemeinen wurde die einflussreiche Rolle von affektiven Faktoren im
Lernen des L3-Schreibens durch die Beschreibungen des metakognitiven
Wissens der SchYler hervorgehoben. Als ein Ergebnis des direkten
Vergleichs mit den Erfolgserlebnissen im Schreiben auf L2 Englisch wurde
L3 Deutsch fast ausschlie§lich mit negativen GefYhlen wie Unsicherheit,
Frust und Unzufriedenheit mit der eigenen Leistung assoziiert. Die
Ergebnisse machen die unterschiedlichen AnsStze der SchYler, mit diesen
Erfahrungen umzugehen, deutlich, beispielweise durch das Vertrauen auf
Online-Ressoureen oder das Einsetzen von anderen Schreibstrategien.
Allerdings kann das Reflektieren Yber sich selbst und den eigenen
Schreibprozess das metakognitive Wissen von SchYlern erweitern. Dies
kSnnte im Gegenzug Einfluss auf das Schreiben selbst haben.

Folgerungen
Die Ergebnisse dieser Studie unterstYtzen einen Ansatz des L3Jnterrichts,
der Elemente sowohl einer traditionellen Perspektive writing-as-a-process
als auch des Paradigmas self-regulated-learning (Rijlaarsdam & Couzijn
2000: 158) beinhaltet. Ein solcher Ansatz hilft SchYlern, die
Herausforderungen des fremdsprachlichen Schreibens zu meistern und
fSrdert deren Lernprozess. Im fremdsprachlichen Klassenzimmer besteht oft
ein starker Fokus auf sprachlichen Aspekten und sofern der Lehrer die
SchYler nicht zur Nutzung von bereits entwickelten Fertigkeiten und
Strategien ermutigt, werden diese leicht vernachlSssigt.

In diesem Zusammenhang empfiehlt sich die Anwendung von
personalisierten LernaktivitSten sowie die Reflexion Yber Lernprodukte und
-prozesse.Observational learning (Braaksma et al. 2002, 2006) und peer-
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based intervention (Lindgren et al. 2008) sind zwei Beispiele reflektierter
LernaktivitSten, welche im Drittsprachenklassenzimmer anwendbar sind.
Beide AnsStze ermsglichen es SchYlern, vorausgehate
Sprachlernerfahrungen einzubringen.

DarYberhinaus ist zu empfehlen, dass neben dem modellhaften
UnterstYtzen von Lernprozessen gezielte Schreibpraxis nstig ist, um
TextqualitSt und Schreibfluss zu verbessern. Schlie§lich benstigt die
effektive Nutzung von Online-Ressourcen zwei Dinge. Erstens sollten
SchYler auf einem fortgeschrittenen Sprachniveau sein, um die dort
gefundene Information verlSsslich einschStzen und angemessen nutzen zu
kSnnen. Zweitens sollte diskutiert werden, wann und wo digitale
Schreibhilfen einen lern - und schreibfSrdernden Einfluss haben kSnnen.

Insgesamt zeigt diese Dissertation, dass selbst innerhalb einer kurzen und
intensiven Periode ein positiver Einfluss auf Drittsprachenschreiben
ausgeYbt werden kann, wenn Unterricht metakognitive Reflektionen Yber
Schreibende, Schreibaufgabe, Strategien und Texé mit Schreibpraxis
kombiniert.
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Appendix

Appendix A. Questionnaire | (Original in Swedish, see below for English
translation )

Att ISra sig tyska i Sverige

Ume(E universitet
Institutionen f8r sprEkstudier

Yvonne Knospe
yvonne.knospe@sprak.umu.se

Den hSr enkSten handlar om skrivande och om inlSrning av frSmmande sprEk. Jag

Sr intresserad av fE veta mer om hur du tSnker kring skrivande och kring

undervisning, sSrskilt tyskundervisning.
Alla frcEgor i den hSr enkSten bersr dina erfarenheter i skolan och pCE fritiden.

EnkSten Sringet prov S det finnsingak  orrekta eller felaktiga svar. Jag Sr

intresserad av din personliga och Srliga uppfattning. Om du beh3ver mer plats f&r
att skriva dina svar kan du gSrna anvSnda I$sa blad.
UtvSrderingen av enkStsvaren kommer att gsras helt anonymt.

Tack f8r din medverkan!
K3n:
elder:
Bostadsort:
Steg:
Modersm(El/FSrstaspEKk (ett eller flera):

& Forst skulle jag vilja veta lite om dina tankar kring undervisning i allmdnhet.

1.1 undervisningen Sr det ISrarens uppgift att ... (Ringa in det som stSmmer. Skalan Sr:1
stSmmer inte alls B 4 stSmmer helt)

erbjuda mig ett utbud av uppgifter som jag kan vSlja bland. 112134
planera undervisningen i detal;. 112134
ge mig rEd om hur man ISr sig bSttre. 1[{2]3]4
tala om f&r mig vad jag ska ISra mig och vad jag ska g3ra. 112134
planera och utforma undervisningen tillsammans med eleverna. | 1 | 2 | 3 | 4
Annat: 112|134

2. | undervisningen vill jag ... (Ringa in det som stSmmer. Skalan Sr:1 stSmmer inte allsD 4
stSmmer helt)

arbeta sjSlvstSndigt och individuellt.

ocks(E iaktta min ISrandeprocess.

fE mycket hjSlp och anvisningar frEn ISraren.

arbeta tillsammans med andra elever.

vara med och bestSmma vilka Smnen och inneh(Ell vi ska behandla

vara med och bestSmma vilketmaterial vi ska anvSnda.

inte alls vara med och bestSmma.

NN
NITNIINITNITENT TN
w|w|w|w|w|w|w|w
INENFNFNINFNFNEN

Annat:
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3. Vad betyder OelevautonomiQ dvs. att vara sjSlvstSndig (autonom) i sitt ISrande, f3r dig?
4. €r autonomt ISrande viktigt f&r dig? Varfsr? Varfsr inte?

5. Vilka egenskaper har enligt din uppfattning en autonom inlSrare?

#Nu fortsdtter det med ndgra fragor om textskrivande i skolan och pa fritiden. Vad tycker

du?

6. Hur tSnker du omkring skrivande? (Ringa in det som stSmmer. Skalan Sr:1 stSmmer inte alls
D 4 stSmmer helt)

Det Sr roligt att skriva texter i skolan.

Det Sr roligt att skriva texter p(E fritiden.

Jag Sr bra p(E att skriva texter.

Det Sr sv(Ert f8r mig att skriva texter.

Jag skriver texter bara nSr jag mEste.

Det Sverstiger min fSrmEga att skriva texter.
Jag hatar ett skriva texter i skolan.

Jag hatar ett skriva texter pC fritiden.
Annat:

T T S TR N
N[RN[R [NR [N NN N
w|w|w|w|w|w|w|w|w
INFSINFNFINENFNFINEN

7. Hur kSnner du dig efter att du skrivit en text? (Ringa in det som stSmmer. Skalan Sr:1
stSmmer inte alls B 4 stSmmer helt)

Jag Sr n3jd med resultatet.

Jag har alltid en kSnsla av att texten kan f&rbSttras.
Jag Sr frustrerad.

Jag Sr glad att jag har det bakom mig.

Jag Sr motiverad att fortsStta skriva.

Jag kSnner mig osSker.

Annat:

NEREE R
INTINITIINTTRIINT RN
w|w|w|w|w|w|w
INFNSINFNINFNFN

8. Vilken nytta ser du med att skriva texter? (Ringa in det som stSmmer. Skalan Sr:1 stSmmer
inte alls B 4 stSmmer helt)

Att skriva texter har ingen nytta fSr mig.

