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ABSTRACT 

 Although the benefits of group and pair work in the second language (L2) 

classroom have been extensively studied, most documented research has focused on 

the use of oral tasks and spoken interaction between learners.  Recently however, 

researchers have begun to investigate the advantages of collaboration on written 

work.  More specifically, with the advancements in computer technology and web-

based collaborative platforms like wikis, there has been a growing awareness of the 

educational possibilities of wikis to enhance L2 writing instruction.  This study 

followed a pretest/posttest repeated measures design to investigate the impact and 

students’ perceptions of wiki-based collaborative writing activities on individual 

writing performance.  The study involved 12 university students in a TOEFL 

preparation course at a large university in Bogota, Colombia.  Students were divided 

into two groups:  the experimental group (n=8) engaged in a series of wiki-based 

collaborative writing activities and focused practice between pre and posttests, 

while the control (n=4) received no treatment.  Two individual writing samples (pre 

and posttest) composed by each participant under timed conditions were 

quantitatively analyzed using the three linguistic developmental measures of 

complexity, accuracy, and fluency.  While statistically significant differences were 

not evident for measures of fluency or accuracy, descriptive statistics showed an 

overall positive impact for collaborative writing on individual learners’ written 

fluency.  Analysis of complexity measures revealed mixed results with respect to 

learning gains.  Further analysis of perception data reported by learners in an exit 
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survey disclosed their positive attitude towards perceived linguistic benefits with 

regard to the wiki-based collaborative writing activities.  Both theoretical and 

pedagogical implications of the study, limitations, and directions for future research 

are presented.     
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CHAPTER 1:  INTRODUCTION 

 Purpose of the Study 

 My thesis research study addresses the central question of how to utilize 

technology tools to develop second language (L2) learners’ writing ability.  The 

historical context behind this study can be traced through three major bodies of 

literature including collaboration in the L2 classroom, collaboration in L2 writing, 

and wikis in L2 and foreign language (FL) education.  Research in the second 

language context has provided empirical support for the use of group and pair work 

to foster second language development (Ellis, 2003; Garcia Mayo, 2007; Lantolf, 

2000).  While much of this early research focused on the benefits of collaborative 

talk (Donato, 1994; Swain & Lapkin, 1998), more recently the focus has shifted to 

writing and exploring how collaboration in written work promotes learner 

interaction, peer feedback, and rich linguistic experiences (Dobao, 2012; Shehadeh, 

2011; Storch, 2013).  With the advancement of computer-based technologies, online 

tools like the wiki – a web-based platform to promote written collaboration – have  

provided virtual environments to support collaborative writing in the L2 classroom 

(Arnold, Ducate, & Kost, 2009; Elola & Oskoz, 2010; Kessler, 2009; Kessler & 

Bikowski, 2010; Lee, 2010).  Thus from a sociocultural perspective, collaborative 

writing in a wiki can help engage students in task-based activities and promote peer 

feedback and scaffolding (Arnold & Ducate, 2011). 

 Since research supports the benefits of collaborative writing for co-authored 

L2 texts (Dobao, 2012; Storch & Wigglesworth, 2007; Wigglesworth & Storch, 2009) 
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and the wiki provides an environment to facilitate written collaboration (Lafford & 

Lafford, 2005), one might wonder whether collaborative writing in a wiki might also 

have benefits for the individual L2 writer.  The main goal of the present study is to 

explore that possibility.  

Motivation for the Study 

 Although my focus on this particular area of research began developing 

about two years ago, my interest in technology enhanced language learning dates 

back much further.  While teaching English to high school students in Korea, I 

realized what an important role technology played in these learners’ lives.  The little 

free time they had outside of class they almost always spent in Internet cafes around 

the city, absorbed in massively multiplayer online games (MMOG) where they could 

simultaneously interact with other players around the world.  I frequently heard my 

students gossiping about netizens (i.e., avid and habitual Internet users), user-

generated content on the web, and social networking sites.  It became very clear to 

me that students were using technology to mediate their communication and 

interaction with the world around them.  Thus I began to wonder how I, as their 

English teacher, might design lessons and deliver instruction that incorporated the 

technology they were all so familiar with and inherently attached to.  Little did I 

know there was an ever-evolving body of theoretically sound, empirical literature 

just waiting for me to explore. 
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 My desire to further explore the field of second language learning and 

teaching brought me to graduate school at Portland State University (PSU).  During 

the winter term of 2012 I was enrolled in the Computer Assisted Language Learning 

(CALL) course as part of the MATESOL program in the Department of Applied 

Linguistics.  It was there in Dr. Nike Arnold’s class that I found many answers to the 

questions I had been pondering as I struggled to engage my tech-savvy Korean 

students.  I learned about the many applications of the computer in language 

teaching and learning and how these were connected to pedagogical principles and 

theories of second language acquisition.   

 As I began to explore the field of CALL through engagement with the research 

and its classroom applications, I became increasingly interested in CALL’s ability to 

enhance second language writing instruction.  More specifically, I was intrigued by 

the educational potential of the wiki and thus decided to dedicate my thesis work to 

investigating the impact of wiki-based collaborative writing activities on the 

individual development of L2 writers.  Based on my interest in teaching English for 

academic purposes (EAP) and preparing learners for high stakes tests such as 

TOEFL iBT, I chose to explore the wiki’s affordances for this particular learner 

profile.  In order to incorporate the elements of EAP and TOEFL preparation, I 

designed collaborative writing treatment tasks that focused on the rhetorical style 

of argumentation central to the TOEFL iBT independent writing task.        
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Overview 

