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0. ABSTRACT

Several studies have investigated the benefits abfalmorative writing. However,
research focussing on the different types of gnogsi(pairs vs. groups) and the
advantages that each type might bring to the @assiis still scarce. Hence, the present
study seeks to analyse the potential of collabegatiriting tasks in a foreign language
learning environment by analysing a narrative tpxbduced by 11-12 year-old
secondary school EFL learners working individuglhe49), in pairs (n= 9) and in
groups of three (n= 12). Participants in the stwtgte an individual narration (the pre-
test); then pairs and groups were created andwleey asked to write down a second
narration collaboratively (the experiment). Theafimarration was once again done
individually (the post-test). The texts were anatygor analytic measures (accuracy,
fluency and mechanics) and for global-scale measf{a#equacy, coherence, cohesion,
grammatical accuracy, mechanics and lexical rangeir recorded interactions were
scrutinized for LREs and the final questionnaireswanalysed to gauge students’
perceptions. The findings revealed that, first,rallewhen working in pairs and groups
students wrote slightly more accurate but equdlierft texts than when they wrote
them individually. Second, the improvement was muoéceable when writings were
analysed according to the global scale measurasd, Tthat collaboration seemed to
also affect individual writing and students’ motieam positively as evidenced in their
final writings and the questionnaire. These fingdipgovide further support for the use

of collaboration in EFL settings even among lowelgwroficiency learners.

Key words collaborative writing, foreign language, groupdapair work, narrative
texts.

1. INTRODUCTION

Over the last two decades, collaborative pair amdig work has become one of the
most popular practices in many second languagesrdasis around the world

(Fernandez Dobao, 2012). In fact, this current vidlanguage learning and teaching,
supported by both psycholinguistic and socioculttivaories, emphasizes instruction in
which collaborative pair and group work is centtal the language classroom
(Shehadeh, 2011; Storch, 1999). However, as FeezaDdbao (2012) points out, this



tendency cannot be unquestionably extended tongritlasses, where group work has

mostly been limited to brainstorming and peer renagtivities.

Recently, a number of studies have highlighted libaefits of collaborative
writing tasks, in which learners are required takvo pairs through the whole writing
process, as they push learners to reflect on tigubge use and work together to solve
the linguistic problems they may encounter (Azka&aGarcia Mayo, 2014; Swain,
2000).

Those studies have mostly focused on analysingipi@ractions or dialogues
and on comparing pair and individual writing assigmts. But still very little attention
has been paid to groups of more than two learii@mg; a few studies have compared
pair and small group interactions as they complletesame writing task (Fernandez

Dobao, 2012, 2014). In fact, groups have been tega@o be more beneficial than pairs.

This is, precisely, the context in which the catreesearch study needs to be
framed. This study seeks to enhance our understgqrafi collaborative dialogue and
collaborative writing tasks by comparing the sametimg task performed by
individuals, pairs and groups of three learners, amdhis way, shed new light on the
effect that collaboration might have on studentSLEvritten competence. In addition,
we highlight the advantages that collaboration dsaaning tool might bring into the
secondary classroom with the aim of inspiring séeoy teachers and helping them to

set aside their scepticism towards group work.

2. LITERATURE REVIEW

The use of pair and group work in second languagenéreafter) teaching and learning
processes is supported by the constructivist petiseof learning, according to which
learning is regarded as a socially constructed q@inemon. In other words, learners

construct knowledge in collaboration with more dapandividuals (Vygotsky, 1978).

Following this approach, researchers applyingaadtural theory to the study
of L2 learning maintain that learners can have aitpe impact on each other's
development and even achieve a higher level ofopednce by working in pairs or
groups, as they can offer each other scaffoldedtasse and even compensate for each
other’'s weaknesses by their strengths (Storch, ;28Wain, 2000).



Many studies have investigated the benefits ofabofative writing (CW) by
comparing both collaborative and individual taské&ie pioneering work by Storch
(1999) in the late nineties revealed advantagedauour of collaborating pairs.
Participants in her study were given three differeasks: a cloze exercise, a text
reconstructions task and a composition task. Sheleded that those students working
in pairs took longer to complete the tasks and evisitorter and syntactically less
complex texts, but overall produced more accuraetst than those working

individually.

These results were confirmed on a later reseanied out by the same author.
Storch (2005) compared pair and individual perfarogaon a short composition task
based on a graphic prompt: the analysis of the intatactions proved that pair work
enabled learners to provide each other with imntedesedback on language.

Along this line, Storch and Wigglesworth (2007panigglesworth and Storch
(2009) carried out a study contrasting individuaihgl pairs writing an argumentative
essay. Both studies obtained similar results: texiten in pairs were significantly
more accurate than those written individually, batsignificant differences were found

in terms of complexity (as cited in Fernandez Dql244.2).

While the above described studies were crossesedtiin nature, Shehadeh
(2011) conducted a longitudinal study with his Hifliversity learners with the aim of
testing the extent to which CW boosted learneraegal writing skills. In fact, he found
out that working collaboratively over a prolongegtipd of time enhanced the quality of
students' writings. Writings were analysed in teohgontent, organization, grammar,
vocabulary and mechanics, using a writing scale Esults showed that collaborative
activities done over a prolonged period of time ioyed students' writings in content,

grammar and vocabulary, even with students at Imfigiency levels.

As an increasing body of research pointed to adwms for pairs when
compared to individuals, Fernandez Dobao (2012} westep further and contrasted the
writing tasks undertaken by individuals, pairs amall groups. With this aim, she
investigated the written performance of Spanishniei@s of Spanish at university who
were at an intermediate proficiency level workingividually, in pairs and in groups.

The analysis revealed that groups wrote the masirate texts followed by pairs and



then, individuals. It also showed that groups gdsaduced more fluent and complex

texts than pairs and individuals.

While the aforementioned studies have mostly fedusn the effects of
collaborative writing tasks, many studies have gaiséep beyond by analysing not only
the final product of collaboration, but also thedaaging (Swain, 2000) or the dialogue
that takes places during that collaborative worke Bnalysis of those dialogues have
allowed researchers to understand how collaborasidreneficial for students, as they

can achieve a greater knowledge of the languagkingptogether with their peers.

In the last decade, a number of studies have &ocos the interaction among
students. They have mainly focused on the langualgéed episodes (LREs), which
were defined by Swain and Lapkin as "any part digdogue where the students talk
about the language they are producing” (1998, p).38ome research has provided
evidence showing that learners are able to coyre@bolve the language-related
problems they encounter and also construct new lkeuge (e.g., Leeser, 2004; Storch,
2007; Swain & Lapkin, 1998, 2002; Williams, 2008ome other studies have even
confirmed that the knowledge they construct in almdiration tends to be retained by

learners (Swain & Lapkin, 1998).

Apart from analysing the final product and the gass of CW, many studies
have also investigated and stressed the impori@inkeowing students' perceptions on

collaborative writing tasks, which has overall beeny positive.

In a study by Storch (2005), the majority of studefound collaboration very
helpful, especially for grammatical accuracy andcallary learning. Shehadeh's
research (2011) revealed the same positive peoreptowards collaboration.
Participants in his study not only found the taglndficial, but they also enjoyed
working together. The same impression was gathigredrecent study by Ferndndez
Dobao (2013): students working collaboratively gejbthe experience and had overall

a positive attitude towards this type of methodglog

In what follows the research questions and hypethestertained will be sketched.



3. RESEARCH QUESTIONS AND HYPOTHESES

As can be seen from the relevant literature revieearlier, studies in the field of CW
have mainly focused on L2 rather than on FL costdkuiken & Vedder, 2002B;
Storch, 2005; Storch & Wigglesworth, 2007). Morepwaost of the aforementioned
studies have based on the dictogloss and text seoation tasks and not so much on
the production of a specific writing genre, the dypf writing task typical of any
standard EFL secondary classroom. Similarly, vesy fesearches have examined the
languaging that takes place during the writing process byomdiaog the dialogues
students engage in when encountered with linguifificulties while completing a
writing task. As regards the effect of the numbkstadents in the collaborative task,
only a few studies have examined students workirgroups and even less research has
been done comparing the results from the diffegoupings (pairs vs. groups, for

instance).

Therefore, the present study seeks to analysedtfermance of a writing task
by individuals, pairs and groups of three learndist only by comparing the written
texts they produce, but also by analysing the imtaractions between the groups and
the pairs, in order to characterize the processriting collaboratively with the aim of

answering the following questions:

(1) Does CW enhance the writing skills of early EFLas®tary students? And if so,
does the number of participants (pairs vs. groupthree) affect the accuracy
and fluency of the written texts produced and theerall quality of the

composition?

(2) Do early secondary students generate languagedekgtisodes (LRE)? Can

they solve them? What type of LREs do they produce?

(3) Do individual learners retain the knowledge co-tarded in collaboration with

their peers?

(4) Is CW an effective strategy to increase studentstivation towards writing

tasks?



Hypotheses:

1) Following previous research (Fernandez Dob8&22Kim, 2008; Kuiken &
Vedder, 2002; Shehadeh, 2011; Storch, 2005; Sta&&chwigglesworth, 2007,
Wigglesworth & Storch, 2009; Swain & Lapkin, 2001f),is expected that students
working in pairs and in groups will produce shortart more accurate text than
individuals. The results may also show that textisten in groups contain fewer errors
than texts written in pairs (Fernandez Dobao, 2@1®) that collaboration improves the
global quality of the writings (Shehadeh, 2011).

2) Participants are also expected to generate @ndectly resolve most
language-related problems they face. Moreover,ofoilg previous studies (e.g.,
Leeser, 2004; Storch, 2007; Swain & Lapkin, 199802 Williams, 2001), learners

might retain and construct new knowledge in coltabion with their partners.

3) Some studies have also provided evidence thdests tend to stick with the
knowledge acquired during the collaborative tastt also consolidate already existing
knowledge (Swain & Lapkin, 1998, 2002). Therefgpasticipants in the study may
obtain better results in the second individual wgt(post-test) undertaken after the
collaborative writing task than in the first indivial writing (pre-test), before any

collaboration takes place.

4) As confirmed in previous research (Fernandelzadp2012; Shehadeh, 2011;
Storch, 2005) participants in the study are alspeeted to be positive about the
collaborative writing activity and to enjoy moreethot-so-popular writing activities.