Jag kan ordna mina tankar bSttre.

Jag kan frmedla mina tankar till andra mSnniskor.
Jag kan visa vad jag kan.

| texter kan man anvSnda sina grammatikkunskaper.
NSr man skriver kan man vara kreativ.

Annat:

NEEE R
INIINITIINITIT IR
w|w|w|w|w|w|w
INFNSENFNFNFNEN
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@ Tack for dina bidrag sa hdr langt! De kommande frdgorna handlar om dina erfarenheter

av att ldra sig ett frammande sprdk.

9.

Vilka frSmmande sprEkhar du 1Srt dig och hEller dupE och I1Sr dig?

FrSmmande spr@Ek FrEn nSotill Var? (skola, familj, utland etc.)
nSr?

FS 1:

FS 2:

FS 3:

FS 4:

Appendix

10. Hur bed3mer du din kompetens i dessa frSmmande spEkZMarkera med nEgot av dessa: 1
mycket dElig; 2 inte sCE bra; 3 genomsnittlig; 4 b bra; 5 b mycket god)

FrSmmande | ISsa skriva héra tala
sprEk

FS1

FS 2

FS3

FS4

11.Vilka frSmmande spr@Ek beh3ver du/ anvSnder du Sven utanfSundervisningen. Var och nSr?
(TV, internet, resor, vSnner, familj etc.)

12. Varfdr ISr du dig frSmmande spr@Ek?Ringa in det som stSmmer. Skalan Sr:1 stSmmer inte

alls B 4 stSmmer helt)

Att kunna flera frSmmande spr@Ek Sr en del av allmSnbildningen

Att ISra sig frSmmande sprEk Sr berikande f3r hela livet.

Atgléra sig frSmmande sprEk betyder alltid ocksE att man har intresse f&r andrd
msSnniskor och kulturer.

FrSmmande spr@Ek ISr man sig i skolan, men dSrefter har de nSstan ingen
betydelse.

FrSmmande spr@Ek ISr man sig i huvudsak f&r att ha bSttre jobbchanser.

Annat:

13. Varfdr ISr du dig tyska?(Ringa in det som stSmmer. Skalan Sr:1 stSmmer inte allsD 4
stSmmer helt)

Jag intresserar mig f&r Tyskland/tysksprEkiga ISnder.

Jag vill gSrna f3rst(E tysksprEKkig litteratur, konst och filmer pE tyska bSttre.

[

N

Jag vill gSrna f3rst(E kultur(er) i de tysksprEkiga ISnderna bSttre och ta del av
den/dem.

[

N

wlw

RS

Jag vill gSrna tala med tysksprEkiga personer pE deras modersml.

Jag har valt tyska pE grund av meritpoSngen.

Jag tror att jag behSver tyska i mitt framtida yrke.

Jag tror att jag kan imponera med min tyskkunskaper.

Jag tror att det Sr IStt att ISra sig tyska eftersom det Sr s(E likt svenskan

Annat:

NN

NINININININ

WlWlwlw|w|w

N EEN EEN N
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14.Vad tSnkerdu om att ISra dig tyska?(Ringa in det som stSmmer. Skalan Sr:1 stSmmer inte

alls B 4 stSmmer helt)

Jag tycker om att ISra mig tyska.

Jag tycker inte om att ISra mig tyska.

Jag skulle hellre anvSnda min tid pE annat sStt.

Det Sr som vilket Smne om helst i skolan, inte mer.

Jag skulle gSrna ISra mig mer tyska.

Jag skulle hellre ISra mig ett annat sprcEk.

Annat:

N R

NININ[NIN[NN

WWWlwWwlw|w|w

R R E N N BN

« Nu kommer fragor som handlar om att skriva texter i skolan, pa fritiden och pa/via
internet. Kom thdg att skilja mellan svenska, engelska och tyska.

15. Hur skulle du beskriva ditt skrivande? (Ringa in det som stSmmer. Skalan Sr:1 stSmmer inte
alls b 4 stSmmer helt)

svenska

engelska

tyska

Jag anser mig vara en god skribent.

Jag skriver gSrna texter p(E fritiden.

Jag skriver gSrna texter i skolan.

Jag vet precis hur jag ska skriva en text.

Jag har strategier f3r att skriva en bra

text.

NI

NININ[IN

Wlwlw|w

R

NI

NINININ

Wlwlw|w

R

NI

NININ[IN

Wlwlw|w

R

Jag planerar mina texter.

w

N

w

N

w

N

Jag rSttar mina texter.

Annat:

1

2

3

4

1

2

3

4

1

2

3

4

16. Vilka textsorter har du redan skrivit? (Ringa in det som stSmmer: 1- aldrig 2 - sSllan 3-

ofta 4- mycket ofta)

svenska engelska tyska
Beskrivning
Dialog 1123|412 |3|4(1[2|3]|4
Argumentation 1234|1234 ]1]2]3]4
BerSttelse 1123|4123 |4(1[2|3]|4
Brev 1123|412 |3|4(1[2|3]|4
Annat: 1123|4123 |4|1|2|3]4

17.Hur vSI kSnner du till vad som kSnnetecknar dessa textsorter?(Ringa in det som stSmmer: 1
-inte alls 2-nCEgot 3 bra 4-mycket bra)

svenska engelska tyska
Beskrivning
Dialog 1/2|3[4]|1]2]|3[4]1]|]2]|3]|4
Argumentation 1121341234 ]|1]2]3]4
BerSttelse 1/2|3[4]|1]2]|3[4]1]|]2]|3]|4
Brev 1/2|3[4]|1]2]|3[4]1]|]2]|3]|4
Annat: 1/]2|3[4]1]2]|3[4]1]2]3]|4
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18. Vad $ sv(Ert f3r dig nSr du skriver?(Ringa in det som stSmmer: 1- inte alls 2 - nGgot 3-
bra 4- mycket bra)

svenska engelska tyska

Att uttrycka min egen Esikt. 112 (3|4]|1]2]3]4]|1]2]3]|4

Att uttrycka komplexa tankar och 112(3|4|1|2|3|4|1|2|3|4

sammanhang.

Att alltid anvSnda korrekt grammatik. 112 (3|4 ]|1]2]3]|]4]|1]2]3]|4

Att organisera den totala 112(3|4|1|2|3|4|1|2|3|4

skrivprocessen.

Att tSnka p(E textsort (brev, 112(3|4|1|2|3|4|1|2|3|4

beskrivning, berSttelse etc.).

Att finna de passande orden.

Annat: 1/2]|3|4|1]2|3|4]1]2|3]|4
19. Vad g3r duinnan du b3rjar skriva? (Ringa in det som stSmmer: 1- inte alls 2- nEgot 3
bra 4- mycket ofta)

svenska engelska tyska

Jag tSnker noga igenom vilken 112(3|4|1|2|3|4|1|2|3|4

uppgiften Sr.

Inget, jag bSrjar helt enkelt skriva. 1123|412 ]3]4]|1]2]3]|4

Jag tSnker i f&rvSgungefir ut vad jag 1{2]3]4af1]2|3[4]1]2][3]4

vill skriva.

Jag planerar exakt vad jag vill skriva.

Jag gSr noggranna anteckningar innan 112(3|4|1|2|3|4|1|2|3|4

jag bSrjar fSrfatta texten.

Jag skriver bara ner nEgra nyckelord 112(3|4|1|2|3|4|1|2|3|4

innan jag bSrjar skriva.

Jag tSnker efter vem den msjliga

ISsaren/de msjliga ISsarna Sr.