 In chapter 2, I present a review of the relevant literature on collaboration in 

the L2 classroom, collaboration in L2 writing, and wiki-based collaborative writing 

in L2 contexts.  This allows me to position the present study within the larger bodies 

of research and create a space for my investigation.  Chapter 3 includes the detailed 

methodology of task design, data collection and data analysis procedures.  In 

chapter 4, I present and discuss the results of both quantitative and qualitative 

analyses.  I end with a conclusion chapter where I discuss the pedagogical 

implications and limitations of the present study, as well as offer suggestions for 

future research.  The appendices include detailed descriptions of each wiki-based 

collaborative writing treatment session, step-by-step instructions for administering 

the treatments and creating wiki pages, the participant perception survey, and the 

detailed guidelines for coding and quantifying textual features in the compositions, 

so that other researchers can readily replicate this study.   
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CHAPTER 2:  LITERATURE REVIEW 

 A prerequisite to the investigation into the impact of wiki-based 

collaborative writing on second language (L2) learners’ individual writing 

development is a discussion of three bodies of research literature:  collaboration in 

the L2 classroom, collaboration in L2 writing, and the use of wikis in L2 and foreign 

language (FL) education.  The literature review begins by situating the concept of 

peer interaction in the language learning classroom within a sociocultural 

framework.  Narrowing the context to collaboration in L2 writing, the concepts of 

peer feedback, jointly-written L2 texts, and learner perceptions of collaborative 

writing activities are presented and discussed in light of empirical findings.  Finally, 

a descriptive examination of the research literature surrounding wikis and their 

uses, affordances, and potential challenges in L2 and FL education situates the 

present study and makes a case for further investigation into the potential impact of 

wiki-based collaborative writing treatments on individual L2 writers’ linguistic 

development.  

Collaboration in the L2 Classroom 

Current trends in communicative language learning and teaching emphasize 

the centrality of pair and group work in the classroom.  Strongly supported by 

theoretical underpinnings as well as pedagogical research, the use of small group 

and pair activities has become increasingly common in a variety of language 

learning contexts across the globe. Grounded in a sociocultural perspective of 
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language acquisition and learning originally based on the work of Vygotsky (1978), 

cognitive and linguistic development are seen as emerging from social interaction 

(Lantolf, 2000).  More specifically, the interaction of second language (L2) learners 

with other speakers and users of the language can create supportive conditions 

which enable these individuals to participate in communicative exchanges and 

negotiations that extend their current linguistics skills and knowledge to higher 

levels of competence (Gass & Varonis, 1994; Long & Porter, 1985).  That is, 

according to Vygotsky (1978), the assistance and guidance, including the language 

provided by more capable peers, can help stretch the cognitive and linguistic 

development of novice peers beyond their current level and toward their potential 

linguistic level.  This metaphorical venue where the stretching of learners’ cognitive 

and linguistic development occurs is the zone of proximal development, or ZPD 

(Vygotsky, 1978, p. 86).  It is here that, with sustained practice and time, learners 

can internalize the linguistic functions of their peers, and eventually perform them 

individually.  In a language learning context, this assistance provided by either a 

teacher or peer has come to be referred to as scaffolding (Donato, 1994; Van Lier, 

1988). 

When scaffolding occurs between peers, it is generally realized by the 

processes of collaboration and cooperation.  These terms are often defined 

synonymously, yet some researchers make a clear distinction between the 

constructs with regard to the degree of labor division.  For example, Roschelle & 

Teasley (1995) define collaboration as “a coordinated, synchronous activity that is 
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the result of a continued attempt to construct and maintain a shared conception of a 

problem” (p. 70).  That is, learners work together in small groups or pairs taking 

joint responsibility for the creation of a product from start to finish.  Cooperation on 

the other hand, as defined by Dillenbourg (1999), involves partners dividing the 

work, individually solving sub-tasks, and then assembling the parts into the final 

product.    Regardless of the process employed by learners in the L2 classroom, both 

have shown to be advantageous for language learning. 

A large body of research to date emphasizes the use of both cooperative and 

collaborative tasks in the L2 classroom to further the processes of learner 

engagement and peer scaffolding (Batstone, 2010; Donato, 1994; Ellis, 2003; Lantolf, 

2000; Swain & Lapkin, 1998).  Tasks are “activities that call for primarily meaning-

focused language use” (Ellis, 2003, p. 3) and promote both language production and 

interaction among learners.  The aforementioned L2 researchers working within a 

sociocultural framework have focused primarily on investigating the effects of this 

peer interaction on language development, where a high degree of mutuality exists 

between the participants engaged in the tasks.  Most studies have looked at how 

learners of relatively similar proficiency levels scaffold one another throughout the 

learning process and execution of the task.  Swain (2000) emphasized the 

importance of collaborative dialogue, or “dialogue that constructs linguistic 

knowledge” (p.97) in promoting L2 development.  Dialogue of this type involves a 

blending of cognitive and social activity where language use mediates language 

learning.  Thus, Swain concluded that tasks which encourage learners to reflect on 
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language form while still orienting toward meaning making, are useful for L2 

development. 

Donato’s landmark study (1994) looked at the use of tasks to facilitate 

supportive interactions and collaborative dialogues between language learners.  

Specifically, the research aimed to examine how social interactions among peers in 

the classroom can developmentally influence their language systems and lead to the 

appropriation of linguistic knowledge by individuals.  Transcripts of one hour oral 

interactions between three participants, who assumed collective responsibility for 

the planning and presentation of a skit, were analyzed to determine the degree to 

which collective scaffolding afforded individual learners opportunities for linguistic 

development.  Results revealed that 24 of the 32 structures discussed during the 

peer scaffolding were observed in the subsequent output of individual learners 

when the assistance was no longer available.  Thus, Donato concluded that the 

process of peer scaffolding can contribute to the expansion of individual L2 

knowledge while simultaneously boosting the linguistic development of other peers 

involved.  