4. METHODOLOGY

The following section describes all the detailstiofé study as regards participants,
instruments, procedure, data coding and analysis.

4.1. Participants

The study was conducted in an EFL learning settiP@yticipants were 56 Basque-
Spanish early bilinguals (30= females and 26= mallsey belonged to two different
classes studying the first year of compulsory sdaoneducation (11-12 years-old) at a

private Basque Secondary School in Navarre.



Students belonged to three different classes (AgnB C). At this level, the
distribution of students into the classes is matdeaandom. There are two English
teachers and they both follow the same syllabusiemads from the EKI project
(Ikastolen Elkartea, n.d.), which have been spealiff designed for all the Ikastolas as
well as the same teaching and evaluation matekisiever, according to the teachers,
classes A and B had a parallel English level (ADilevthe third group (C) was
considered by the teachers as remarkably morecpofiin English. As the purpose of
this research is to compare writings done by imtligls, pairs and groups, and see
whether the effect of the collaborative writingkanhances their writing skills, these

two parallel groups, classes A and B, were chogethé study.

Both groups, A and B, consisted of 28 students. él@w, it must be noted that a
total of 7 participants were excluded from the preésstudy because: a) did not attend
the pre and post-test session (1 participant); id) bt do the CW activity (2
participants); c) were not in class the day ofgbst-test activity (3 participants); d) the

writing was not comprehensible due to illegible tharting (1 participant).

In both classes, participants worked individuaflyr (he pre- and the post-test)
and also in pairs and in groups of three. In tdl8l,students worked in pairs and 36
students worked in groups of three. The distribuiio pairs and groups was done at
random. Therefore, 9 pairs and 12 groups were gedano perform the experimental

task.

4.2. Instruments

Data was collected by means of six different imsents: 1) a Cambridge English
Placement Test; 2) a background questionnaire; @egest: an individual narrative
text; 4) an experimental task: a second narratssay written either in pairs or in
groups of three; 5) a post-test: a third narratesd written individually; 6) a survey to
obtain students’ attitudes and perceptions on ¢tflatworative writing task.

4.2.1. Cambridge English Placement Test

Students took an independent English placement, atiee Cambridge English
Placement (UCLE, 2017) in order to have an indepenhtheasure of their English level

at the outset of the experiment. According to tbsults obtained in the test and as



confirmed by both teachers, the majority of studgi®6) proved to have a beginner
level (A1), 9 students had a Pre Al level and alainmumber of students, 8, had an
elementary level (A2). There were also two studevitie had a B1 level according to
the test, and it was also confirmed by the teachee. results allowed the researcher to
create parallel level pairs and groups, as researd@W has reported that collaborative
situations are more likely to happen among sametlstudents (Storch, 2005; Swain,
1999). The suitability of the groupings, howeveaswonfirmed with the results of the
first writing and they were further adjusted folliony the criteria of the two original
teachers of the class. In fact, in the case ofddribe classes the groupings were almost
totally rearranged following the suggestions of teacher, who thought that some of
the groups would work better and be more efficiemarranged (always according to

their level).

4.2.2. Writing tasks

Students carried out a total of three writing ta@k® of them individually, the pre-test

and the post-test, and another one collaborativbly,experimental task.), all of them

related to a specific type of text: the narratillee main reason for choosing this type of
text was the fact that they had already seen ypis of text in the previous semester and
that they were required to use the past simplesteasswell as some linkers, connectors
they have been studying in class throughout thedglear. Furthermore, both teachers
suggested choosing this type of text for the stadythey have been practicing this type

of text all through primary.

The topics for the three writings were specificalgsigned for the purposes of
this study and their suitability was again confidr®y both teachers (sé@pendix ).
They were topics about personal experiences, withrg similar structure and similar
instructions, which were set on purpose in ordeavoid students having more trouble
with the topic itself rather than with syntax, djpgj, grammar or vocabulary. These
were the topics chosen for the writings: {#)ite about something funny that happened
to you last summewas the prompt in the pre-test; {&ite about the scariest moment
in your life for the experimental task3) Write about a trip that included something

unexpected or surprisilngas the prompt for the post-test

10



4.2.3. Questionnaires

Similarly, students completed two questionnaireste Tiirst questionnaire, which
consisted of 18 questions both in English and isgBa, was administered right in the
first session in order to obtain relevant inforroatiabout their attitude and interest
towards the English language. The questions maarlyeted their earlier and out-of-
school exposure with English. Some of the questinalsided wereDo you regularly
watch series or films in English?; Do you oftertdis to English music?;Do you read
books in English at homg8eeAppendix Il for the complete questionnaire). This was
mainly used as a variable to understand the pesdifferences that could be found in
terms of proficiency among students in the samgsotem. It also aimed to account for
the contact they have with English outside schadh questions likeDo you attend or
have you ever attended English classes outsideoktMihen?;How many hours per
week?; Have you ever participated in an English m@mcamp?However, the results
from the questionnaire were not considered esddotidhe study, as the majority of

students claimed not to have much contact with iIEhglutside school.

The second questionnaire was a digital questioana Google Forms
administered in the last session, in order to tgtiarticipants' attitudes and perceptions
on the collaborative writing task (sé@pendix Ill for a paper version of it).

The use of Google Forms was preferred over theitimadl pen-and-pencil
questionnaire form as a way of making this presuynbbring task easier and more
enjoyable, since they were required to explainrtheswers as detailed as possible. All
the questions were written in English and in Basdoeensure that students would
understand the questions perfectly, as the aimmwato measure their English level but
to know their opinion on the collaborative task. glover, participants in this study
were given the chance to answer either in EnglisiinoBasque, as according to
Shehadeh patrticipants in her study "might have leere able to give more detailed
and potentially interesting responses if they hattem in their first language" (2011, p.
298). This second questionnaire consisted of 1&tores which were retrieved and
adapted from the relevant literature on the fidlgér6andez Dobao & Blum, 2013;
Shehadeh, 2011; Storch, 2013). Questions wereecelat different aspects of the
collaborative writing task, except for the firsteowhich addressed participants' overall

attitudes towards writing in general; some examplesDid you like the experience of

11



writing the text in pairs or in groups? What wa® timost difficult part of writing the
story together with one or two classmates? Do ymuktit was easier to do the writing
in groups than individually?

4.3. Procedure

The procedure involved seven different sessiondctwhkvere carried out during 4

weeks.

Table 1.Procedure for data collection.

Session N. | Data Task Max. time allowed
1 16th March| Language background questionnaire 20 min.

2 17th March| Cambridge Placement Test 30 min.

3 21st March| Narrative revision activity 35 min.

4 23rd March Pre-test 30 min.

5 31st March| Experimental task 40 min.

6 6th April Post-test 30 min.

7 7th April Questionnaire about students’ perogsti| 20 min.

In the first session, students were asked to cample language background
questionnaire (seppendix Ill). In the second session, participants took thelLaige
English Placement Test. Following previous reseaf8ldosari, 2008; Storch &
Aldosari, 2010), the scores were taken into accurthe pairings and the groupings in
the collaborative writing task, as those studiegehshown that collaboration tends to

occur mainly among parallel level pairs.

In session three, prior to the first individual tvmg assignment, learners
received a 35-minute review lesson which revisedsthucture, grammar and content of
narrative texts. Since according to both teacheidests were already familiar with the
structure and content of this type of texts, a dyicaand enjoyable exercise was
designed to orient learners’ attention to the passse and linkers needed to complete
the writing task successfully (ség@pendix V). The exercise (or the game) consisted
on having all students standing up until each ohéhem answered correctly to a
question related to the characteristics of a nagatext, such as the type of tense

predominantly used or the different parts of ayst@nce a student guessed the answer,

12



that person could take a sit and wait until thet iid so. Collaboration was also

promoted through this game, as students who wilretanding up could help the rest.

In the fourth session, participants wrote a nareaéissay individually (pre-test);
a short text of about 100 words about somethingyuhat had happened to them last
summer. This individual essay would serve as atggeagainst which to compare the
results from the collaborative writing activity amibserve whether collaboration had

any effect on the writing of the learners.

In session five, a week later, students were askedrite a second narrative
essay on a similar topitVrite about the scariest moment in your.lifes this was the
experimental task, students were explained thatesainthem would do the writing task
in pairs and some others in groups of three. Tims,tstudents were given 40 minutes
to compose their writings (10 minutes more thantli@r individual writing tasks) based
on the finding that pairs take usually longer tanptete tasks than individuals and
groups (Fernandez Dobao, 2012; Storch, 1999, 20BSjticipants’ voices were
recorded using self-phones while they performed #ferementioned task. The
recordings (a total of 184 minutes) were laterscaitbed verbatim to examine learner-
learner interactions focusing on language-relafgdoeles (LREs) and on their abilities
to confront the linguistic problems faced (e.g.e&er, 2004; Storch, 2007; Swain &
Lapkin, 1998, 2002; Williams, 2001).

One week after the experimental task, students wsteucted to write a third
narrative text individually. This last writing se&d as a post-test; it allowed us to
analyse whether students have internalized the lauge they have acquired during the
collaborative writing task, as “many researchersehéound that there is a strong
tendency for students to stick with the knowleddmttthey have constructed
collaboratively” (Shehadeh, 2011, p. 287).

Finally, in the seventh and last session, one digr @ahe post-test writing
assignment, participants were asked to completeomime survey about their

perceptions of the advantages and/or disadvantdgmdlaboration.

13



4.4. Data coding and analysis

The data gathered in this study included: 1) 98viddal texts, 9 texts written in pairs
and 12 texts written in groups of three, 2) thd ori@ractions that took place between 7
pairs and 6 groups while they were completing tkpeamental task, and 3) 52

questionnaires about students' perceptions on\Wéask.

4.4.1. Analysis of the texts

Following similar previous research and their ci##€Fernandez Dobao, 2012; Storch,
2005; Storch & Wigglesworth, 2007; Wigglesworth &&h, 2009), individual and
group writings were analysed in terms of fluencyl atcuracy. Those investigations
have also targeted lexical and syntactic complexityidea which was discarded due to
two main reasons: firstly, because as suggeste®digtti (2009) the fact that the
communicative goal of the three writing tasks wias same might have resulted in
similar complexity rates; and secondly, due to terrgstrictions, as they were expected
to express their ideas in very few words and than'd allow much room for

complexity.