Annat: 1/2]|3|4|1]2|3|4]|1]2|3]|4

19.1. Om du g8r nEgot (till exempel mind map) innan du bsrja skriva beskriva det utfsrligt.

20. Vad g8r du medan du skriver? (Ringa in det som stSmmer: 1- inte alls 2-nEgot 3 bra 4

- mycket ofta)

svenska engelska tyska

Jag skriver texten frEn bsrjan till slut 112(3|4|1|2|3|4|1|2|3|4
utan att rStta.

Jag tSnker igenom varje mening. 1123|4123 ]|]4|1|]2|3]|4
Jag tSnker igenom varje stycke. 112 (3|4[|1]2[|3]|]4|1|]2]3]|4
Jag ISser igenom det jag redan skrivit 112(3|4|1|2|3|4|1|2|3|4
f3r att f(E idZer om hur jag ska fortsStta.

Annat: 1/2]|3|4|1]2|3|4]1]2|3]|4
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21. Vad g3r du nSr du inte kan uttrycka det du vill sSga?Ringa in det som stSmmer: 1- inte alls

2-nCEgot 3 - bra 4- mycket ofta)

svenska engelska tyska
Jag tSnker efter ISnge. 1]2]3[4a]1]2][3]4]1]2]3]4
Jag hoppar Sver det. 1123|412 ]|3]|]4]|1]2]3]|4
Jag fSrenklar det sCE mycketattjagkann | 1|2 (3|4 |1|2[3|4|1|2|3 |4
uttrycka det.
Jag Eterkommer till det senare. 112 (3|4|1]2|3]|]4|1|]2|3]|4
Annat: 1/2]|3|4|1]2|3|4]|1]2|3]|4

22. Vad g3r du nSr du inte hittar det passande ordet pE en gEn(Ringa in det som stSmmer: 1-

inte alls 2-nCEgot 3 bra 4-mycket ofta)

svenska engelska tyska

Jag hittar alltid passande ord. 1123|412 ]|3]4]|1]2]3]|4
D vSljer jag ett liknande ord. 112 (3|4]|1]2]|3]|]4]|1]2]3]|4
Jag gSr en notering och sIGEr upp det 112(3|4|1|2|3|4|1|2|3|4
senare.

Jag slCEruppdetpE engEngienordbok| 1 | 2 [ 3|4 |12 [3]|]4]1]|]2|3]|4
Jag ber nEgon om hjSIp. 112 (3|4|1]2|3]|]4|1|]2|3]|4
Annat: 11234 |1]2|3|4]1]2|3]|4

23. Vad g3r du efter att du skrivit? (Ringa in det som stSmmer: 1-inte alls 2-nEgot 3 bra 4

- mycket ofta)

svenska engelska tyska
Jag|Sserigenom texten en gEng ochrSttaralltjag [ 1 [ 2 [ 3|4 [ 1] 2|34 ] 1] 2
upptScker.
Jag ISser igenom texten flera g@Enger och fokuserar] 1 [ 2 [ 3[4 [1[ 2|3 [4]1]2
pCE olika saker varje gEng.
Jag Sndrar inget i texten nSr jag vSI skrivit den. 1[2[3]4af1]2][3[4]1]2
Jag kollar sSrskilt grammatik och ordf$rrEd.
Jag kollar framfSr allt innehEllet i texten. 1123|4123 |4]1]|2
Jag kollar framfSr allt struktur och sammanhang i 112|3|4|1|2|3|4]|1]|2
texten.
Jag tSnker efter om texten stSmmerSverens med
uppgiftsformuleringen/ syftet.
Annat: 1(2|3|4|1]2|3]|4]1]2

24. Om du har ytterligare tankar kring de Smnen som finns i enkSten (autonomi, skrivande,

undervisning i frSmmande sprEk) kan du gSrna skriva dem hSr.

Slut pa enkdten. Tack for din medverkan!
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Additional questions in questionnaire Il after intervention

FNu kommer fragor som handlar om undervisningen de senaste veckorna i att skriva
argumenterande text pd tyska.

25. Vad tycker du allmSnt om skrivkursen?
26. Var det nEgot du tyckte var sSrskilt bra?
27.Var det nEgot du tyckte var mindre bra?

28. Skrivkursen E (Ringa in det som stSmmer. Skalan Sr:1 stSmmer inte allsD 4 stSmmer helt)

var nyttig.

var rolig.

var intressant.

var trEkig.

innehsll mycket information.
var frustrerande.

var motiverande.

Annat:

RlRRr(R|RrR|R| -
INIINITNIENITNITNITNIE N
w|w|w|w|w|w|w|w
INFSTINFNFINENFNEN

29. Efter skrivkursen ... (Ringa in det som stSmmer. Skalan Sr:1 stSmmer inte allsD 4 stSmmer
helt)

skriver jag bSttre argumenterande texter p(E tyska.
skriver jag bSttre argumenterande texter Sverhuvudtaget.
skriver jag bSttre texter.

kan jag mer om skrivande.

vet jag mer om hur man ISr sig frSmmande sprEk.
Sr jagbSttre pE tyska.

Sr jag mer motiverad att ISra mig tyska.

Sr jag bSttre pE engelska.

vet jag mer om olika typer av texter.

vet jag mer om skrivstrategier.

vet/kan jag inte mer Sn tidigare.

Annat:

NN EEEEEE
NIINIESINITNITNITNI T TN TR RN
w|w|w|w|w|w|w|w|w|w|w|w
INFSINFNFNINFN INFNFNEINEN
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30. Hur givande tyckte du fSljande moment i skrivkursen var: (Ringa in det som stSmmer:
1-intealls 2-nCEgot 3 bra 4-mycketbra)

Moment 1: Problem och strategier nSr man skriver pE frSmmande sprEHX

Moment 2: Texttypen OArgumentationGoch anvSndbara fraser pE tyska.

Moment 3: Att planera texter (mind map och disposition).

Moment 4: Att skriva texter/ Online -resurser.

Moment 5: Att korrigera texter/ grammatik.

Annat:

RlR(R(R|R| -
NIINITIINITNIEN

WWWlW|w|w

EE S N N N

31.P vilket sStt hade skrivkursen positiv inverkan p(E f3ljande aspekter i dina texter(Ringa in
det som stSmmer:1-inte alls 2-n@Egot 3 bra 4- mycket bra)

AllmSnt. 11234
Struktur. 112|134
Sammanhang. | 1| 2 |3 | 4
InnehCEll. 112|134
Grammatik. 112|134
UttryckssSitt. 1[2]3]4
Annat: 112|314

32. Vad jag tyckte var bra i undervisningen var E (Ringa in det som stSmmer:1-inte alls 2 -
nEgot 3 bra 4- mycket bra)

LSrarens f&rklaringar.
Grupparbetet.
Arbetsmaterialet.
Kontakt |Srare D elever.
€mnet Oatt skrivaO
Feedback fr@En ISraren.
Annat:

NEREE R
INIINITIINITIT N RN
w|w|w|w|w|w|w
INFNSENFNFNFNEN

33. Vad skulle du ocks(E ha velat ISra dig/trSnat?

34. Om du har ytterligare tankar kring de Smnen som finns i enkSten kan du gSrna skriva dem
hSr.
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Questionnaire | (English translation)

Learning German in Sweden

UmeC University
Department for Language Studies

Yvonne Knospe
yvonne.knospe@sprak.umu.se

This questionnaire is about writing and learning foreign languages. | am
interested in your tho ughts about writing and tuition , particularly ~ in German.
All questions of  this questionnaire concern your exp eriences at school and in your
free time. This questionnaire is no test, so there are no right or wrong answers. |
am intrested in your personal and honest opinion s. If you need more space to
write down your answers, please use lose sheets of pa per.
The e valuation of the questionnaire answers will be carried out anonymously.