In light of Donato’s promising findings, numerous other studies have 

investigated the use of collaborative dialogues to facilitate the co-construction of 

linguistic knowledge (Anton & DiCamilla, 1998; Kim, 2008; Ohta, 1997; Storch, 

1999).  Ohta (1997), for example, examined how social interactions of L2 learners 

provide assistance as well as facilitate internalization processes which lead to L2 
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development.  Focusing on oral production and accurate use of grammatical 

constructions, her study revealed that through collaborative and individual activity, 

one participant was able to use new structures independently, albeit in a limited 

context.  Similarly, Storch (1999) found the use of collaborative tasks to have a 

positive impact on the overall grammatical accuracy of intermediate to advanced L2 

proficiency level university students.  However, unlike Ohta (1997), who focused on 

learners’ oral output, Storch examined students’ collaborative and individual 

written production of language in the form of three grammar-focused tasks (i.e., a 

cloze exercise, a text reconstruction and a short composition).  In all three language 

exercises, Storch found that texts completed in pairs were more grammatically 

accurate overall as opposed to those texts produced individually.  That is, when 

learners worked collaboratively, their writing contained a lower average number of 

errors and a greater proportion of error-free clauses than when they wrote 

individually.  These findings provide some degree of support for the benefits of 

collaborative dialogs and joint tasks in the L2 classroom on overall linguistic 

accuracy. 

  Narrowing the focus from linguistic accuracy in general, Kim (2008) 

investigated the impact of collaborative pair and group work on the acquisition of 

L2 vocabulary in particular.  Through examination of learner-learner collaborative 

dialogues and think-aloud protocols, Kim identified the occurrence and resolution of 

lexical language-related episodes, or LREs.  LREs, defined by Swain & Lapkin (1998), 

include “any part of a dialogue where the students talk about the language they are 
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producing, question their language use, or correct themselves or others” (p. 326). 

Additionally, Kim used a repeated measures research design to determine the 

effects of a collaborative dictogloss task on learners’ L2 vocabulary acquisition. 

Through the analysis of transcribed collaborative dialogues and think-aloud-

protocols, Kim found that while the number of lexical LREs for students working 

collaboratively and individually was similar, those learners who participated in the 

collaborative tasks performed significantly better on immediate and delayed 

vocabulary post-tests than those who worked individually. Thus, Kim’s (2008) study 

made a case for the use of group work to promote second language vocabulary 

acquisition. 

Anton & DiCamilla (1998) took a slightly different approach to examining the 

impact of collaborative dialogue on language development and looked at the 

influence of first language (L1) collaborative speech on L2 written discourse.  Their 

research did not aim to identify linguistic gains through textual analysis, but rather 

sought to find pedagogical support for the use of L1 and collaboration as powerful 

learning tools.  Based on analysis of collaborative dialogues between participants 

who discussed the composition of L2 texts, Anton & DiCamilla concluded that the 

use of L1 mediated the activity in several ways, including the maintenance of 

learners’ engagement and focus, the development of task management strategies, 

and the provision of access to L2 linguistic forms through evaluation and meaning-

making.   
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Recognizing the potential benefits of both L1 and L2 collaborative dialogue 

for language learning, Swain & Lapkin (1998) investigated the use of such dialogues 

in the process of peer co-construction of written stories.  Contrary to previous 

research, yet aligned with the aim of the present study, the researchers were not 

only interested in the nature of the dialogues, but the relationship between peer 

interaction and individual performance.  Drawing on the findings of Donato (1994), 

Swain and Lapkin (1998) sought to determine whether or not collaborative tasks 

influence the developing language systems of the individuals involved.  Similar to 

the research design of the current study, Swain and Lapkin conducted pre- and post-

tests, as well as a collaborative treatment.  This treatment involved a pair jigsaw 

task where learners jointly developed a written story line.   While the pre- and post-

tests were completed individually and used measures of grammatical accuracy, 

grammaticality judgment, and lexical knowledge, the jigsaw task was used to 

facilitate collaborative dialogue and language-related episodes (LREs) among 

participants.  These LREs, where students talked about, questioned, or corrected the 

use of their own as well as others’ language, were seen to positively influence L2 

written discourse.  Moreover, similar to the findings of Kim (2008), analysis 

revealed a significant, positive correlation between post-test scores and the number 

of LREs, suggesting that linguistic knowledge gained from these LREs can perhaps 

be internalized and self-regulated by individuals who adopt it as their own.   

The previous research reviewed here on collaboration in the language 

learning classroom indicates that from both theoretical and pedagogical 
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perspectives, language-mediated cognitive activities promoting interaction and 

collaboration between learners serve to facilitate the co-construction of linguistic 

knowledge and foster language development.  While many of these studies have 

focused on the benefits of peer scaffolding and group work for L2 spoken discourse, 

research investigating the effects of peer collaboration on the development of L2 

writing is limited.  Thus, in light of this paucity, my thesis research study attempts to 

extend the affordances of collaborative writing to the individual L2 writer.  As I will 

illustrate in the section below, there is a somewhat scant but currently evolving 

body of literature on collaborative writing in the L2 classroom. 