Fluency was measured by the total number of wordslyced in each text;
whereas linguistic accuracy of the texts was amalylsy focusing on grammatical,
lexical and mechanical errors. As regards grammalaéiccuracy, most previous research
has only focused on grammatical and lexical errngrsoring spelling and punctuation
problems. However, since the study of LREs has gmothat learners working
collaboratively discuss not only grammatical andcallary problems but also
mechanical problems (e.g., Storch, 2007; Storch i§glésworth, 2007; Wigglesworth
& Storch, 2009), for the present study all threpety of errors were identified: (1)
Grammatical errors include syntactical errors (erran word order and missing
elements) and morphological errors (verb tensejestiverb agreement and errors in
use of articles and prepositions); (2) Lexical esrmclude confusion of word choice
(words from other languages or borrowings); (3) Neucal errors include spelling,
punctuation and capitalization. Totals, means ahd s$tandard deviations were
calculated for the analysis of the error types. ®Examples below illustrate the
described error types. Throughout the paper, thewmg abbreviations will be used: |

for individual, G for groups and P for pairs.

14



Example 1. Errors in word order:

129: we forgot in the Paynball the dofyVe forgot the dog at the Paintball.]

Example 2. Missing elements:

141: And in this day was going to lundind in that day | was going to have lunch.]

Example 3: Errors in verb tense

I30: When the party finish we go to horf\&hen the party finished we went home.]

Example 4. Errors in subject-verb agreement:

116: They was very londiThey were very long (speaking about some tobogdgans

Example 5. Errors in prepositions:

19: The big car was with firdThe big car was on fire.]

Example 6. Errors in articles:

121: In a summer of 2016[In the summer of 2016...]

Example 7. Other language errors:

149: Later | go to the atraccian[Later | went on a ride in the fairground.]

Example 8. Borrowings:

I8: Messi was marked 3 godlgessi scored 3 goals.]

Example 9. Spelling errors:

142: 1 saw old of accuarium (..[) saw all the aquarium.]

Example 10. Punctuation errors:
120: we have to go to Drogheda at 8 o'clock when it W&$ we were to the bus (.[vye had to

go to Drogheda at 8 o'clock. At 7:55 we went tolths (...).]

Example 11. Capitalization:

I5: In last summer i went to a very big beach [Last summer | went to a very big beach (...).]

Finally, a qualitative evaluation of the writterxt® considered holistic measures
of adequacy, coherence, cohesion, grammatical acgulexical range and mechanics.
An analytic rubric using a three-point scale wasduto assess the writings, 3 being
good, 2 average and 1 poor (gemendix Vfor the full rubric). The rubric was created
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by the researcher, based on a rubric used to assésg)s at school and following
some of the measures which were taken into coradidarfor the writing scale adapted
by Hedgcock and Lefkowitz (1992). Adequacy asse$isedoverage of the topics, the
organization of the text and the appropriatenestheflength of the texts; coherence
reviewed the clarity of the texts and the clariiythe statement of ideas; cohesion dealt
with the sequencing and development of ideas; gratioad accuracy was measured
taking into account the accuracy and correctnefiseiuse of agreement, number, tense,
word order, pronouns, articles, prepositions andatien; mechanics assessed the
conventions on spelling, punctuation and capititra and lexical range dealt with the

range of vocabulary and the mastery of word forms.

4.4.2. Analysis of the language-related episodes

Due to technical problems with the audio files, albtthe dialogues could be analysed.
A total of 13 of the 21 dialogues were analysed4(h@nutes in total: 95:61 minutes
from the groups and 88:39 minutes from the paios)tfie number and type of errors
students discussed and focused on while they wempasing their essays in a
collaborative way.

Following Swain and Lapkin (1998), an LRE was iifead whenever students
explicitly focused their attention on language, sjimning their language use or
correcting themselves or others. These LREs wesssified as form-focused
(grammar), lexis-focused (vocabulary) and mechafuicased (spelling, punctuation).
Examples 12, 13 and 14 below illustrate those typédREs.

Example 12. Form-focused LRE:

G4.1.: on the lunch we went to a restautant

G4.2 okay.

G4.1: and...we went to the restaurant arzhmarer[meaning waiter]...

G4.3: to arestaurant or to the? To a restaurant

G4.2: to a restaurant, because the restaurant is whehaumuto go @ldi gehiagotarfmore
than once]

G4.1: To arestaurant and we...

Example 13. Lexis-focused LRE:

P4.1.. by the...nola esaten da 'ventangdRow do you say “window”?]
P4.2: by the window
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Example 14. Mechanics-focused LRE:

G2.1.: nola idazten dadalloweendhow do you spell Halloween?]
G2.2: con dos e[with doubleg]

G2.3: h-rekin.[with h]

G2.2: no sin h[no withouth]

G2.3.: con hjwith h]

The LREs were also classified according to thatcome as correctly resolved,
incorrectly resolved and unresolved. An incorrecélgolved LRE was considered each
time students agreed on a solution which was iectriwhile an LRE was identified as
unresolved whenever the question or doubt raiseahlyyof the students was ignored or

when they couldn't reach a solution. As in the eplasibelow:

Example 15. Correctly resolved LRE:

G3.1.: alot of gums.

G3.2.: no, gum ishicle[meaning gum].

G3.1.: with a lot ofhoxokiakimeaning sweets]!
G3.2.: sweets!

Example 16. Incorrectly resolved LRE:

G2.2.: no, in her housgorque hemos puesto aqUibecause here we've written...]

G2.1: there in her house...
G2.3: no, no! In shes house.

G2.1: in shes house. Shes o she?
G2.3: shes.

Example 17. Unresolved LRE:

G1.1: jarri entre paréntesis ‘entreplanta’ que ez dakigpla esaten da, eta ya esparite
‘entreplanta’ in brackets, because we don't know kmsay it in English...]

G1.2.: entreplant.
G1.1: no, Oier, 'entreplant’ ez da esaté¢mo, Oier, it is not ‘entreplant’]

4.4.3. Analysis of the questionnaires

Both qualitative and quantitative measures weral useundertake the analysis of the
questionnaires. The background questionnaire waslynased for the pairings and

groupings, and therefore, no detailed analysis d@s. However, the questionnaire
about students' perceptions was deeply analyseddar to have a good understanding
of their impressions. Following Roothooft and Breg2016), some patterns were

identified and responses were grouped into themesder to interpret the data.

The next section includes the results from theoesritasks students carried out.
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5. RESULTS

The following section includes the results of theagtitative and qualitative analyses
conducted in relation to the research questions ghaled the study. (1) Does CW
enhance the writing skills of early EFL secondandents? And if so, does the number
of participants in the group (pairs vs. groupshoée) affect the accuracy and fluency of
the written texts produced and the overall quattythe compositions?; (2) Do early
secondary students generate language-related epigb®E)? Can they solve them?
What type of LREs do they produce?; (3) Do indidlearners retain the knowledge
co-constructed in collaboration with their peerg®; Is CW an effective strategy to

increase students' motivation towards writing tasks

5.1. Research question 1

The first question aimed to analyse whether colatdee writing activities enhance
students’ writing skills. In order to answer to first research question, the pre-test and
the collaborative writings done in pairs and groupgse analysed and compared in
terms of fluency and also in a more global way it help of the writing scale.

5.1.1. Individual writing vs. pairs

This section presents the results of the accuraxy fauency analysis of the first

individual texts written by the 49 participants ahd second texts written by 9 pairs.

As regards accuracy, contrary to expectationsattedysis (Figure 1) revealed
no significant differences between the writings elendividually and those written in
pairs. Both individuals and pairs obtained almbst $ame scores on grammatical and
lexical measures: individuals made 14.3 grammagcedrs and 3.6 lexical errors on
average, and pairs made 14.2 grammatical and ddalesrrors. As regards vocabulary,
the average number of errors committed by both ggomas identical: 3.6. However,
with respect to mechanics, individuals performedtdoethan pairs: students writing
individually made 8.1 errors on average, whereasrtbmber increased when students
worked in pairs on the collaborative task (9.2)tker details on the results obtained in
each of the writings can be seerAippendix V1
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Figure 1. Mean accuracy errors for individuals and pairs.

In terms of fluency, the average number of wordswriting was higher in the
collaborative writing task (103.9) than in the wmidual one (90.4) (Figure 2).

. 1039
105 Individual

100
M Pairs
95 -
90.4
90 -

85 4

Mean N. words

80 -

75

70 -
pre-test

Figure 2. Mean number of words for individuals and pairs.

On the contrary, the results obtained from the @lamalysis (Figure 3) showed
that pairs performed remarkably better than indiald in all the areas except for
mechanics, where the mean global measure was hatimindividuals and pairs. It is
particularly interesting to see how the marks fbe tadequacy, coherence and
vocabulary categories raised when students work@airs (0.6 points on average). See

Appendix VIl for detailed results on each of the writings.
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Figure 3. Global measures for individuals and pairs.

In short, with the exception of mechanical erras;uracy results did not show
differences between individual and pair writing®wéver, the global analysis indicated
that students working in pairs outperformed thosekimg individually, particularly in
adequacy, coherence and vocabulary.

5.1.2. Individual writing vs. groups

The results of the accuracy and fluency analysealeofirst 49 individual texts and the

collaborative task done by 12 groups of three sitgdare now presented.

Regarding accuracy, and more specifically as foamgnatical errors, the
analysis showed some differences between the wggitolone individually and those
written in groups of three students (Figure 4);detis working collaboratively
performed slightly better than when they workedivitbally: individuals made 14.3
grammatical errors on average, whereas studentamngoin groups of three made 13.7
errors. However, no noteworthy differences wereeoled as for the number of lexical
and mechanical scores: individuals made 0.1 moreharecal errors than groups and

groups made 0.2 more grammatical errors than iddals on average.
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Figure 4. Mean accuracy errors for individuals and groups.

In terms of fluency, both individuals and group®te an average of 90 words in
the text (Figure 5).