Thank you for your coorperation!
Sex:
Age:
Place of residence:
Level:
Mother tongue/First language (one or several):

&~ At first would like to know a bit more about your thoughts regarding tuition in general.

1.In the lessons, it is the teacherOs task to. (Circle what you think is right. The scale is: 1 do not
agree at allb 4 agree completely)

offer me a range of exercises to choose from .

plan the teaching in detail .

give me advice how to learn better.

tell me what to learn and what to do.

N
NJINITNIINITNY
w|w|w|w|w
INFSENFNFN

plan and organise the lessons together with the students

Other:

=
N
w
N

2. In the lessons | would like to... (Circle what you think is right. The scale is: 1 do not agree at
all b4 agree completely)

work independently and individually .

monitor my learning process, too.

get a lot of help and instructions from the teacher.

work together with other students.

be involved in deciding the topics and content, which we go through.

be involved in deciding the material, which we use.

not be involved in deciding at all.

NN NN
NSNS
w|w|w|w|w|w|w|w
INFSENFNTINFNFNEN

Other:
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3. What does Qearner autonomy Othat is to be autonomous in oneOs learning, mean to you?
4. Is autonomous learning important to you? Why? Why not?

5. According to you, which characteristics does an autonomous learner have?

#Now we continue with a few questions regarding writing texts at school and in your free

time. What is your opinion?

6. What do you think about writing? (Circle what you think is right. The scale is: 1 do not agree
at all b4 agree completely)

It is fun to write texts at school.

Itis fun to write texts in my free time.

| am good at writing texts.

It is difficult for me to write texts.

| only write texts if | have to.

It exceeds my capacities to write texts.
| hate to write texts at school.

| hate to write texts in my free time .
Other:

T T S TR N
N[RN[R [NR [N NN N
w|w|w|w|w|w|w|w|w
INFSINFNFINENFNFINEN

7.How do you feel after writing a text? (Circle what you think is right. The scale is: 1 do not
agree at allb 4 agree completely)

| am satisfied with the result.

| always think the text could be improved .
| am frustrated .

| am happy to be finished with it .

| am motivated to continue writing .

| feel insecure.

Other:

NEREE R
INTINITIINTTRIINT RN
w|w|w|w|w|w|w
INFNSINFNINFNFN

8. Which benefits does writing have for you? (Circle what you think is right. The scale is: 1 do
not agree at allb 4 agree completely)

Writing does not have any benefits.

| can organise my thoughts.

| can explain my thoughts to other people.

| can show my abilities.

In texts one can use oneOs grammar knowledge
In writing one can show oneOs creativity

Other:

NEEE R
INIINITIINITIT IR
w|w|w|w|w|w|w
INFNSENFNFNFNEN
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@ Thank you for your contribution so far! The next questions concern your experiences
regarding learning a foreign language.

9. Which foreign languages have you learned and are you learning?

Foreign language From Bto? Where? (school, family, abroad
etc.)

FL 1:

FL 2:

FL 3:

FL 4:

10. How do you judge your skills in these foreign languages? (Use the following scale: 1- very
poor; 2 - not that good; 3 b average; 4D good; 5P excellent)

Foreign reading writing listening speaking
language
FS1
FS2
FS3
FS4

11.Which foreign languages do you use outside the classroom, too? Where and when? (TV,
internet, travel, friends, family, etc.)

12.Why do you learn foreign languages? (Circle what you think is right. The scale is: 1 do not
agree at allb 4 agree completely)

To know several foreign languages is part of general education.

To learn foreign languages enriches oneOs life.

To learn foreign languages also means that one isnterested in other peopleand | 1 | 2
cultures.

Foreign languages are learnt at school, but afterwards they are hardly of any 11213
use.

Better job opportunities are the main reason to learn foreign languages. 1123
Other: 11213

13.Why do you learn German? (Circle what you think is right. The scale is: 1 do not agree at all
D 4 agree completely)

I am interested in Germany/ German -speaking countries.

| would like to better understand German literature, art and movies.

[EN
N

[EN
N
w

I would like to understand the culture(s) of German -speaking countries and
participate in it/them.

RS

| would like to talk to native German -speaking people in their mother tongue.

| chose German because of the credit points atschool.

I think | will need German in my future profession.

I think | can impress people with knowledge of German.

| think it is easy to learn German due to the similarity to Swedish.

NN
INIINITITNI TN
w|w|w|w|w|w

Other:

N EEN EEN N
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14.How do you like learning German? (Circle what you think is right. The scale is: 1 do not agree
at all b4 agree completely)

| like to learn German. 11234
| do not like to learn German. 11234
| would rather spend my time on something else. 11234
It is just like any other subject at school, nothing 112(3|4
more.

| would like to learn more German . 11234
| would prefer to learn another language. 11234
Other: 11234

* Now a few questions regarding writing texts at school, in your free time and on the Internet
will follow. Remember to differentiate between Swedish, English and German.

15. How would you describe your writing? Circle what you think is right. The scale is: 1 do not
agree at allb 4 agree completely)

Swedish English German

| consider myself a good writer.

| like to write texts in my free time . 1123|4123 |4]1]2]|3]|4
| like to write texts at school. 1123|4123 |4(1]2|3]|4
| know exactly how to write a text. 1123|4123 |4]1]2]|3]|4
| have strategies to write a good text 1123|4123 |4]1]2]|3]|4
| plan my texts. 1234|1234 ]1]2]3]4
| revise my texts.

Other: 112|3[4]1]2]3|4|1]2|3]|4

16. Which text types have you already written? (Circle what is correct: 1- never 2-seldom 3-
often 4 - very often)

Swedish English German
Description
Dialogue 1123|412 |3|4(1[2|3]|4
Argumentation 1234|1234 ]1]2]3]4
Narrative 1123|4123 |4(1[2|3]|4
Letter 1123|412 |3|4(1[2|3]|4
Other: 1123|4123 |4|1|2|3]4

17.How well do you know the characteristics of these text types?(Circle what is correct: 1- not
atall 2-alitle 3-good 4-excellent)

Swedish English German
Description
Dialogue 1123|412 |3|4(1[2|3]|4
Argumentation 1234|1234 ]1]2]3]4
Narrative 1123|4123 |4(1[2|3]|4
Letter 1123|412 |3|4(1[2|3]|4
Other: 1123|4123 |4|1|2|3]4
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18. What is difficult for you when you write? (Circle what is correct: 1 - not atall 2- alittle 3 -
good 4- excellent)

Swedish English German
To express my own opinion. 112 (3|4]|1]2]3]4]|1]2]3]|4
To express complex thoughts and 112(3|4|1|2|3|4|1|2|3|4
relationships.
To use correct grammar. 112|134 ]|1|2]3[4]|]1]2]3]4
To organise the entire writing process. 1123|412 ]|3]|]4]|1]2]3]|4
To consider text type (letter, 112(3|4|1|2|3|4|1|2|3|4
description, narrative etc.).
To find the right words.
Other: 123|412 ]|3[4]1]2]3]|4

19. What do you do before you start writing? (Circle what is correct: 1- notat all 2 - seldom 3-
often 4 - very often)

Swedish English German
| think about the task thoroughly . 112 (3|4 ]|1]2]3]|]4]|1]2]3]|4
Nothing, | just start writing . 1123|412 ]|3]|]4]|1]2]3]|4
| think about what | am going to write 112(3|4|1|2|3|4|1|2|3|4

roughly.

| plan exactly what | m going to write. .

| prepare comprehensive written notes 112(3|4|1|2|3|4|1|2|3|4
before | start writing the text.

| write down a few keywords before | 112(3|4|1|2|3|4|1|2|3|4
start to write .

| consider the possible
reader/readership of the text.