Collaboration in L2 Writing 

 Previous research supported by sociocultural perspectives on L2 acquisition 

has clearly indicated the benefits of interaction and peer collaboration in the 

language learning classroom.   Although Swain & Lapkin (1998) and Anton & 

DiCamilla (1998) found promising evidence to support the positive impact of 

collaborative dialogues on L2 writing, until recently, few studies had explored the 

use of collaborative writing as a pedagogical strategy to foster the process of 

language development.  To date, literature concerning the use of group and pair 

work in L2 writing has looked at the topic from various perspectives.  One strand of 

research has looked at peer interaction and group feedback primarily during the 

revision process, whereas another has examined learner interaction and 

collaboration throughout the entire writing process.  Meanwhile, yet another trend 
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in the research literature involved the investigation of learner perceptions of 

collaborative writing activities. While much of the research surrounding these 

jointly written texts has progressed in the direction of measuring the effects 

collaborative efforts have on single pieces of L2 writing, none to my knowledge have 

assessed the potential short-term effects on individuals’ writing development.  In 

this section of the literature review, I will discuss the previous research on 

collaborative writing in the L2 and illustrate that there is a need for future research 

to fill the existing gaps.  

 Peer Feedback in L2 Writing 

 Multiple studies investigating the use of group and pair work in L2 writing 

have focused mainly on the dimension of peer feedback and what impact learner 

interaction during the revision process may have on the final versions of 

individually written texts (e.g., Connor & Asenavage, 1994; Leki, 1990b; Nelson & 

Murphy, 1993; Storch, 2002; Villamil & De Guerrero, 1998; Zhu, 2001).  Nelson & 

Murphy (1993) investigated whether or not L2 students incorporated the feedback 

provided by their peers into their individual writing.  The researchers organized 

peer response groups of four members each, where participants exchanged weekly 

drafts of their writing, made comments and suggestions to their peers, and 

discussed the feedback orally.  Revisions, however, were conducted individually and 

outside of the classroom setting.  Through analysis of final drafts, Nelson and 

Murphy found that while writers composing texts in the L2 did indeed use their 

peers’ comments in the revision process, they did so inconsistently.  Analysis of the 
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transcribed verbal interactions among peers in their response groups helped inform 

the researchers about potential explanations for these revision inconsistencies.  

While the quality of peers’ suggestions did not factor into the explanation, Nelson 

and Murphy concluded that the degree to which the students heeded suggestions of 

their peers depended on the nature of the interaction; cooperative or defensive.  

Cooperative interactions were characterized by participants’ negotiation and 

constructive engagement in the discussion whereas defensive interactions revealed 

expressions of disagreement or justification.  The findings suggested that 

cooperative interactions were more likely to facilitate the incorporation of peer 

feedback into individual writing, thus making a case for the potential impact of 

interactional dynamics on peer review processes.  

 In a similar vein, Storch (2002) examined various patterns of didactic 

interaction and the impact the nature of the interaction had on L2 development 

outcomes over time.  In a class focused on academic writing and grammatical 

structures, students’ worked in pairs to complete three tasks including a 

composition, an editing task, and a text reconstruction. Data analysis revealed that 

while learners were able to scaffold each others’ performance when working in 

pairs, collaborative or expert/novice interactional patterns were more likely than 

other interactional dynamics to facilitate such scaffolding.  Furthermore, with 

respect to L2 development, a comparison of pre- and post-test results from the 

editing task proved inconclusive.  



15 

 

 While findings from Nelson & Murphy’s (1993) study helped to support the 

importance of meaningful and constructive interaction between L2 learners during 

the writing revision process, considering that compositions were written and 

revised individually, and no joint responsibility was taken for their creation, 

construction, or revision, makes it difficult to classify this type of writing as 

collaborative.  Moreover, the researchers did not look at whether or not the 

incorporated feedback affected the quality of the text.  In an attempt to answer 

exactly this question, Villamil & De Guerrero (1998) explored the impact of peer 

revision on L2 writing.  Although the composition and final revision processes were 

conducted individually, peers interacted during two revision sessions where they 

provided assistance to one another in the form of oral discussions and written 

commentary.  The researchers characterized revision sessions as joint efforts 

between writers who were able to advance in their respective zones of proximal 

development and produce final written drafts reflecting a higher level of 

achievement.  Achievement was measured by the number of textual trouble sources 

revised during the interaction and subsequently incorporated into the final versions.  

Although Villamil & DeGuerrero contend that peer assistance had a substantial 

impact on revising, some of the revisions included instances of false repair, or 

incorrect suggestions and solutions.  While the researchers suggested that false 

repairs be viewed as potential opportunities for language growth, they 

acknowledged the fact that this is merely tentative and recommended future 

research take the direction of testing independent performance on writing tasks 
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following peer interaction.  The present study aims to explore this avenue of 

research. 

 Jointly-written L2 Texts 

Building on the research suggesting that peer interaction and group feedback 

positively impact individual’s L2 writing revisions, a number of studies have taken 

to investigating the effects learner collaboration has on the quality of jointly written 

texts (e.g., Dobao, 2012; Shehadeh, 2011; Storch, 1999, 2005, 2007; Storch & 

Wigglesworth, 2007; Wigglesworth & Storch, 2009).  This body of literature has 

focused primarily on comparing the products of individual writing to those of pair 

writing.  Additionally, many of these studies concerning co-authored texts 

investigated the interaction of pairs throughout the writing process as well as their 

approaches to the task.  Before discussing the findings of these studies, it’s 

important to understand the methods that previous researchers have used to 

evaluate and compare the final products of individually written texts to those 

written collaboratively.   

Many L2 researchers have used the constructs of accuracy, fluency, and 

complexity, as dependent variables to measure both linguistic development and 

proficiency in SLA (Foster & Skehan, 1998; Foster et al., 2000; Housen & Folkert, 

2009; Larsen-Freeman, 2006, 2009; Pallotti, 2009).  These measures have been 

considered indicators of language development since they are not typically monitored 

consciously by the learner, nor are they necessarily tied to specific linguistic structures 
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(Wolfe-Quintero et al, 1998).  When it comes to second language writing in particular, 

the triad of developmental measures has been a useful research tool for evaluating 

the effects of a pedagogical intervention or treatment on the development of 

grammar, writing ability, or both; the effects of task design on L2 writing; and to 

assess differences in L2 texts composed by learners working under various 

conditions, across proficiency levels, or longitudinally (Ortega, 2003). 