100 ~ Individual

95 A B Groups
90.4 90.1

85

Mean N. words

80 -

75 A

70 -

Figure 5. Mean number of words for individuals and groups.

The analysis of the global measures (Figure 6)aledethat groups performed
better than individuals in all the areas. Howevérese gains were not equally
distributed among the criteria. Groups were mostathgeous for adequacy (0.7 gains)
followed by coherence and vocabulary measures ¢@ihs), while grammar and

mechanics showed the smallest gains (0.1).
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Figure 6. Global measures for individuals and groups.

Taken together, these results indicated that acguslightly improved in the
texts written by groups in terms of grammar. Yatterms of lexical and mechanical
scores the differences were not remarkable. Inrasntthe analysis of the global
measures showed more advantages towards the groupssery single area, but
especially in adequacy, coherence and cohesion.

5.1.3. Individual writing vs. pairs vs. groups

A comparison of the results obtained by individuglsirs and groups (see Figures 7 to
9) revealed that in terms of accuracy, writings elam groups, pairs and individually
were alike. Similarly, with regard to fluency (Figu8) no differences were found
between individuals and groups. The texts writtanpiairs were notably longer,
although they were less accurate than those writigividually as regards mechanics.
However, the results of the global measures (Fi®)rshowed that both pairs and
groups were better than individuals, especiallfyegmms of adequacy, coherence and
vocabulary, and that pairs were better than groopsost analysed criteria, with the

exception of mechanics and adequacy.
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Figure 9. Mean global measures.

To sum up, the results revealed that while stuglemtitings when writing in
pairs, groups and individually were overall similaterms of accuracy and fluency, the
writings composed both in pairs and groups werewotthy better than those written
individually according to the global scales, esalgiin content and organization

dimensions.

5.2. Research question 2

To answer the second question of the study, therdeactions between 7 pairs and 6
groups were transcribed and analysed for frequefayys (grammar, vocabulary,
mechanics) and outcome of the LREs (correctly xeshl incorrectly resolved,

unresolved). The results of the groupings were @B in order to see which one

could be said to be more beneficial for students.



As seen in Table 2, pairs produced 12.6 LREs @mname and 89 in total, which
were mainly lexical (37), followed by mechanical7{2and grammatical or form-
focused ones (24). Even if the amount of LREs watecgmall for the time participants
took to complete the task, the most interestingeeisis that most of the grammatical
and mechanical doubts were correctly resolved (87a&nd 81.5%, respectively).
However, regarding lexis, the number of correcéégalved LREs decreased if we
compare it to the rest, as there were 10 LREs 087 §27%) which could not be solved

by the participants. Se&ppendix VIII for detailed results on the LREs produced by

each pair and group.

Table 2.Types, frequency and outcomes of LRES in pairsgaadps.

Grammatical Lexical Mechanical TOTAL
Total | X |2 | Total | X ? |Total| X | ? |Total| X ?
Total | 24 21 3 0 37 20 8 10 27 22 5 0| 89 63 16 10
g’n\r Mean| 3.4 3 0.4 0| 53 29 11 14| 39 | 31 0.7 0| 12.7 9 2.3 1.4
E £ |sD 24| 15 1.1 0| 28 3 0.7 15| 34 | 29 08| 0| 45 | 4.2 1.6 15
% 100% | 87.5% | 12.5% | 0% | 100% | 54.1%|21.6% | 27% | 100% | 81.5% | 18.5% | 0% | 100% | 70.8% | 18% | 11.2%
Total | 39 31 8 0 36 16 6 14 23 18 5 0| 98 65 19 14
%’ILCI? Mean| 6.5 | 5.2 13| 0 6 2.7 1 23| 3.8 3 08| 0| 16.3| 10.8| 3.2 2.3
% £ |SD 38| 26 14| 0| 3.2 2.2 0.9 18| 34 | 31 1.2 0| 82| 6.1 2.4 1.8
% 100% | 79.5% | 20.5% | 0% | 100% | 44.4% | 16.7% | 38.9% | 100% | 78.3% | 21.7% | 0% | 100% | 66.3% | 19.4% | 14.3%

(\/ = Correctly resolved LREs; X = Incorrectly resaMVeREs; ? = Unresolved LRES)

As regards groups, participants produced a tdt@Bdanguage-related episodes
(an average of 16.3) and they focused their atierdin lexis (mean 6 and 36 episodes
in total) and grammar (mean 6.5 and 39 episodébgrdahan on mechanics (a group
mean of 3.8 and 23 episodes); yet, a 38.9% ouhefléxis-focused LREs remained
unresolved.

If we now compare the LREs generated by both @aidsgroups, table 2 reveals
that groups of three created more LREs than pa&3(episodes on average, compared
to the 12.7 episodes produced by pairs). In additmth groups reached a paralell
amount of correct solutions: groups resolved cdlye®6.3% of the episodes, while
pairs did it for the 70.8% of the total LREs. Likie®, the percentage of incorrectly
resolved LREs (21.34% for groups and 17.97% forspand unresolved LREs (14.3%

for groups and 11.2% for pairs) was similar for ¢ineups and pairs.
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In sum, it can be concluded that students didadlgtispeak about language.
Interestingly, both groups reached a parallel arhoticorrect solutions, although these
were not equally distributed in terms of focus: ugp® generated more grammtical
LREs, whereas in the case of pairs lexical LREsewmore frequent, followed by

mechanical LREs.

5.3. Research question 3

The third question aimed at analysing whether iwldials retain the knowledge
constructed in collaboration with their peers, lmynparing the pre- and the post-test
writing activities in terms of accuracy and fluen@mn the one hand, and regarding

global measures, on the other hand.

As regards accuracy, results revealed that ovettadlents performed remarkably
better in the post-test than in the pre-test (FadL@). Only 13 out of the 49 participants
made more errors on the post-test (Fggoendix VI). The results showed an
improvement in the three areas; though the extetiteoimprovement was largely area-
specific. The most remarkable result to emerge ftlmsidata is that that the number of
grammatical errors decreased in the post-test €r8rs less on average). It is
interesting to note that with respect to mechangrabrs, students performed slightly
better after the collaborative writing task (in thest-test) and even better than in the
collaborative task (see Figure 7 above), as theyenfa7 errors less than in the pre-test
task. The same trend can be seen with regard t& e number of errors decreased

0.8 points on average in the post-test.

16 - Pre-test
143

14 M Post-test

10 A
8.1

Mean N. errors

3.6

41 2.8
0
Grammatical errors Lexical errors Mechanical errors

Figure 10.Mean number of errors on the pre- and post-tests.
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On the contrary, as regards fluency, the averagebeu of words per writing

decreased from writing 1 (the pre-test) to writh¢he post-test) (Figure 11).

100 - Pre-test
M Post-test
95 A
90.4
90 -

85.3

85

Mean N. words

80 A

75 A

70

Figure 11.Mean number of words on the pre- and post-tests.

The global measures obtained through the qualkdanalysis also indicate that
students performed better on the post-test writaslx (Figure 12). Even if the scores
reveal a poor performance on both writing taskerghwas a remarkable difference
between the mean scores obtained from the suncbfesdegory (adequacy, coherence,
cohesion, etc.) on the first individual writing @8. out of 18) and those obtained on the

post-test writing tasks (11.06 out of 18).

3 - Pre-test
M Post-test

21
17 18 16 18 1.7 17 19 1.7
' 1.4 1.4 La
14
0.5 4
0
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Mean global measures
[
(9]

TASK LANGUAGE

Figure 12.Mean global measures on the pre- and post-tests.

All in all, despite the fact that no remarkable noyement was observed in
terms of fluency, participants in this study se@rhave acquired the knowledge they
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gained during the collaborative writing task, asytloutperformed the results from the
pre-test as revealed in the analyses of accuratglabal measures. It seems, then, that
working collaboratively is somehow advantageous tfe writing skill and that the

benefits it brings about are likely to be trangdrinto the learners’ on-going language.

5.4. Research question 4

The last question sought to gather information v perceptions’ that students have
towards activities done in collaboration with thelmssmates.

The results of the survey indicated that most sttedé44 of 51 students) were
supportive of the activity and found it useful iaveral aspects. Only seven students
expressed that they did not like the activity ferveral reasons: i.eso aspergarria
iruditu zaidalako[l found it really boring],nahiago dudalako egin bakarrik prefer to
do it individually], denak ez gaudelako adpge couldn't reach an agreemeigcause
my friends no do work godaneaning that there were differences on the engage

level of participants in the task].

Among students who were supportive of the collatboeaask, the predominant
reason put forward (24 students) was that it predithem with the opportunity to help
each other. They claimed that it was easier fomthe work together with one or two
classmates, because the result was better andcthuby share ideas. As explained by
some of the studentsrrazago delako lana egitea eta hobetu ulertzeratika taldea
laguntzen didalakfbecause it is easier to work together with othesgie, as they help
me and | understand things bett&; duzulako dena zuk bakarrik egin behar eta zuk it
bat ez badakizu bestea lagundu ditzaeéacause you don't have to do everything on

your own and when you don't know a word your partaa help youl].

Similarly, 9 students also noted that CW was a hamd fun activity, as can be
seen in their answersso ongi pasatu nuelafbhad a great timeJpecause it's funnier

than in only one persomeaning that it is funnier than doing it indivally].

Students were also asked to reflect on the impactotiaboration on the
accuracy of their written texts. 38 out of 51 studg74.5%) reported that they thought
that the writing done collaboratively was overaditter than the first writing done

individually. The reasons stated were similar tosthin the first questionn pairs you
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have more idea€saten duten bezala "tres cabezas son mejor gae[As the saying

goes, three heads are better than one].

In the same way, students were asked about thent@téong-term learning
benefits of collaboration in the writing tasks. Timajority of students (32/51, 62.7%)
seemed really positive about its learning effe€sly 6 participants (11.7%) thought
that they would not get better in writing if thegntinued working collaboratively and

13 students (25.5%) stated that they were not sure.

Likewise, 36 students (70.6%) stated that theylbacht more English doing the
writing together with one or two classmates, butmore than with the English teacher.

Finally, as for their grouping preferences, moranttalf of students showed a
preference for groups of three students (28 stsdémt.9%), whereas 17 participants
(33.3%) stated that they would rather do it in @aénd only 5 students (9.8%) said that

they would prefer to do it individually.