Other: 1123|4112 ]3]4]1]2]3]|4

19.1.1f you so something (such as mind map) before you start writing, please describe it in
detail.

20. What do you do while you are writing ? (Circle what is correct: 1- not at all 2 - seldom 3-
often 4 - very often)

Swedish English German

| write texts from the beginning to the 112(3|4|1|2|3|4|1|2|3|4
end without revisions.

| think about every sentence. 1123|412 ]3]4]|1]2]3]|4
| think about every clause. 1123|412 ]3]4]|1]2]3]|4
| read through what | have already 112(3|4|1|2|3|4|1|2|3|4
written to get ideas about how to

continue.

Other: 1/2]|3|4|1]2|3|4]1]2|3]|4
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21.What do you do if you cannot express what you want to say? (Circle what is correct:  not at

all 2-seldom 3-often 4-very often)

Swedish English German
| think about it for a while . 1123|412 ]|3]4]|1]2]3]|4
| leave it out. 1/2]|3|4|1]2|3|4]1]|]2|3]|4
| simplify it until | can express it . 112 (3|4|1]2|3]|]4|1|]2|3]|4
| return to it later . 112 (3|4|1]2|3]|]4|1|]2|3]|4
Other: 1/2]|3|4|1]2|3|4]|1]2|3]|4

22. What do you do if you do not find the right word immediately? (Circle what is correct: 1 -

notatall 2-seldom 3-often 4 - very often)

Swedish English German
| always find the right words. 1123|412 ]|3]4]|1]2]3]|4
| choose a similar word. 1/2|3[4]|1]2]|3[|4]1]|]2]|3]|4
| make a note and look it up later. 1123|412 ]|3]4]|1]2]3]|4
I look it up in a dictionary immediately . 1123|412 ]|3]|]4]|1]2]3]|4
| ask someone for help. 1123|412 ]|3]4]|1]2]3]|4
Other: 1/2]|3|4|1]2|3|4]|1]2|3]|4

23. What do you do after having written a text ? (Circle what is correct: 1- not at all 2 - seldom

3 - often 4- very often)

Swedish English German
| read through the text once and revise everything 112|3|4|1|2|3|4]|1|2]3
| detect.
| read through the text several times and focus on 112|3|4|1|2|3|4]|1|2]3
a different aspects.
| do not change anything in the text. 112341234123
| focus on grammar and words.
| focus on the content of the text. 12|34 ]|]1]2]|3]|4|1]2]3
| focus on the organisation and coherence of the 112|3|4|1|2|3|4]|1|2]3
text.
| consider whether the text is in line with the task
requirements.
Other: 1(2|3|4|1]2|3]|]4]|1]2]3

24. If you have further thoughts regarding the topics of this questionnaire (autonomy, writing,

tuition in foreign languages) , please write below.

End of questionnaire. Thank you for your contribution!
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Additional questions in questionnaire Il after intervention

FNow a few questions regarding the tuition about writing argumentative texts in German

during the last weeks will follow.

25. What do you think about the writing course ?

26. Was there anything that you especially liked?

27.Was there anything that you did not like that much ?

28. The writing course E (Circle what is correct. The scale is: 1 do not agree at alb 4 agree

completely)

was useful

was fun.

was interesting.

was boring.

contained a lot information .

was frustrating .

was motivating.

Other:

N T T Y TSN TRV

NININ[NINININN

WWWWWw|w|w

EES S RN R RN RN RN

29. After the writing course ... (Circle what is correct. The scale is: 1 do not agree at abb 4 agree

completely)

| write better argumentative texts in German.

| write better argumentative texts in general .

| write better texts .

| know more about writing .

| know more about learning foreign languages.

| am better in German.

| am more motivated to learn German.

| am better in English .

| know more about different text types .

| know more about writing strategies .

| do not know/can not do more than before .

Other:

N EEEEEE
N[NNI [N R N N[NNI N N
w|w|w|w|w|w|w|w|w|w|w|w
INFSINFNFNINFN INFNFNEINEN
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30. How useful were the following parts of the writing course for you: (Circle what is correct: 1 -
notatall 2-alittle 3-good 4-excellent)

Part 1: Problems and strategies when writing in a foreign language.

Part 2: Text types OsgumentationO and applicable phrases in German.

Part 3: Planning texts (mind map and outline).

Part 4: Writing texts/ Online sources .

Part 5: Revising texts/ grammar.

RlR(R(R|k| -
NIINITIINITNIEN
w|w|w|w|w|w

Other:

EE S N N N

31.1In which aspect did the writing course have a positive influence on your texts? (Circle what is
correct: 1-notatall 2-alitle 3-good 4-excellent)

In general. 1123 |4
Organisation. | 1| 2|3 | 4
Coherence 112|134
Content. 112|134
Grammar. 112|314
Style. 112|134
Other: 112|134

32. What | liked about the course was E (Circle what is correct: 1- notatall 2 - a little 3 - good
4 - excellent)

The teacherOs explanations
Group work.

Working material .

Contact teacherb student.
The topic OwritingO.
Feedback by the teacher
Other:

NERE R
INITNITIINI TN RN
w|w|w|w|w|w|w
INFNSENFNFNFNEN

33. What would you have liked to learn/practis e, too?

34. If you have further thoughts regarding this questionnaire, please write below.
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Appendix B. Description of the intervention

Session one

In the first session | introduced the project and myself. | had planned to ask
the students to fill in the questionnaires and to write the first text C1 (topic:

Mobile phones and computer should be forbidden at school, because they
distract students from learning.) It turned out that not everything could be

completed within that lesson. For this reason, the students could finish their

texts at home and upload them on the schoolOs onlinglatform.

Session two

In the second session the actual teaching started and the main goal was to
explain to the students what the purpose of the project was. In the beginning

| showed several pictures of people in different writing situations. Their body
language andfacial expressions indicated that some were successful, others
were less successfulin writing. The students were asked to describe the
situations and anticipate what problems the people in the pictures might
face.

The studentsGanswers made it obvious that they knew well what problems
writers are confronted with. This represented the transition to the
explanation of the project. | talked about the topic of my dissertation, what
their role in this project was and what aspects would be different in the
coming weeks. These aspects concerned the classroom arrangement, the use
of computers and a number of learning routines .

Then the students received a worksheet with questions about their
writing. For example, they were asked when they had written a text thelast
time, why writing might be important, wha t they considered easy andwhat
difficult. They asked and answered these questions in pairs, filled in the
sheets and we compared the results in plenum. Afterwards the students were
allocated to different groups and asked to collect ideas on a poster about
what to consider when writing a text. When finished, the y put all posters on
a wall and commented on their results. Before that | had given each student
a worksheet with an illustration of the writing process (seeFigure 39). While
the students were listening to their peers, they completed the worksheet with
the new knowledge. We compared the results athe end of the exercise.
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Der Schreibprozess {,\/\/\} %J\/\/\\é

lanen

chrieiben

rarbeiten

OZCIOP> S IEW

<

Figure 39 . Works heet OThe writing proc  essQ

At the end of this lesson, the term strategy was highlighted. Solving
problems in writing strategically had been mentioned on the worksheet
illu strated in Figure 39, but we picked up the idea again.On another sheet,
the students were asked to activate their previous knowledge about what
strategies are, what other terms are used for these kinds of learning activities
and which ones they had been using before. This exercisavas intended to
show the students that they probably already knew and used strategies, but
in a less conscious way. Agaist the background of problems in writing , the
aim was to make students aware of the fact that it is possible to organise and
thus regulate the writing process to a certain degree and that they were
already doing so to various degrees

Session three
At the beginning of the third lesson we revised the content of the previous
lesson. Generally, the willingness to do these kinds of oral exercises in front
of the class was not very high and hardly improved throughout the
intervention. Therefore, it was often me who summarised what had been
discussed so far in order to activatethe studentsCknowledge and continue.
The first exercise for the students was to form four groups and look at
three different texts: a description, a narrative, and an argumentation. The
task was to look for specific characteristics of the respective text type and
define commonalities and differences without necessarily understanding the
content of the texts completely. In order to structure their results, the
students received two worksheets. One contained a table with the terms
OdescriptionO, OnarrativeO and Oargumentatiorie other one was a list of
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random characteristics, which they were supposed to allocate to the terms.
This activity was performed in group s.