 Given that many L2 studies employing the three constructs as research 

variables have tended to define them rather vaguely, they have been used and 

interpreted with various meanings across studies.  Thus, despite the fact that a 

number of large-scale research syntheses have been conducted to inform about the 

most appropriate and useful analysis measures to quantify textual features and 

assess L2 writing in particular (Norris & Ortega, 2009; Ortega, 2003; Polio, 1997;  

Wolfe-Quintero et al, 1998), the empirical findings have been somewhat 

inconsistent (Norris & Ortega, 2009).  What follows is a definition of each of 

construct as it has been interpreted and used in previous empirical research 

literature.  A review of these interpretations will help to frame the analysis 

measures chosen for the present study. 

 Defining the Developmental Measures of CAF 
 

 The three notions of complexity, accuracy, and fluency came about shortly 

following the birth of the field of second language acquisition (Larsen-Freeman, 

2009).  Researchers, in an attempt to find an alternative to standardized proficiency 
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tests for gauging second language development, began a quest to construct a 

developmental index for SLA (Hakuta, 1976; Larsen-Freeman, 1978).  Larsen-

Freeman began by looking at Hunt’s (1970) research which aimed to track the 

linguistic development of L1 writers.  Hunt proposed the construct of a T-unit, or 

minimal terminable unit which he contended was the “shortest unit into which a 

piece of discourse could be cut without leaving any sentence fragments as residue” 

(Hunt, 1970, p. 737).  In other words, the T-unit was defined by Hunt as “one main 

clause plus whatever subordinate clauses are attached to that main clause” (Hunt, 

1970, p. 737).  He argued that T-units, as opposed to sentence length, were a more 

suitable unit of analysis given that children writing in their native language could 

and would write long sentences relying entirely on coordination (Larsen-Freeman, 

2009).  Throughout the next 20 years, a plethora of studies followed suit in attempts 

to devise an index of metrics that could be used to capture second language 

development.   

 Before turning to the discussion of construct definition, I will briefly address 

the broader issue of validity when it comes to the measures of CAF.  When 

attempting to identify the ‘best’ measures of language performance, Wolfe-Quintero 

et al., (1998), in their research synthesis examining more than 100 linguistic 

developmental measures, contend that best measures are typically those that most 

clearly show variance among subjects.  This variance should be apparent both over 

time and across tasks, and should exhibit correlation with other equally varying 

measures.  However, they note that even if measures fail to show any difference 
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among groups, it does not mean they are invalid or uninformative.  Rather, research 

should be equally concerned with observing constants and similarities among 

groups following an experimental treatment (Wolfe-Quintero et al, 1998).  Finally, 

they conclude that for a measure to be valid, adequate representation of its 

underlying construct is more important than variance across subjects.  With this in 

mind, I now turn to the issue of defining the constructs of complexity, accuracy, and 

fluency. 

 Fluency  

 Foster & Skehan (1996) define fluency as the “processing of language in real 

time” (p. 304) but this may be problematic as rapidity is not the only construct 

included but rather coherence, appropriateness, and creativity.  In a narrower sense, 

Lennon (1990) used the term fluency to mean only rate and length of output.  

Similarly, in their vast research synthesis of developmental index studies, Wolfe-

Quintero et al. (1998) found that fluency ratios were much more successful than 

frequencies at indicating language development.  Thus, the researchers support 

Lennon (1990) and restrict their understanding of the measure to issues of rate and 

length.  That is to say that the more words or structures that an L2 writer can access 

in a limited time is indicative of their fluency in the second language. 

 Complexity  

 Complexity refers to the degree of variance and sophistication in the 

structures and vocabulary used by the L2 writer (Foster & Skehan, 1996; Ortega, 
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2003; Wolfe-Quintero et al., 1998).  That is, complexity can be measured both 

lexically and syntactically.  This multidimensionality of complexity is important to 

note, especially as it is applied to various aspects of language production.  In the 

past, researchers have distinguished between both lexical and grammatical 

complexity, each of which has its own sub-constructs within syntactic complexity 

(Norris & Ortega, 2009).  In the subsequent two sections, I briefly examine each of 

these sub-constructs to establish working definitions for the present study. 

 Syntactic Complexity 

 Previous research literature indicates that syntactic complexity can be 

measured in a multitude of ways.  However, from the perspectives of both 

computation and interpretation, none of the complexity measures is unproblematic 

(Housen & Kuiken, 2009).  While most measures have quantified length of 

production units (clauses, sentences, T-units), amount of subordination or 

embedding, amount of coordination, or degree of sophistication (Ortega, 2003), 

operationalization of these production units remains ambiguous, particularly the 

clause.  For some researchers, a clause is defined by the presence of a subject and a 

finite verb (Hunt, 1965; Polio, 1997) and for others, non-finite verbs may also head a 

clause, provided that an additional clause element is present (Foster et al., 2000).   

In terms of measurement, Wolfe-Quintero et al., (1998) point out that “ratio 

measures, in which the presence of one type of unit is expressed as a percentage of 

another type of unit, or one type of unit is divided by the total number of 

comparable units,” (p. 10) have shown to be more valid than frequency counts since 
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frequency counts vary as a function of the amount of time allotted to the writer or 

the nature of the task. 