Overall, the results from the questionnaire indidathat participants were
supportive of the collaborative activity, as thensidered that this type of activity had
been and could continue to be a very effective todlelp them improve their writings,
mainly because as was aptly pointed out by onénefparticipants: "three heads are
better than one". But apart from the one alreadytimeed, the most interesting and
positive aspect of the data gathered in this qomséire is that participants recognized
that the activity was fun and enjoyable, and thatythad all learnt much more than

when they did it individually.

6. DISCUSSION

The first question addressed in the present stodlysed the relationship between the
number of participants in the task and the accueny fluency of the written texts

produced.

Contrary to our expectations, the comparative amlyf the first individual text
(pre-test) and the writings done in pairs and iougs of three showed no big
differences in terms of accuracy and fluency. Wabpect to fluency, in contrast to
findings in previous research (Fernandez Dobao22Bim, 2008; Kuiken & Vedder,
2002; Shehadeh, 2011; Storch, 2005; Storch & Wsygbeth, 2007; Swain & Lapkin,
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2001; Wigglesworth & Storch, 2009), students wogkin pairs produced markedly
longer texts than those written in groups or indlinlly. Similarly, with regard to
accuracy (measured by the number of errors maawy, groups performed slightly
better than pairs and individuals. These resulghimindicate that these learners were
not able to fully assist each other with the knalgle needed due to their low
proficiency level in English (Alegria de la Colida Garcia Mayo, 2007; Shehadeh,
2011, Storch, 1999). These students were youngnd1A2 learners and the accuracy is
not the main focus of such low level courses whiehd to focus more on the
communicative competence. Therefore, and followstgrch (2005) it could be argued
that with respect to accuracy low-proficiency stude may not benefit from

collaborative tasks.

Notwithstanding this, the global measures showeatl W (both in pairs and in
groups of three) had an overall advantageous effestudents’ writings. The effect was
remarkably important in the areas of adequacy, restoe, cohesion and vocabulary, but
not so much in grammar or in mechanics. In theedathe mean results for the first
individual writing and the one completed in pairasaexactly the same, and almost the
same in the case of the texts written in groupsicdgin line with previous research
(Shehadeh, 2011) the results revealed that thétyjoathe writings produced improved
when measured by the global scales: students wprdatiaboratively produced texts
with a clearer structure and organization of ideasl more specific and adequate
vocabulary. As suggested by Shehadeh, it mighhdiein the case of global scales, "the
criteria are based on the rater's judgement okthdents' performance on a particular
component or area of the text" such as coherewteston or adequacy (2011, p. 296).
In fact, such types of measures are used at sgha®ldhey are perceived as the most
objective tool to measure the linguistic competeofcstudents, which is evaluated not
only in terms of grammar, but also taking into adasation other general aspects which
are really important to bear in mind when assestiagvriting competence of students:
the register, the division of ideas into paragraghe use of connectors and linking

devices, etc.

With regard to mechanics, "a possible explandorthis lack of significance is
that the mechanics of writing are more straighiveod (...) and can be more easily dealt
with and mastered by all students in all three d¢omts” (Shehadeh, 2011, p. 295). In

line with previous research (Fernandez Dobao, 2WliRrreal & Gil-Sarratea, 2017),
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another possible explanation might be that théoeamade most of the punctuation and

spelling decisions.

Yet, overall, it can be argued that CW has a nabte effect even at low
proficiency levels, as participants benefited froatllaboration according to the global
measures analysed in this study. In addition, ¢iselts seem to suggest that it is not the
number of students what makes the difference innthiéngs, but collaboration itself.
That is, the results seem to support the ideaithatnot a matter of the number of
collaborating students, but what's essential i$ t@re is collaboration and that they

discuss and comment on different ideas.

In order to give a further explanation to theseaultss and conclude whether a
specific type of grouping is more beneficial fond#nts, the number and type of LREs
that students generated when working collaboratiwels analysed. The analysis of the
LREs generated by groups and pairs revealed thdinéen with previous research
(Fernandez Dobao, 2012) the LREs were more frequesrnall group interaction than
in pairs. However, both groups and pairs reachgidhdar number of correctly resolved
LREs. The frequency of LREs produced is likely te kelated to the number of
participants in the activity, due to the fact thfatee students will have the chance to
assist each other and discuss about their lingumtbduction more often than two

students.

Moreover, the analyses of the audio files and tR&4$ have shown the activity
to be a good way of practicing not only written dange but also oral English, as
students have spent about 20 minutes on averatpei@ding over the FL. Therefore, it
could be concluded that CW is not only a good stato improve writing but also it is

beneficial to make students speak in English iery natural way.

Similarly, in an attempt to provide new insightsoitthe field and with a special
focus on the school activities, this research aimednalysing whether learners retain
the knowledge co-constructed in collaboration wiitkir peers. To see it the individual
texts produced at the beginning (pre-test) anchateind (post-test) were contrasted.
Students performed significantly better in the gest than in the pre-test in terms of
accuracy and global measures of writing. The reduttm these two writings provided
evidence that students not only tend to stick i knowledge acquired (Shehadeh,
2011), but also consolidate already existing kndgée (Swain & Lapkin, 1998), "as
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metatalk can help learners understand the reldietween form and meaning, and
positively affect acquisition" (Fernandez Dobaol 20p. 288). However, with regard to
fluency, no significant improvement was found. &ctf the average number of words
per writing decreased from writing 1 to writing @ne possible explanation might be
that students become more efficient writers; thathiey were more concentrated on the
task and spent more time thinking what they wilf sad how they will organise their
ideas (adequacy), and therefore, they outperforthedesults of the first writing for

other measures but not for fluency (Tsakiridou, &dtitou, 2009).

The investigation also analysed the perceptiorte@participants after they had
completed the third writing task in order to comt®uwhether CW is an effective
strategy to increase students’ motivation towardsing tasks. The results of the
guantitative and qualitative analysis of the daséhgred in the online questionnaire
confirmed those obtained in previous research ¢8t02005; Shehadeh, 2011;
Fernandez Dobao, 2013): participants were posiilveut the collaborative writing
activity. As many of them stated, it helped thenpéoform better in the writing activity
and they found it a fun activity. Therefore, it tbibe suggested that collaborative
writing activities are an effective tool to increastudents’ motivation as regards writing

tasks.

7. CONCLUSIONS

This investigation was motivated by the evident dhder changing the negative
perception that lie behind writing tasks. It coble stated that overall students are not
very keen on writing activities, and that at theneaime, teachers are also many times
overwhelmed with all the work that implies correctiso many writings. Thus, this
study aimed at analysing the potential effectsotibboration in the writing competence
of students in order to ascertain the possible gagiaal implications that this type of

methodology might have both for teachers and stisden

The main goal of the present study was to exantnagéerformance of a writing
task done individually, in pairs and in groups lufee learners, not only by comparing
the written texts, but also by analysing the onétractions between the groups and the
pairs, in order to characterize the process ofingritollaboratively. More specifically,

the aim was to determine the extent to which collative writing activities boost the
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writing skills of early secondary students as focuaacy and fluency, and the global-
scale measures of adequacy, coherence, grammaabuwacy. Additionally, we
intended to analyse whether these low EFL profyestudents retain and make use of
the knowledge co-constructed in collaboration. T¢tady was also designed to
investigate if early secondary students generated.Rnd the last aim was to analyse
students’ perceptions on CW in order to determirtesther it can be an efficient
methodology to increase students’ motivation towavdting tasks in general.

One of the most important findings to emerge frdms study is that even at a
beginner level (as was the case of the participastisdents overall clearly benefit from
collaboration, both in pairs and in groups, givieat tthe analysis of the global measures
from the pre-test and the experimental task redeal@rogress in students’ writings.
Moreover, this research confirmed that the improsetrin the writings was not only
evident in the comparison of the individual andlambrative writings, but also in the
individual pre- and post-tests, which means thatlestits do retain and resort to the

knowledge co-constructed in collaboration.

The second major finding was that collaborationsdoat only improve students’
writings, but it also makes them discuss and tlab&ut the language itself through the
LREs and it has proven to be a good opportunitytf@m to practice the spoken

language in more informal context.

This research has also confirmed that studentsyemprking collaboratively,
especially when it comes to writing tasks, whick asually regarded as boring. The
analysis of the questionnaire revealed that th@ntyjof the students really enjoyed the
activity and stated that they learnt a lot workiagether with their peers.

Notwithstanding the limited time to prove the etfe®f collaboration, the
findings of this investigation complement thoseeaflier studies and they strengthen
the idea that CW is beneficial even for those sttglat low levels. Moreover, the study
has proven that students are also aware of thditsetiat this type of methodology has
for them and that they have a really positive petioa about it. It is unfortunate that
the study did not include the audio recordings Ibftlee groups and pairs (due to
technical problems), nor did it evaluate the usébfand L2 during the collaborative
dialogues. This issue could be usefully exploreduither investigations and produce

interesting findings for the field.
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The most important limitation of this study, howevies in the short time
during which the study was carried out, as alldhta was gathered in a month. Even if
the three writing tasks were set in three differeeeks, more research is required to

gather longitudinal data and thus determine thieafy of collaboration in the long run.

The issue of the type of task is also an intrigubmg which could be usefully
explored in further research. A greater focus @enprformance of students on a variety
of tasks could also provide interesting findingsd awith further pedagogical
implications, in order to determine whether theetygd task has any influence on the

effects of collaboration.

Yet the findings of this study have a number of amant pedagogical
implications for teachers working at secondary EEttings. Above all, they lend more
support to the importance of making room for cadlation in a language skill which
has always been regarded as a solitary act: writmdact, by doing so teachers will
further reinforce one of the key competences ofdtiecational curriculum, the social
and civic competence, which is considered an eis$éeitategy to develop any other

key competences (learning to learn, and autonordyratiative, for instance).

In addition, this research should provide new intsigon the conditions that
secondary teachers need to create in the classrasmthe study suggests that
collaboration is highly effective in terms of theaity of the texts produced. Thus,
collaboration in class should not be restrictechédr work; on the contrary, parallel
level groups of three students should be now aed #iranged, as results suggest that
this type of grouping is slightly more beneficibhh pairs for a simple reason: students
working in small groups have more opportunitiesagsist each other and hence they
might achieve a higher level of competence thantwiney might have been able to

achieve when working in pairs and individually.