Subsequently, | explained that our project would only focus on
argumentative texts. Again the students were given posters on which they
were asked to collect their previous knowledge about argumentative texts
(see Hgure 40). This exerciserevealed that the students were able to activate
previous knowledge about the main features of this text type.

After that | distributed a summary about argumentative texts, which
included the communicative goal, organisation and linguistic markers. In
order to apply this knowledge, the students were givenan argumentative text
written by a learner of German asa foreign language. They were asked to
identify the organisation of the text using the specific terms, to underline the
linguistic markers used and to look for missing text structures .

Session four

In the fourth lesson we initially revis ed the content of the previous session
with the help of a power point presentation. After this , | wanted to compare
the studentsChomework. It turned out that only five students had completed
it, which was the reason why it was turned into an exercise. The class was
split into five groups and those five students, who had worked on this
exercise at home, became group leaders. They exXpined to their groups what
they had done and what the results were. The entire group had the task to
transfer the results to a transparency. | had printed the argumentation on
the transparency and they were asked to mark organisation, key words and

nledNiN: T umiande
P hdrargument o

, - TES N ek~ Mokavgeart
Avsletnig

Falkcte
Kavslow

Exempel

Sammmy"o\&n‘rvj
‘ (ko sorters argqmerﬁ Milowa
] 7 Romatande dV Metargero 5

o pMAing
vr /

A 214
C TtV

biq ) [+
| "\mg\{‘ -

g e e &

it =

‘ Sal.

Figure 40 . First ideas about the features of argurhéntative texts.
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Argumentative Texte von Deutschlernern — zwei Beispiele

Aufgabe: Lest den Text gemeinsam und markiert Merkmale
eines argumentativen Texts. Was wurde richtig gemacht, was
fehlt?

Text 1
Sind Hausaufgaben sinnvoll?

Jeden Tag, meistens in jedem Fach, bekommen die Schiiler Hausaufgaben auf, i .
Schiiler erledigen sie an einem sonnigen Tag nicht gerne. Die Hausaufgaben werden \f\\ﬁiﬂ\ﬂ
besprochen, eingesammelt oder vorgelesen. Im Folgenden mochte ich mich dazu

—\ duBern, ob Hausaufgaben sinnvoll sind - oder nicht. Mein erstes Argument fiir die \M N
X€% \ — These" "Hausaufgaben sind nicht sinnvoll" ist, dass man fiir Hausaufgaben Materialien \MMB
wie Stifte und Papier sowie Hilfsmittel wie Lexika bendtigt. Diese kostea-allerdings

Geld und miussen erst einmal gekauft werden. Hausaufgaben heiffen "Haus"-
X/ Aufgaben, damit sie zu Hause erledigt werden, also nach der Schule. Nachmittags
AN lasst die Konzentration allerdings nach. Die beste Konzentrationszeit haben wir
’8(05(/1\ zwischen mchmmags. nach einem langen Schultag, haben die Schiiler
S@ weniger Kraft und Lust, sich bei schénem Wetter noch hinzusetzen und

Hausaufgaben zu machen. Oft machen sie aus Eile viele Fehler.
Ein weiteres, wichtiges Argument ist, dass durch die Hausaufgaben am Nachmittag
die Freizeit der Kinder und Jugendlichen zu kurz kommt. Die Schiiler haben oft keine
Zeit, sich mit Freunden zu treffen, FuBball zu spielen oder ein Musikinstrument zu
lermen. Allerdings sprechen auch Argumente fiir die These "Hausaufgaben sind +€S L
sinnvoll”. Diese werde ich nun erlédutern. Dafiir spricht, dass die Schiiler anhand d:‘r
Hausaufgaben lernen, sich die Zeit besser einzuteilen. Sie lernen, die Kontrolle iiber
die Zeit zu haben. Die Schiiler kénnen selbst entscheiden, wann sie ihre Freizeit
nutzen wollen. Sie miissen lernen, rechtzeitig zu einem Abgabetermin fertig zu sein.
Auch wird das selbststindige Arbeiten mithilfe der Hausaufgaben unterstiitzt und a‘ﬂum‘
gestirkt. Die Schiiler machen die Hausaufgaben zu Hause, wo keine duflerliche Hilfe
vorhanden ist. Dadurch lernen sie, alleine zu dcnkcn und kreativ zu werden. %2( li\
Hausaufgaben fordern die Selbstsmmh kei 2 d die ei i
Des weiteren helfen Hausaufgaben beim Wiederholen und Erkennen von Fehlern Die
Fehler werden durch die Hausaufgaben verbessert und zum Beispiel in der
Klassenarbeit vermieden. Die Hausaufgaben sind gute Ubungen zum Korrigieren von
Fehlern. Meiner Meinung nach sind Hausaufgaben singvall und sollten weiter

e%t‘\ aufgegeben werden. Auch wenn ich nicht gerne Hausaufgaben erledige und meine a\/SlVﬁ”

é%i h\' freie Zeit fiir sie investiere, helfen sie mir sehr, nicht nur beim Uben, sondern auch fiir ni v\q

mich selbst.

Figure 4 1. StudentsO analysis of an argumentative text.

linguistic markers in German. Each group then presented their results in
plenum. One example of these transparencies is illustrated in Figure 41.

The fourth session was dedicated to learring about ways to plan an
argumentative text. At first, | p resented some results from the questionnaire
to the students, which they had filled out in session one. It became clear that
they were planning their texts in their L3 much less than in their mother
tongue. This result was discussed critically and became the rationak for
practising text planning in the lesson. First, the students collected ideas
about what types of planning methods they knew. Then three practices were
chosen: brainstorming, mind mapping and outlining. In this sequence, the
students were shown what these planning methods looked like, how they
could be characterised and what their advantages and disadvantages were.
For example, brainstorming was explained as a practical way to collect first
ideas while the outline was a more time consuming, but feasible help to plan
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a text in a structured way. After each explanation, the students had time to
prepare a planning draft on the given topic 0'oo much TV makes people
stupidQ

Session five

The fifth session also began with a short oral repetition of the previous
session.The students repeated what they had learned about text types during
the last lesson, with a focus on argumentative texts.

Then the groups were told to compare, improve and complete the outlines,
which they had prepared in the previous session This outline was then used
in a writing exercise. This exercise was planned to last 30 minutes only and
mainly served the purpose of testing the applicability of the prepared
outlines in L3 writing . The students were to find out, if their outline was of
any help and what it felt like to write when having planned the text content
beforehand.

During the last ten minutes of that les son the groups received worksheets
with key words, such as Oideas@pauseO, OtimeO, Olnternetdili@eO, which
were meant to help them evaluate the writing exercise on that day.