 Ortega’s (2003) synthesis of 21 L2 writing studies found six metrics most 

frequently used to quantify syntactic complexity.  These included three length of 

production measures (mean length of sentence, mean length of T-unit, and mean 

length of clause), one degree of coordination measure (mean number of T-units per 

sentence) and two measures concerning the amount of subordination (mean 

number of clauses per T-unit and mean number of dependent clauses per clause).  

Norris & Ortega (2009) indicate that in early stages of L2 development, syntactic 

complexity is initially established through coordination and thus, with lower 

proficiency L2 learners, a metric such as Bardovi-Harlig’s (1992) coordination index 

may be more revealing of linguistic complexity.  On the other hand, in more 

advanced stages of development, syntactic complexity may be most realized through 

increased complexity at the phrasal level.  Therefore, when measuring the syntactic 

complexity of intermediate or advanced proficiency L2 learners, choosing a metric 

such as mean length of clause is able to better capture complexity at the phrasal 

level (Norris & Ortega, 2009). 

 Norris & Ortega’s (2009) exemplary treatment of syntactic complexity 

provides empirical support for the multidimensional measurement of the construct.  

Given the variety of distinctly measurable sub-constructs of complexity, they argue 

for researchers to select multiple metrics which are complementary as opposed to 
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redundant.  That is, CAF researchers, when examining grammatical complexity 

should be aware of which measures tap into which dimensions of the construct.  

 Lexical Complexity 

 Lexical complexity is apparent in writing primarily in the forms of range 

(lexical variation) and size (lexical sophistication) (Wolfe-Quintero et al, 1998).  

Therefore L2 learners who can access a wide variety of both basic and sophisticated 

words are said to have a more complex vocabulary than those who have only a basic 

range available.  It is however, crucial to distinguish the difference between the 

notions of lexical complexity and fluency.  That is, an analysis of lexical complexity in 

L2 writing should not be concerned with how many words are present, but rather 

the degree of variance and sophistication of the words that are.   

 Measures of lexical richness have been of interest to L2 researchers primarily 

because they help distinguish writing quality as well as provide a means to examine 

the relationship between vocabulary knowledge and use.  Most researchers have 

measured lexical variation in second language writing through type/token ratios.     

However, as Laufer & Nation (1995) and Wolfe-Quintero et al., (1998) caution, this 

measure is sensitive to length and may not be suitable for shorter texts.  As an 

alternative, Laufer & Nation proposed the Lexical Frequency Profile which measures 

an individual’s productive vocabulary by comparing the words used in a text to the 

1000 most frequent words of English, the next 1000 most frequent words, and 

words on a university word list.  Words which appeared on the university word list 

were considered rich and sophisticated vocabulary.  They found the measure to be 
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reliable in discriminating between proficiency levels as well as texts of varying 

length.  

 The concept of lexical sophistication has become appealing as an indicator of 

L2 vocabulary development.  Following Laufer & Nation’s (1995) comparison of 

words written to those on a university word list, a web program called VocabProfile 

was developed to perform automated lexical analyses of texts (Cobb, 2002).  This 

program divides words in a text into four categories including the most frequent 

1000 words of English, the second most frequent 1000 words of English, the 

academic words of English, and the remainder which are not found on other lists.  

Thus the tool conveniently provides a quantitative profile of the percentages of 

basic and sophisticated words in a text.  

Accuracy  

 Accuracy is defined by Foster and Skehan (1996) as “freedom from error” or 

error-free production (p. 304).  Essentially, it refers to the extent to which an L2 

individual’s oral or written production deviates from the native speaker norm 

(Pallotti, 2009; Wolfe-Quintero et al, 1998).  While conceptually, accuracy may seem 

simple and easy to define, Pallotti (2009) cautions that the challenge of accuracy 

measurement lies in its application to L2 data.  That is, clearly indicating the criteria 

used to identify deviation and the degree of an error is essential to the validity and 

reliability of the calculation method.  Unfortunately, previous researchers who have 

investigated measures of linguistic accuracy have employed a variety of techniques 

and at the same time failed to discuss them in great detail, making replication or use 
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of a particular measure very challenging (Polio, 1997).  Given these challenges of 

determining what exactly constitutes an error, very recently, Housen, Kuiken, & 

Vedder (2012) suggested that the “A” in CAF be extended to include appropriateness 

and acceptability. 

 An analysis of linguistic accuracy involves the counting of errors in a text.  A 

multitude of CAF studies have approached this by focusing on error-free structural 

units, whether they be clauses, sentences, or T-units (Wolfe-Quintero et al, 1998).  

However, this approach has been met with criticism by researchers who point out 

its failure to recognize not only the number of errors within the structural unit, but 

also the types of errors involved.  In light of these criticisms, a second approach to 

accuracy measurement has been employed in developmental index studies by 

Bardovi-Harlig & Boffman (1989) and Polio (1997).  Their approaches were not 

concerned with strings of error-free production units but rather with the quantity of 

errors occurring in relation to production units.  This type of approach is 

advantageous in that it reveals and distinguishes between different error types as 

well as their distribution across the unit of measurement.       

 Analyses of findings synthesized in Wolfe-Quintero et al. (1998) reveal that 

the T-unit may not be the best in capturing short-term changes in accuracy since it 

has shown to correlate more with holistic ratings.  Instead, Bardovi-Harlig & Bofman 

(1989) proposed the use of clauses as opposed to T-units as the basic measure of 

error analysis.  The researchers contended that using the clause as the production 
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unit for accuracy eliminated complexity as a factor considering that an essay could 

contain a multitude of error-free T-units made up of very simplistic sentences (Polio, 

1997).    