Another important and practical implication is thmt working collaboratively
the teacher will be less overwhelmed by the woek implies correcting 28 writings.
But more importantly, the English class could beeanore student-centred, since when
working collaboratively many of the doubts raisgdstudents will be resolved by other
members in the group. Besides, collaboration wdkenroom for more student speaking
time, which is generally scarce, due to the nundbestudents in the same class (28 on

average).
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Finally, the results of the findings have once aggroven that the
implementation of collaborative writing tasks wouddse students’ motivation towards

writing tasks, contributing to a more positive aipbere in the classroom.
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APPENDIX I: Topics for the writing tasks

Individual writing task (pre-test)

1) Write about funny incident that happened to youast summer. Include the
following information:

-when and where the story happened
-who you were with

-what happened

-how it ended

Collaborative writing task

2) Write about thecariest moment in your life Include the following information:

-when and where the story happened
-who you were with

-what happened

-how it ended

Individual writing task (post-test)

3) Write about trip that included something unexpected or surping. Include
the following information:

-when and where the story happened
-who you were with

-what happened

-how it ended
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APPENDIX II: Language background questionnaire

PLEASE, ANSWER THE FOLLOWING QUESTIONS:

1. When did you start learning English?Zenbat urterekin hasi zinen ingelesa ikasten?
When lwas ........... years old..(.... urte nituenean).

2. Apart from English, have you been taught any otér subject in English?
Ingelesaz aparte, beste ikasgairen bat izan al diogelesez?

Which one(s)?Zein(tzuk)?

3. Do you attend or have you ever attended Englistiasses outside schoolfgelesa
eskolaz kanpo ere ikasten duzu edo inoiz ikasuzlid

Yes (ai) Neverilfoiz e3
4. When? (specify the yearNoiz? (esan zein urtetan)

6. Have you ever been to an English speaking cougft Ingelesez hitz egiten den
herrialderen batean egon al zara inoiz?

Yes (ai) No€2

(If you answeredho, go to question number 18z erantzun baduzu, joan 13.
galderarg).

7. When?Noiz?

9. Did you go on holidays with your family?Oporretan joan zinen familiarekin?

Yes pai) No€2
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10. Did you stay with a host familyBertako familia baten etxean geratu zinen?
Yes (ai) No €2

11. Did you attend English classed®geleseko klaseak jaso al zenituen?

Yes pai) No €2

12. If you did, how many hours a day’Egunean zenbat orduz?

13. Have you ever participated in an English summetamp? Ingelesa ikasteko
kanpalekuren batean egon al zara inoiz?

Yes (ai) No €2

14. When?Noiz?

16. Do you regularly watch series or films in Engéh? Telesailak edo pelikulak
ingelesez ikusten al dituzu normalean?

Yes pai) No €2
17. Do you often listen to English musicMusika ingelesez entzuten duzu maiz?
Yes (ai) No €2

18. Do you read books in English at home? (Apart &m the ones you must read for
school).Ingelesezko liburuak irakurtzen al dituzu etxeaki@gerako derrigorrezkoak
direnez gain).

Yes (ai) No €2

Adapted from Villarreal (2011) and Ardaiz (2014).
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APPENDIX Ill: Questionnaire about students’ perceptions

Dear Students.

Thank you for participating in this research studpu have worked very hard in the
three writing activities and | know that you havgoadone a great effort to complete the
test and the background questionnaire. | am re@adieful for all that.

Now. | have one last favour to ask you: | would r@gjate it if you could answer some
questions in relation to the three writing actestiyou have done as part of this
research. | would like to know your personal opmibout the activities. So please.
give your personaHONEST opinion and provide as much detail as you can (tmky
will guarantee the success of my research).

You can access the survey by clicking on the lialol. Note that your answers will be
keptanonymousand will only be used for research purposes.

All the questions are in English and have also hemmslated into Basque. in order to
avoid any possible misunderstanding. | want yofetd comfortable when answering
the questions. so FEEL FREE to answer them in BABQU

(Fernandez Dobao & Blum, 2013; Shehadeh, 2011¢5t@013).

SCALE:
Strongly disagree / Disagree / Agree /Strongly egre

1-2-3-4

QUESTIONS:

1. Do you like writing in English? Why? Ingelesez idaztea gustatzen al zaizu?
Zergatik?

1-2-3-4

2. How did you complete the writing last week: in pirs or in a group of 3
students?Nola egin zenuen lehengo asteko idazlana: binakehedinaka?

In pairs (binaka)/ In a group of three studehtaufiaka)
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3. Did you like the experience of writing in pairsor in groups? Why? Idazlana
binaka edo taldeka egitearena gustatu zitzaizun@ate?

1-2-3-4

4. Did your group work well? Did you all participate equally?Explain your answer.
Taldeko lana egokia izan zen? Denek neurri bereariephartu zenuten taldearen
barruan? Azaldu zure erantzuna.

1-2-3-4

5. What was the most difficult part of writing the story together with one or two
classmates?Zein izan zen binaka edo hirunaka idazterakoan zamuen zailtasunik
handiena?

6. Do you think it was easier to do the writing ingroups than individually? Why?
Idazlana taldeka edo binaka egitea banaka egiteadarrazagoa iruditu zitzaizun?
Arrazoitu zure erantzuna.

1-2-3-4

7. Do you think that the writing you did in pairs and in groups was overall better
than the first one you did individually? Why? Uste duzu taldeka egin zenuen
idazlana. oro har. bakarka egin zenuen lehenengoadhobeto dagoela? Zergatik?

1-2-3-4

8. Did the pair or group writing activity help you resolve any grammar.

vocabulary. structure or spelling doubts you had? lw? Give an example.
Uste al duzu binaka edo hirunaka idazteak gramatikategi. egitura edo ortografia
mailako zalantzak argitzen lagundu zizula? Nolaf?iJedibide bat.

1-2-3-4

9. Did the pair and group writing activity help you improve any other language
skills (e.g. speaking. listening. reading...)? Plsa. specify which skills and say why.
Binaka edo hirunaka egindako idazlanak beste hizkgaitasunen bat (adb. ahozkoa.
entzumena. irakurmena) hobetzen lagundu al zizwab Eeintzuk. Zergatik?
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10. If you had written the text individually instead of in a group or a pair. how do

you think its content (structure. number of sentenes. topic) would have been? In
which aspects? Testua banaka idatzi izan bazenu. eduki aldetiktueg esaldi

kopurua. gaia) emaitza nolakoa izango zela usteddein alderditan?

Better (hobea) / Similar (antzekoa) / Worse (okipoeg

11. If you had written the text individually instead of in a group or a pair. how do
you think its vocabulary would have been? Explain gur answer. Testua banaka
idatzi izan bazenu. hiztegi aldetik emaitza nolakango zela uste duzu? Azaldu zure
erantzuna.

Better (hobea) / Similar (antzekoa) / Worse (okgweg

12. If you had written the text individually instead of in a group or a pair. how do
you think its grammar would have been? Testua banaka idatzi izan bazenu.
gramatika aldetik emaitza nolakoa izango zela dsitau?

Better / Similar / Worse

Hobea / Antzekoa/  Okerragoa

13. Would you like to do similar collaborative writing activities in class in the
future? Aurrera begira. klasean idazlanak hirunaka edo M@maegitea gustatuko
litzaizuke?

Yes (Bai) / No (Ez)

14. If you could choose. how would you choose to wa? Aukeratu ahalko bazenu.
nola egingo zenituzke idazlanak?

Individually (banaka) In pairs (binaka) In groups of 3 (hirunaka)

15. Do you think your writings would get better if you continued working in
groups or pairsAdazlanak taldeka zein binaka egiten segituz gavorera begira zure
bakarkako idazlanetan hobetuko zenukeela uste duzu?

Yes (bai)
No (ez)
Maybe (agian)

16. Do you think you've learnt more English like ths? Uste duzu horrela ingeles
gehiago ikasi duzula?

1-2-3-4
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17. Did you learn more from your peers than from tke teacher’'s explanations?
Zure taldekideen azalpenekin irakaslearen azalpene&ino gehiago ikasi duzula uste
duzu?

1-2-3-4
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APPENDIX IV: Narrative revision activity

a) Individual reading

THE BEST BIRTHDAY EVER

It was Katia’s 20th birthday and she was lookingMard to seeing her friends.
They were meeting at her favourite Italian restayréor a special birthday dinner.
Katia was excited and got to the restaurant attgxdco’clock, the time they had
arranged to meet. She looked around for a fanfdiee, but no one had arrived yet. So
she decided to wait outside.

The restaurant quickly filled up with customerst hane of them were Katia’s
friends. At half past seven she was still waitisg she called her best friend Isa, but she
didn't answer the phone. Then she called John &&d But they didn't answer either.

At 8 o'clock Katia went home. Her friends had fdtgo her birthday and she
felt lonely and miserable. She opened the frontr dowl walked into the dark house.
The living room door was closed. Nervously, shenggethe door. Suddenly the light
went on and all her friends jumped up and shousenlgrise!. In the end it was the best
birthday ever.

b) Teacher's notes for the activity / game:

1) Tell them to read the text individually, and patention to the structure, the type of
text, the connectors, the adjectives, the tend®@scause after reading it we will play a
game in which they will have to answer to some tjaes.

2) Once they have finished reading the text, tetim that we are all going to play a
game called "I want to sit down"

3) The teacher will explain them the rules of tlaeng:

Everyone stands up, and they cannot sit down th@y have correctly answered at least
one question.

The teacher will throw the ball to a student. 1€ tstudent doesn't know the answer,
another student will catch the ball, until somegnesses the answer. The game finishes
when everyone is seated.

c) Questions to ask to the students as part ajahee:
1. What type of text is it?

a) Descriptive text
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b) Opinion essay

c) Narrative text

2. Can you think of a synonym for a narration?
Beginning with the letter “S”: a short STORY

3. Narrative texts usually have 3 parts. These.are.
The beginning

The middle

The ending

4. What does usually happen in each part of thg3to
The characters and the situation are introduced

A problem or difficulty is resolved

A problem or difficulty is introduced

5. Does this story have those 3 parts?

Yes or No.