Session six

In session six the learning goal was to think about the formulation process,
that is the actual translation and transcription period in writing . | had
already observed that students continuously use online dictionaries during
the lessons. Thus | had made the decision to include this activity in the
intervention and make the students think about appropriate search
strategies and potential pitfalls of online sources.

The beginning of the lesson was dedicated to repetition. We finished with
a presentation of the worksheets that had been filled out at the end of the
previous lesson. They could read about their experiences in writing with an
outline. Then the students received their written texts from the previous
lesson,and compared and improved them in pairs.

After this group work, we continued in plenum and | intended to | ead the
students to the controversy about the use of online sources. First, | read
aloud two short descriptions of writers, which | had taken from Macaro
(2001: 136) and translated to German. These two short texts describe one
writer, who does different activities of the writing process (generate ideas,
translate, transcribe, revise) simultaneously and another one, who does
everything consecutively. The students were asked which they identified with
more and it was revealed that most of them considered themselves similar to
the first writer.

In the next step, | again presented some results fromthe questionnaire to the
students, in which they referred to the lack of vocabulary in writing in
German.
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Finally, one screenrecording of one focus student was shown to the class.
The file showed two minutes of intensive search for vocabulary on the
Internet. It was meant to become clear that the time spent on the Internet
does not always stand in a reasonablerelation to the final benefit in writing

the text.

These three steps were aimed to make students reflect on their own
writing habits in German, that is doing a number of writing -related activities
at the same time and moreover, continuously interrupting the writing
process for serch related activities on the Internet. Then ideas about what
writers can do alternatively when they lack linguistic resources were
collected. Suggestions were for example, simplification, circumlocution, and
finally, using a dictionary. | explained to the students that the writing
process and he required cognitive attention get interrupted when words are
looked up frequently, which might result in lower text quality . However, the
possibilities offered by the Internet were discussed as a valuable writing
assistance when running out of other compensation strategies, even though
it needs to be treated with care. Finally, an exercise regarding online sources
was carried out. From the previous lessons it had become clear which
specific sources the students usedrepeatedly. A number of randomly chosen
words in Swedish were searched for in the various online sources. |
completed the entire exercise once before the lesson and showed mresults
to the students (see Rgure 42).

Then the students themselves received the same taskthat is, looking up a
number of randomly chosen Swedish words. The aim was for them to realise
how much the results differed regarding translation and other information
like grammar and context. Additionally, | presented further monolingual
German Internet sources to the students, where they could obtain correct
and comprehensive grammatical information, frequent word com binations
and collocations for German words.

Session seven

In session seven the students wrote text C2. They used their computerspent
the entire sessbn writing and handed in the text. The topic was (Bye-bye
Hotel Mum! At the age of 18 RidsChave become grownups, should move out
and become independentO.On the task sheet a short checklist had been
written which reminded the students about possible activities before, while
and after writing.

47 The specific student had agreedbeforehand.
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Das Internet beim Schreiben - Ja, aber vorsichtig!

varmratt

warmes Gericht,
Hauptspeise

Wort Pauker.at Googletranslate | De.bab.la
Wortart nichts Wortart
Geschlecht der Beispiele
Substantive Synonyme
Zeitformen der
Verben
Beispiele

varmratter 2 warme Mahlzeiten | -

(Hauptspeisen) warme Speise, -

Appendix

hemmet Heim, zu Hause Zuhause :

(das zu Hause) (endast hem:
Haus, Eigenheim,
Zuhause)

maende - Stimmung -

(Stimmung)

fiarde vierte(r) vierte Vierter, vierte

(vierte)

l6parskor - Lauf -

l6parsko - Laufschuh -

l6pa laufen laufen einlaufen

skor Schuhe Schuhe Schuhe

SEARCH I6pa

pauker.at

Figure 4 2. Exercise on looking up words in online sources.

Session eight

The eighth session started out with on overview of where we were in the
writing intervention, that is, what we had already dealt with and what was
left. It became clear that we had not talked about the revision process yet.
First, the students were reminded of their writing experience in the last
session and were asked, how they had corrected their texts. Then they
worked in pairs and received a selection of sentences, which stemmed from
different student texts and contained different types of errors. They were
asked to correct them as well as possible. The results were collected on a
transparency for the whole class in order for everyone to see what had been
wrong in the sentences.

It turned out that the students had found different mistakes and that one
revision only hardly suffices to recognise severaltypes of errors. The focus
was then put on the three main grammatical errors that had been identified
in the correction exercise: subject-verb-agreement, negation in German and
the use of conjunctions. These threeaspects were repeated using workheets,
before the students continued to work on their own texts. For each student a
collection of all so-far written texts had been prepared,which were supposed
to demonstrate to them, what they had already produced and what the texts
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looked like in comparison to each other. In addition, the students w ere asked
to revise the texts in several steps \ith a focus on the grammatical aspects
that we had dealt with. This procedure was meant to make the students
understand that focusing on single aspects during one proofreading round
can make revision easier, butthat therefore several rounds ae needed. At
the end of the lesson corrected versions of text C2 were handed back.

Session nine
During session nine the entire writing intervention was revisited. In order to
do so, a PowerPoint presentation was used to illustrate the different stages of
the intervention, which contained a few short repetition exercises. The most
important learning goals were recalled once again. First, two student
argumentations were cut into snippets according to their organisation of the
text. Pairs of students were asked to find t he right order of the text snippets
and then compare the results.

The second exercise consistedn writing an outline on the topic (School
uniforms are useful and should become obligatoryO Finally, we discussed
that the students often tried to produce overly complicated sentences in

Am die Morgen nechtes Tag fiihlst du dich Ubelkeist und du hast Fieber.

Wenn du befinden dich in das Haus, sehst du viele Mennchen wie Tanzen und
drinken Alkohol.

Alkohol wiirdet die Entwicklung beldstigen.

Wenn man viel Fleisch essen, toten man viel Tiere, weil die Fleisch zu dem
Tieren kommen.

Denke dich dass ein auf diese Tieren ein Erkrankung haben und du vielleicht
Einsteckund werden, weil du gerade diese Fleisch isst haben.

Wenn sie keinen Job haben, sie miissen eine suchen. Fiir dass ist ein iiblich

Veranlassung Jungen zu Hause bleiben.

Figure 4 3. Exercise on simplification of sentences.
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German, which often leads to faulty structures. For that reason, | prepared a
compilation of sentences, which reflected this problem in an obvious way.
The studentsO dsk was to try and simplify the sentences to a certain degree
without losing the message(see Hgure 43).

Session ten

The last session was not the same for all students but was distributed across
three days. Due to different events in the school at the end of the school year,
for example tests, this was the only way that a large number of texts could be
collected. The task was to write a final argumentative text C3 about the topic
“The internet - the best thing since the invention of the television” and at the
end of the session thestudents handed in their texts.
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Appendix C. Written consent form for the students

Att ISra sig tyska i Sverigeb information till elever

Sedan h3sten 2012 Sr jag doktorand vid Ume(E universitet och arbetar med
ett projekt som handlar om spr&kiniSrning, sSrskilt skrivande pE tyska.
Projektet heter Att frdmja sjdlvstindighet 1 sprakklassrummet.
Strategibaserad skrivundervisning 1 tyska som frdammande sprdik i
Sverige?

Din skola har visat intresse f3r att delta i projektet och jag vSnder mig nu
till dig som elev f8r att informera dig och frcEga om du har msjlighet att delta.
Jag kommer att berStta mer om projektet nSr jag kommer till skolan. Om du
vill vara med kommer du att skriva totalt tre texter p&E tyska vilka ingCEr i
undersSkningen.