 Based on the literature discussed in the previous section, it’s clear that 

researchers have used a variety of measures to capture linguistic performance with 

regard to the constructs of fluency, accuracy, and complexity, which makes it 

difficult to compare the findings.  This is something to keep in mind as the 

forthcoming empirical studies are reviewed. 

 I now return to a discussion of the research literature which has 

compared individually and collaboratively written compositions.  To begin, Storch 

(2005) for example compared the linguistic accuracy, fluency, and complexity of 

participants’ individually and collaboratively written responses to graphic prompts.  

The analysis measures revealed that written texts composed by pairs were more 

accurate in terms of the proportion of error free clauses to total clauses than those 

composed individually.  Moreover, despite the fact that pairs produced shorter texts 

than individuals, they tended to write with more complexity, as measured by the 

length in words of T-units, the ratio of clauses to T-units, and the percentage of 

dependent clauses in the entire text.  While no statistically significant differences 

were found between the learners who worked independently and those who 

worked in pairs, Storch emphasized that the quantitative findings were merely 

suggestive given the small sample size of 23 participants. In addition to the 
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linguistic developmental measures, Storch qualitatively analyzed transcripts of the 

pair dialogues that ensued throughout the collaborative writing process. This 

analysis revealed instances of collective scaffolding as learners combined their 

linguistic resources to negotiate more grammatically accurate compositions.  

Additionally, analysis of time spent on the different phases of writing indicated that 

pairs spent the most time generating ideas and giving and receiving immediate 

feedback on language.  Furthermore, it was shown that pairs took longer to 

complete the writing tasks than individuals. These findings serve as important 

pedagogical considerations for future applications of L2 collaborative writing 

instruction.      

In a similar study, Storch & Wigglesworth (2007) again compared the writing 

produced by learners working in pairs with that of learners working individually on 

two tasks:  a graphic commentary and an argumentative essay.  Employing the triad 

of developmental index measures, the researchers randomly selected and analyzed 

six texts (approximately 12.5% of the entire data set).  Comparing the quantitative 

analyses of individually and jointly written texts, they found no differences on any of 

the measures of fluency (number of words per text, number of T-units per text, 

number of clauses per text, and number of words per T-unit).  This finding was 

unlike the earlier study of Storch (2005) who found pair texts to be shorter than 

individual texts.  Yet, similar to Storch (2005), the measures for complexity 

exhibited no significant differences between jointly written and individually written 

texts.  In terms of accuracy, however, the pairs produced more error-free T-units 
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and more error-free clauses than the individuals.  Qualitative analysis showed that 

unlike Storch (2005), participants spent the most time working on the composition 

phase of writing, and LREs generated by collaborative interaction tended to focus on 

lexical and grammatical issues.  One could speculate that this difference might be 

attributed to the nature of argumentative essay tasks versus the graphic prompts 

used in Storch (2005).    

 In yet another study based on the same data from Storch & Wigglesworth 

(2007), Wigglesworth & Storch (2009) again compared the writings of participants 

working individually and in pairs on argumentative essays under timed conditions.  

Informed by the previous research of Storch (2005), pairs were given more time to 

compose the text than individuals.  Quantitative analyses revealed that while 

collaboration during the writing process positively impacted the linguistic accuracy 

of pairs’ texts, the variables of fluency and syntactic complexity were not 

significantly affected.  Analyses of the LREs that emerged from the collaborative 

dialogues during text co-construction revealed the nature of the participants’ 

approach to the task.  Similar to Storch & Wigglesworth (2007), it appeared that 

pairs spent most of their time in the composition phase (77%) as opposed to 

planning (15%) and revising (7%).  Thus, Wigglesworth and Storch concluded that 

collaboration during the writing process itself afforded learners opportunities to 

discuss various dimensions of the text, and in particular, engender ideas related to 

content.   
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 With an aim to extend the scope of collaborative writing research and its 

benefits from second to foreign language contexts, Shehadeh’s (2011) longitudinal 

study explored the effectiveness of collaborative writing activities on texts produced 

by first year university students in the United Arab Emirates.  Continuing the trend 

of previous research, the study compared written texts composed individually 

(control group) to those written collaboratively (experimental group).  However, 

unlike the data analysis methods of these previously mentioned studies, 

participants’ writing in Shehadeh’s research was evaluated holistically in five 

component areas including content, organization, grammar, vocabulary, and 

mechanics.   

 Similar to the findings of Storch (2005) and Wigglesworth & Storch (2009), 

Shehadeh found that while collaboration had a significant impact on the 

improvement of students’ writing in the L2, the effect varied depending on the 

specific area of language examined.  For example, collaborative writing was shown 

to positively impact content, organization, and vocabulary, but not grammar or 

mechanics.  In an attempt to speculate a reason for this, the researcher considered 

the issues of proficiency level as well as the analysis methodology chosen.  Given 

that participants in the study were of low English proficiency levels as measured by 

their scores on the Common English Proficiency Assessment (CEBA) test, the 

researcher posited that they may have simply lacked the language ability necessary 

to assist each other with grammatical accuracy judgments.  Concerning the issue of 

analysis measures, Shehadeh speculated that the holistic grading scale used for 
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You can also see the total number of revisions that have been made to the page since it was 

created.  If you click Compare, you can see the changes that have been made from one 

version to another. 

 
 

Get Great Ideas! 

Scroll to the bottom of the Wiki main page to click on links to important information about 

the Structure of Collaborative Writing Task, the prompts, and the response. 
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Appendix C:  Lesson Plan for Orientation and Collaborative Writing Treatment 

1 
 

1.  Begin by welcoming Ss and telling them how grateful I am to have them as participants in 

this project.  Today we will spend about 30 minutes learning about the web-based tool and 

its affordances and how to use it for the purpose of collaborative writing.  Please announce 

the pairings of Ss and have them sit next to their respective partners.  