6. How do we know that?

Because there are three different paragraphs.

7. Can you tell us which part corresponds to troirey?
8. Can you tell us which part corresponds to trgeriveng?
9. Can you tell us which part corresponds to thedhef?
10. When we write a story what tense do we use?
a) Present Simple

b) Past Simple

11. Can you give us an example of a verb in th&?pas
12. Another one?

13. Two more?

14. What do we use to describe what the charaxfeeling?

Adjectives.



15. Can you give us an example of an adjective us#dtk text?

16. Another one?

17. Two more?

18. Is there any word that helps us link the sergemn a logical way?
Connectors

19. How many connectors can you find in the text?

20. Which ones? Say one:

Then, and, so, but, in the end...

21. Another one.

22. Another one.

23. Can you think of any other connectors that addhave used in the story?
Once, later, next, after that, before, while...

24. Another one?

25. Another one?

26. Let’s see if you were paying attention: how snparts does a narrative text have?
27. Which ones?

28. In this type of texts do we usually use thespn¢ simple or the past simple?
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APPENDIX V: Rubric for marking the writings

3

2

1

All the points in the
instructions are
mentioned; all the
parts of a story are

Just some points in
the instructions are
mentioned; most of

Notable omission of
the content points

ADEQUACY included (beginnin the parts of a story| and/or considerabld
bod ending)' thg are included; the text irrelevance of somg
len %/h of thegtéxt is is too short (ideas are of them.

%ppropriate not fully developed).
Easy to understand
although there are -
COHERENCE A clear text, easy to some incoherent Difficult to
understand. ; understand.
points that confuse
the reader
Ideas are well Ideas are organised.
organised (use of Some cohesive
paragraphs). Cohesive devices linking There is a lack of
COHESION devices linking sentences and organisation or
sentences and paragraphs. There| linking devices.
paragraphs. No may be some
serious mistakes. mistakes.
Very few, irrelevant, Some acceptab Ie'
or N0 grammar errors grammar errors. Fair Serious and
e I at all. Good comman‘:i command of Englisk numerous gramma
ACCURACY ' _ grammar; use of Past ous g
of grammar; use of . mistakes.
Past tense tensg (with some
' mistakes)
Most words are Some spelling Many spelling

MECHANICS written correctl_y, only mistakes (between 3 mistakes. Invents

some occasional | and 6), some of them words
mistakes. in basic vocabulary. '
. Limited range of
LEXICAL Rich and varied er?oa;s'%\':gcc%t:s:ryfhe vocabulary. Some
RANGE vocabulary. 9 Y ™MFwords are in Basquq

message.

Spanish.
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APPENDIX VI: Analytic measures from writings

a) Pre-test (individual):

Fluency Accuracy
Student . Total Mean | SD
N Words | Gramm. E | Lexical E. | Mechan. E

11 87 21 2 25 48 16.0| 12.3
12 84 14 4 3 21 7.0 6.1
13 74 6 0 3 9 3.0 3.0
14 92 8 5 4 17 5.7 2.1
15 98 10 5 21 36 12.0| 8.2
16 57 14 1 10 25 8.3 6.7
17 61 7 0 7 14 4.7 4.0
18 70 12 3 14 29 9.7 5.9
19 83 10 1 6 17 5.7 4.5
110 138 16 7 5 28 9.3| 5.9
111 159 25 3 5 33 11.0| 12.2
112 93 12 1 2 15 5.0 6.1
113 123 13 2 7 22 7.3 5.5
114 105 14 11 21 46 15.3 5.1
115 102 19 5 5 29 9.7/ 8.1
116 98 8 2 6 16 53| 3.1
117 106 10 3 4 17 5.7 3.8
118 75 18 7 6 31 10.3 6.7
119 90 11 3 5 19 6.3 4.2
120 144 8 0 8 16 53| 4.6
121 164 26 12 11 49 16.3| 8.4
122 66 7 2 4 13 4.3 2.5
123 63 7 2 1 10 3.3 3.2
124 107 7 1 7 15 5.0 3.5
125 72 17 3 3 23 7.7 8.1
126 68 7 7 7 21 7.0/ 0.0
127 83 18 2 8 28 9.3 8.1
128 90 10 0 2 12 4.0 5.3
129 68 15 3 10 28 9.3| 6.0
130 84 19 2 4 25 8.3] 9.3
131 90 11 3 13 27 9.0/ 5.3
132 89 20 8 5 33 11.0 7.9
133 140 25 2 4 31 10.3| 12.7
134 77 13 1 0 14 4.7 7.2
135 89 20 2 9 31 10.3| 9.1
136 72 8 4 16 28 9.3| 6.1
137 90 23 3 18 44 14.7| 10.4
138 97 16 0 4 20 6.7 8.3
139 83 9 3 9 21 7.0 3.5
140 95 14 4 23 41 13.7 9.5
141 71 14 2 2 18 6.0 6.9
142 76 20 4 10 34 11.3 8.1
143 94 16 6 2 24 8.0 7.2
144 107 31 8 9 48 16.0] 13.0
145 109 12 7 5 24 8.0/ 3.6
146 60 11 4 19 34 11.3 7.5
147 53 14 7 7 28 9.3 4.0
148 68 17 5 3 25 8.3 7.6
149 68 18 6 17 41 13.7| 6.7
Total 4432 701 178 399 1278

Mean 90.4 14.3 3.6 8.1 26.1

SD 25.3 5.8 2.8 6.2 10.5
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b) Collaborative task

bl. Pairs
Fluency Accuracy
SRS N. words | Gramm. E. | Lexical E. | Mechan. E. Vel | e SD
P1 99 11 1 4 16 5.3 5.1
P2 103 19 7 16 42 14.0 6.2
P3 94 15 2 12 29 9.7 6.8
P4 62 12 0 2 14 4.7 6.4
P5 124 18 4 8 30 10.0 7.2
P6 146 13 1 5 19 6.3 6.1
P7 123 8 6 2 16 5.3 3.1
P8 91 13 6 21 40 13.3 7.5
P9 93 19 5 13 37 12.3| 7.0
Total 935 128 32 83 243
Mean 103.9 14.2 3.6 9.2 27.0
SD 24.3 3.8 2.6 6.7 11.1
b2. Groups
Fluency Accuracy
Sz N. Words | Gramm. E. | Lexical E. | Mechan. E. eE) | lazEm | S
G1 52 16 5 12 33 11.0 5.6
G2 85 20 4 7 31 10.3 8.5
G3 85 8 1 2 11 3.7 3.8
G4 118 15 1 3 19 6.3 7.6
G5 75 5 3 5 13 4.3 1.2
G6 85 12 2 20 34 11.3 9.0
G7 93 15 7 9 31 10.3 4.2
G8 74 5 2 6 13 4.3 2.1
G9 117 16 9 7 32 10.7 4.7
G10 102 14 4 4 22 7.3 5.8
G1l1 111 23 1 9 33 11.0 11.1
G12 84 15 3 16 34 11.3 7.2
Total 1081 164 42 100 107
Mean 90.1 13.7 3.5 8.3 21.4
SD 19.4 5.5 2.5 5.4 10.1
c) Post-test (individual)
Fluency Accuracy
Student - Total | Mean| SD
N Words | Gramm. E. | Lexical E. | Mechan. E
11 58 14 4 8 26 8.7 5.0
12 69 3 3 13 19 6.3 5.8
13 74 16 0 10 26 8.7 8.1
14 61 6 3 3 12 4.0 1.7
15 70 6 1 6 13 4.3 2.9
16 94 24 2 8 34| 11.3 11.4
17 65 5 1 2 8 2.7 2.1
18 68 11 2 5 18 6.0 4.6
19 119 12 3 4 19 6.3 4.9
110 129 12 7 6 25 8.3 3.2
111 182 19 5 14 38| 12.7 7.1
112 91 11 4 0 15 5.0 5.6
113 92 9 3 7 19 6.3 3.1
114 108 12 3 10 25 8.3 4.7
115 65 15 1 6 22 7.3 7.1
116 112 11 3 2 16 5.3 4.9
117 69 4 4 3 11 3.7 0.6
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118 64 12 3 8 23 7.7 4.5
119 134 16 1 12 29 9.7 7.8
120 135 3 0 1 4 13 15
121 173 23 6 6 35| 11.7 9.8
122 62 9 1 6 16 53 4.0
123 93 12 2 0 14 4.7 6.4
124 88 3 2 4 9 3.0 1.0
125 105 8 6 11 25 8.3 2.5
126 87 9 2 15 26 8.7 6.5
127 54 12 3 7 22 7.3 4.5
128 76 8 0 4 12 4.0 4.0
129 62 7 3 8 18 6.0 2.6
130 54 10 1 3 14 4.7 4.7
131 107 16 2 27 45| 15.0 125
132 99 17 2 7 26 8.7 7.6
133 92 16 1 17 34| 113 9.0
134 73 13 0 2 15 5.0 7.0
135 89 6 0 5 11 3.7 3.2
136 58 12 2 15 29 9.7 6.8
137 79 28 5 7 40| 133 12.7
138 129 17 3 4 24 8.0 7.8
139 84 3 2 1 6 2.0 1.0
140 59 7 1 11 19 6.3 5.0
141 76 5 5 6 16 53 0.6
142 74 9 4 8 21 7.0 2.6
143 64 9 1 11 21 7.0 5.3
144 65 25 6 9 40| 13.3 10.2
145 91 7 3 8 18 6.0 2.6
146 58 13 1 18 32| 10.7 8.7
147 47 7 10 3 20 6.7 3.5
148 72 9 4 2 15 5.0 3.6
149 52 16 5 8 29 9.7 5.7
Total 4181 557 136 361 1054

Mean 85.3 114 2.8 74| 215

SD 29.8 5.9 2.1 5.2 9.3
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APPENDIX VII: Global measures from the writings

a) Pre-test (individual):