De utvalda OintensivdeltagarnaGskriver dessutom tre texter p(E en dator
med ett program som ocks@E spelar in hela skrivandet. Detta mSrks inte nSr
man skriver men ger mig ms§jlighet att studera hur texternas utvecklas. BEde
loggfilerna och de fSrdiga texterna ing@Er i undersskningen. Jag kommer
ocksE att be dig fylla i tv@E enkStd® en innan du skriver texterna och en
efter@Et. EnkSterna handlar om din instSlining till sprEkinlISrning i allmSnhet,
till tyska och till att skriva, b@Ede i allmSnhet och pE tyska.

Du kommer att ha dina vanliga tysklektioner fsrutom nEgra, dSr jag dels
kommer att g&E igenom vissa saker vad gSller att skriva, dels dSr du skriver
texter. Efter att studien Sr klar kommer jag att berStta om resultaten fSr dig.

Alla svar och resultat kommer att behandlas s@& att inte obehSriga fCEr
tillgEng till dem. All data som samlas in kodas. Det betyder att ditt namn och
andra personuppgifter inte fSrekommer i n (Egra sammanhang och att bara
jag som forskare vet vem som har skrivit en viss text. Vid rapportering i
vetenskapliga tidskrifter eller motsvarande kan exempel fr(En texterna
fSrekomma.

Det Sr helt frivilligt att delta i studien och man kan nSr som helst under
projektets gEng avbryta sitt deltagande. Fyll i samtyckesblanketten och
ISmna den till din ISrare.

Du fGEr gSrna kontakta mig om du vill ha mer information eller om du har
nEgra fr@or. Jag nEs ISttast via-ost yvonne.knospe@prak.umu.se eller
pE mobilen xxxxxx xx xx. Mitt arbetsnummer Sr xxx -XXX XX XX.

HSlIsningar
Yvonne Knospe Kirk Sullivan
Doktorand Projektledare
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Samtycke

Jag har tagit del av information om forskningsproje ktet Att frSmja
sjSlvstSndighet i spr@Ekklassrummet. Strategibaserad skrivundervisning i
tyska som frSmmande sprEk i Sverige? samt fEtt tillfSlle att stSlla frEgor och
fE svar om projektet.

I JA, jag samtycker till att delta i projektet och att det material som samlas
in fEr anvSndas f&r forskningssyften i projektet.

I NEJ, jag vill inte delta i projektet.

Ort och datum Underskrift

NamnfSrtydligande
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Appendix D. Written consent form for the teacher

Att ISra sig tyska i Sverigeb information till ISrare

Sedan h3sten 2012 Sr jag doktorand vid Ume(E universitet och arbetar med
ett projekt som handlar om spr&kiniSrning, sSrskilt skrivande pE tyska.
Projektet heter Att frdmja sjdlvstindighet 1 sprakklassrummet.
Strategibaserad skrivundervisning 1 tyska som frdmmande sprdik i
Sverige?

Er skola har visat intresse f&r att delta i projektet och jag vSnder oss nu till
dig som ISrare f&r att informera dig och frGEga om du har msjlighet att delta.
Din klass kommer Sven att fE muntlig information i skolan. Eleverna
kommer att skriva totalt tre texter p(E tyska.

De utvalda OntensivdeltagarnaO skriver dessutom tre texter p(E en dator
med ett program som ocksE spelar in hela skrivandet. Detta mSrks inte nSr
man skriver men ger mig msjlighet att studera hur texternas utvecklas. BEde
loggfilerna och de fSrdiga texterna ing@Er i undersskningen. F3re och efter
skrivandet av texterna kommer jag att be eleverna fylla i enkSter som
handlar om deras instSlining till sprcEkinISrning i allmSnhet, till tyska och till
att skriva, bEde i allmSnhet och pE tyska.

Du kommer att ha dina vanliga tysklektioner fSrutom nEgra, dSr jag dels
kommer att g igenom vissa saker med eleverna vad gSller att skriva, dels
dSr eleverna skriver sina texter. Jag kommer ocks@E att vara med pE
undervisningen ett antal lektioner innan den egentliga studien startar. Efter
att studien Sr klar kommer jag att berStta om resultaten. Jag vill gSrna
komplettera enkSten med en kortare intervju med dig.

Alla svar och resultat kommer att behandlas s att inte obeh3riga kan f(E
tillgEng till dem. All data som samlas in Sr kodad f3r att undvika hantering
av namn. Vid rapportering i vetenskapliga tidskrifter eller motsvarande kan
exempel frEn intervjuerna fSrekomma.

Det Sr helt frivilligt att delta i studien och man kan nSr som helst under
projektets g@ag avbryta sitt deltagande. Fyll i samtyckesblanketten och
ISmna den till mig.

Du fGEr gSrna kontakta mig om du vill ha mer information eller om du har
nEgra frEgor. Jag nEs ISttast vipast yvonne.knospe@sprak.umu.se eller
pE mobilerxxx-xxx xx xx. Mitt arbetsnummer Sr xxx-XxX XX XX.

HSlIsningar
Yvonne Knospe Kirk Sullivan
Doktorand Projektledare
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Samtycke

Jag har tagit del av information om forskningsprojektet Att frSmja
sjSlvstSndighet i spr@Ekklassrummet. Strategibaserad skrivundervisning i
tyska som frSmmande sprEk i Sverige? samt fEtt tillfSlle att stSlla frEgor och
fE svar om projektet.

I JA, jag samtycker till att delta i projektet och att det material som samlas
in fEr anvSndas f&r forskningssyften i projektet.

I NEJ, jag vill inte delta i proje ktet.

Ort och datum Underskrift

NamnfSrtydligande
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Appendix E. Analytical rating form
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Appendix

Appendix F. Holistic rating instruction

Holistisches Textbewertungsverfahren

Ein holistisches Textbewertungsverfahren bedeutet, dass ein Text mit einem
Wert versehen wird, der seine allgemeine TextqualitSt widerspiegelt. Kein
Aspekt von TextqualitSt soll bevorzugt betrachtet werden, sondern das Ziel
ist ein Gesamtwert unter AbwSgung verschiedener sprachlicher, rhetorischer
und inhaltlicher Kriterien. Um diese Bewertung zu vereinfachen und
reliabler zu machen, werden im Vorhinein so genannte benchmark-Texte
festgelegt. Diese Texte stellen Beispiele fYr durchschnittliche, niedrige oder
hohe QualitSt dar und dienen als MaS§stab fYr die zu bewertenden TexteDie
SchYler hatten die Aufgabe, argumentative Texte zu schreiben. Jeder Text
soll vom Bewertenden ein- bis zweimal gdesen und dann bewertet werden.
Die Punkteskala sieht folgenderma8en aus:

<€ >
Text A Text B Text C
Weist ein Text nur eine Benchmark -Text, d.h. Weist ein Text doppelt so
halb so gute QualitSt auf wie Beispiel fYr einen gute QualitSt auf wie Text B,
Text B, erhSlt er durchschnittlichen Text, erhSit er

der bewertet wird mit

5 Punkte. 10 Punkten. 20 Punkte.

Es k3nnen durchaus auch Punkte unter 5 oder Yber 20 vergeben werden,
d.h. wenn ihr der Meinung seid, dass ein Text viermal so gut ist wie Text B,
dann gebt ihr 40 Punkte. Tragt eure Bewertung bitte in die nachfolgende

Tabelle ein. Falls Euch bei einer Bewertung etwas auffSllt, was ihr spSter
diskutieren wollt, um eventuell die Bewertung zu revidieren, dann macht

euch bitte Notizen.
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