Task Language

Sl Adequacy | Coherence| Cohesion| Grammar | Mechanics | Vocabulary R Rl
11 1 1 1 1 1 1 6 1.0/ 0.0
12 2 2 2 1 2 1 10 1.7 0.5
13 3 2 3 2 2 2 14 23| 05
14 3 2 3 2 2 2 14 23| 05
15 1 1 1 1 1 1 6 1.0/ 0.0
16 1 1 1 1 1 1 6 1.0/ 0.0
17 2 1 2 2 2 1 10 1.7 0.5
18 2 1 1 1 1 1 7 1.2 0.4
19 3 2 2 2 2 1 12 2.0/ 0.6
110 3 3 2 2 3 2 15 25| 05
111 3 2 3 2 2 2 14 2.3 0.5
112 2 2 2 1 2 1 10 1.7 0.5
113 3 2 3 3 2 3 16 27| 05
114 1 2 1 1 1 1 7 1.2 0.4
115 1 1 1 1 1 1 6 1.0/ 0.0
116 1 1 2 1 2 1 8 1.3 0.5
117 3 2 2 2 2 2 13 2.2 0.4
118 1 1 1 1 1 1 6 1.0/ 0.0
119 2 2 2 1 2 1 10 1.7] 0.5
120 2 3 2 3 3 3 16 2.7 0.5
121 1 1 1 1 2 1 7 1.2 0.4
122 1 1 2 2 2 1 9 1.5 0.5
123 1 1 2 2 2 1 9 15| 0.5
124 3 3 3 2 2 3 16 27| 05
125 2 1 1 1 1 1 7 1.2 0.4
126 1 1 2 1 2 1 8 1.3 0.5
127 1 1 1 1 2 1 7 1.2 0.4
128 2 2 2 2 3 2 13 22| 04
129 2 1 1 1 1 1 7 12| 04
130 1 2 1 1 2 1 8 1.3 0.5
131 1 1 1 1 1 1 6 1.0/ 0.0
132 2 2 2 1 2 1 10 1.7 0.5
133 1 2 2 1 2 1 9 15| 0.5
134 1 1 1 1 3 1 8 1.3 0.8
135 2 1 2 1 1 1 8 1.3 0.5
136 1 1 1 1 1 1 6 1.0/ 0.0
137 1 1 2 1 1 1 7 1.2 0.4
138 2 2 2 2 1 2 11 1.8/ 04
139 2 2 2 2 2 2 12 2.0/ 0.0
140 1 1 1 1 1 1 6 1.0/ 0.0
141 1 1 1 1 2 1 7 1.2 0.4
142 2 1 1 1 1 1 7 1.2 0.4
143 2 1 2 1 2 1 9 1.5 0.5
144 1 1 1 1 1 1 6 1.0/ 0.0
145 2 1 1 2 2 1 9 1.5 0.5
146 1 1 2 1 1 1 7 1.2 0.4
147 1 1 1 1 1 1 6 1.0/ 0.0
148 1 1 1 1 2 1 7 1.2 0.4
149 1 1 1 1 1 1 6 1.0/ 0.0
Total 81 71 80 67 82 63 444

Mean 1.7 1.4 1.6 1.4 1.7 1.3 9.1

SD 0.8 0.6 0.7 0.6 0.6 0.6 3.1
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b) Collaborative task

bl. Pairs

Task Language
S Sl Adequacy | Coherence| Cohesion| Grammar | Mechanics | Vocabulary el e
P1 3 3 3 2 2 3 16 2.7 0.5
P2 1 1 1 1 1 1 6 1.0/ 0.0
P3 2 2 2 2 1 1 10 1.7 0.5
P4 2 2 2 2 3 2 13 22| 04
P5 3 2 2 1 1 2 11 1.8| 0.8
P6 3 3 3 2 2 3 16 2.7 0.5
P7 3 3 3 3 3 3 18 3.0 0.0
P8 3 1 2 1 1 1 9 1.5 0.8
P9 2 1 1 1 1 1 7 1.2 0.4
Total 22 18 19 15 15 17 106
Mean 2.4 2.0 2.1 1.7 1.7 1.9 11.8
SD 0.7 0.9 0.8 0.7 0.9 0.9 4.2
b2. Groups

Task Language
. Adequacy | Coherence| Cohesion | Grammar | Mechanics | Vocabulary el el
Gl 2 1 2 1 2 1 9 1.5 0.5
G2 2 1 1 1 1 1 7 1.2 0.4
G3 3 3 3 2 3 2 16 27| 05
G4 3 2 2 2 2 2 13 22| 04
G5 3 3 2 2 2 1 13 2.2 0.8
G6 2 2 2 2 2 2 12 2.0] 0.0
G7 1 1 1 1 1 2 7 1.2 0.4
G8 3 2 2 2 2 2 13 22| 04
G9 3 2 1 1 2 2 11 1.8/ 0.8
G10 3 2 2 2 2 2 13 2.2 0.4
G1l1 3 2 2 1 2 2 12 2.0 0.6
G12 1 1 1 1 1 1 6 1.0/ 0.0
Total 29 22 21 18 22 20 132
Mean 2.4 1.8 1.8 1.5 1.8 1.7 11.0
SD 0.8 0.7 0.6 0.5 0.6 0.5 3.1
c) Post-test (individual)

Task Language
ST Adequacy | Coherence| Cohesion| Grammar | Mechanics| Vocabulary e e
11 1 1 2 1 1 1 7 1.2/04
12 1 1 1 2 1 1 7 1.2/04
13 2 2 2 2 2 2 12 2.0/ 0.0
14 2 2 2 2 3 2 13 22|04
15 1 2 2 2 2 1 10 1.7/ 0.5
16 1 1 1 1 1 2 7 1.2/04
17 3 2 2 2 3 2 14 2.3 05
18 2 1 1 1 2 2 9 1.5/ 0.5
19 3 2 1 2 2 2 12 2.0/0.6
110 3 2 2 3 3 2 15 25/05
111 3 3 3 2 1 2 14 2.3/ 0.8
112 3 2 3 2 3 2 15 25/05
113 3 3 3 3 3 2 17 2.8/ 0.4
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114 3 2 2 1 1 1 10 1.7/ 0.8
115 2 1 1 1 1 2 8 1.3/ 0.5
116 2 2 2 2 3 2 13 22|04
117 2 2 1 2 2 2 11 1.8/0.4
118 1 1 1 1 1 1 6 1.0/ 0.0
119 2 2 2 2 1 2 11 1.8/0.4
120 3 3 3 3 3 3 18 3.0/ 0.0
121 3 2 1 2 2 1 11 1.8/ 0.8
122 1 2 2 1 2 2 10 1.7/ 0.5
123 2 2 1 2 3 2 12 2.0/ 0.6
124 3 3 2 3 3 2 16 27105
125 3 2 2 2 2 3 14 2.3/ 0.5
126 3 3 2 2 2 2 14 2.3]05
127 2 2 1 1 1 1 8 1.3/ 0.5
128 3 2 3 2 2 2 14 23|05
129 2 2 2 2 2 2 12 2.0/ 0.0
130 2 2 2 2 3 2 13 22|04
131 3 2 2 1 1 1 10 1.7/0.8
132 3 2 2 2 2 2 13 22|04
133 3 2 2 2 2 2 13 22|04
134 1 2 1 1 2 2 9 1.5/0.5
135 3 3 3 2 2 2 15 2.5/05
136 2 1 1 1 1 1 7 1.2/04
137 1 1 1 1 1 1 6 1.0/ 0.0
138 3 3 3 2 3 2 16 27|05
139 3 2 3 3 3 2 16 27105
140 2 1 2 1 1 1 8 1.3/ 0.5
141 2 2 1 2 2 2 11 1.8/ 04
142 2 1 1 2 1 1 8 1.3/ 0.5
143 1 1 1 1 1 1 6 1.0/ 0.0
144 2 1 2 1 1 2 9 1.5/0.5
145 2 2 2 2 2 2 12 2.0/ 0.0
146 1 1 1 1 1 1 6 1.0/ 0.0
147 1 1 1 1 1 1 6 1.0/ 0.0
148 2 2 2 2 2 2 12 2.0]0.0
149 1 1 1 1 1 1 6 1.0/ 0.0
Total 105 90 87 85 91 84| 542

Mean 2.1 1.8 1.8 1.7 1.9 1.7] 111

SD 0.8 0.7 0.7 0.6 0.8 0.5| 34
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APPENDIX VIII: Analyses of the LREs

a) LREs generated by pairs

SRk Grammatical Lexical Mechanicals

Total | Correct | Incorrect | Unresolved | Total | Correct | Incorrect | Unresolved | Total | Correct | Incorrect | Unresolved
P1 3 3 0 0 9 9 1 0 2 1 1 0
P3 4 4 0 0 4 0 1 3 0 0 0 0
P4 3 3 0 0 5 2 0 3 1 1 0 0
P6 4 4 0 0 2 1 1 0| 10 8 2 0
P7 8 5 3 0 7 4 2 1 5 5 0 0
P8 1 1 0 0 2 1 1 0 6 5 1 0
P9 1 1 0 0 8 3 2 3 3 2 1 0
Total 24.0f 21.0 3.0 0.0/ 37.0] 20.0 8.0 10.0/ 27.0f 22.0 5.0 0.0
Mean 3.4 3.0 0.4 0.0] 5.3 2.9 1.1 14| 3.9 3.1 0.7 0.0
SD 2.4 1.5 1.1 0.0|] 2.8 3.0 0.7 1.5 34 2.9 0.8 0.0
b) LREs generated by groups
SRk Grammatical Lexical Mechanicals

Total | Correct | Incorrect | Unresolved | Total | Correct | Incorrect | Unresolved | Total | Correct | Incorrect | Unresolved
Gl 3 2 1 0 8 2 1 5 5 2 3 0
G2 13 9 4 0 8 4 2 2 10 9 1 0
G3 8 7 1 0 9 3 2 4 2 2 0 0
G4 5 4 1 0 7 6 0 1 0 0 0 0
G6 3 3 0 0 1 0 0 1 3 2 1 0
G10 7 6 1 0 3 1 1 1 3 3 0 0
Total 39 31 8 0| 36 16 6 14 23 18 5 0
Mean 6.5 5.2 1.3 0.0] 6.0 2.7 1.0 2.3] 3.8 3.0 0.8 0.0
SD 3.8 2.6 1.4 0.0] 3.2 2.2 0.9 1.8] 34 3.1 1.2 0.0

54