 

2.  Ask Ss to open their email and find two messages from me, the researcher, Gina Caruso, 

sent from gcaruso@pdx.edu 

 Email 1:  subject line:  collaborative writing study -PDF of wiki user guide attached 

 Email 2:  subject line:  gcaruso@pdx.edu has invited you to join their workspace 

Ask Ss to first open the email with the attached PDF and download it.   

 

3.  Begin with the first part of the user guide:  What is a wiki?  After reiterating the three 

bulleted points that essentially define the wiki, ask Ss to click on the YouTube link to watch 

the video about why wikis are useful for collaboration.  You might also ask Ss if they know 

about Wikipedia and if they ever use it. 

 

4.  Scroll down in the PDF and ask Ss to read the bulleted points about cooperation and 

collaboration.  Maybe ask Ss if they have ever thought about a difference between the two 

or if they have any experience writing either cooperatively or collaboratively.  Please 

emphasize that the goal of this project is collaboration while writing.  That is, Ss should not 

simply decide “you do this and I’ll do that” but rather “let’s try this and then do you think we 

should do this?” 

 

5.  The next step is gaining access to the wiki.  Ask Ss to open the second email.  I have 

already given them access as writers.  They should just be able to click on the link in the 

body of the email and that will take them to the wiki main page.   

 

You can use this guide to progress through the instruction for today and Ss can follow along 

with the PDF on their screens.      
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6.  The Wiki User Guide contains all the information Ss need to navigate the wiki, create and 

edit pages, and track the evolution of their writing.  I have also uploaded this document to 

the wiki itself so Ss can access it whenever they are working.  The main page of the wiki 

contains most of the important figures/images that will help students familiarize 

themselves with the tool. 

 

Their username is their email address and they can choose their password. 

7.  Ss will be prompted to set up their account.  They can enter their pseudonym, choose and 

confirm a password, and click SUBMIT.   

 

8.  Continue to scroll down in the PDF which will outline the upcoming procedures.  Ss will 

now see MY PBworks page with three tabs; home, profile, email.  To enter the workspace, 

students should be on the home tab and click on the web address of our wiki, 

ibtcollaborativewriting.pbworks.com. 

 

9.  Please check to see that all Ss are currently viewing the wiki homepage.   

 

10.  The next step is to become familiar with the main/most useful tabs (Wiki and Pages& 

Files).  Whenever you want to return the main page, just click the Wiki tab.  The Pages & 

Files tab is where Ss will do the majority of their collaborative writing. 

 

11.  At this point, Ss can move between the user guide PDF and the wiki homepage itself.  

The user guide gives a slightly more detailed progression of how to use the wiki.  The wiki 

homepage contains the most important images (also contained in the user guide). 

 

12.  Note that the pages and files contents can also be viewed in the side navigator on the 

right of the main page.  

 

13.  Note the difference between the VIEW and EDIT tab.  Whenever Ss want to actually 

write in the wiki (input content), they must click on the EDIT tab and then save their 

changes. 

 

14.  Scroll down the user guide and explain how to create a page.  I’ve already created 4 

folders in which students will save their pages.  These can be viewed in the sidebar 



146 

 

navigator.  The folders are titled Collaborative Writing Activity 1-4 and within each folder 

are separate folders labeled for each of the pairs.   

 

15.  When creating a page, both partners start by creating their own pages.  These are 

used for the pre-writing and brainstorming phase and can also be used during the 

planning/collaborative writing phase.  More on this in step X 

 

16.  Please note that there are some character restrictions for page names.  I have listed 

them below and they are also noted in the wiki user guide.  

 

17.  Now it’s time for each student to decide on a name for their first page.  It’s entirely up to 

them what they want to title their page, so long as they don’t use any of the restricted 

characters.   Please remind them that they will begin by each creating an individual page, 

but at some point during the writing process, they will create another page to draft, write, 

and revise their jointly authored response. Please circulate the room to confirm with each 

student that they have created a page and saved it under Collaborative Writing Activity 

1 in their respective folder (folder with their name and their partner’s name).  

 

18.  Once each student has created a page, continue on in the user guide.  Ss will see the 

model page I created.  If they are looking at the wiki, they can see that the three pilot 

participants here in Portland, (Juan Camilo, Eva, and Sarith) have also created pages.   

 

19.  Ask Ss to click the WIKI tab to take them back to the main page and then retrieve their 

page from the appropriate folder in the Navigator. 

 

20.  Ask Ss to open their newly created page again and once they do, click the white EDIT 

tab.  The user guide elaborates on the function of this tab.  Anytime Ss want to type in the 

wiki, they need to be in the EDIT mode. 

 

21.  Ask Ss to return to the user guide and look at the graphic entitled Tracking your 

Writing.  Briefly explain to Ss that writing is a process and being aware of the fact that 

writing develops over time through multiple drafts is important to remember for this 

project.  The graphic illustrates how the writing evolved on that particular page.  Ss can click 

Page History on any of the pages they’d like and compare the versions for practice.   

 



147 

 

22.  Students can click on the links under Get Great Ideas.  These will help scaffold their 

writing.  The Structure of Collaborative Writing Task link provides an outline of the time 

frame for the collaborative activities. 

 

23.  Allow Ss some time to explore around the wiki a bit.  They can read the pages that have 

been started by Juan Camilo, Eva, and Sarith.  Maybe take a break before beginning the 

writing. 

 

24.  Ask Ss to click on the Structure of Collaborative Writing Task link at the bottom of 

the main page. 

 

25.  Explain that Ss will begin their work individually (reading the prompt, brainstorming, 

etc.)  Ss should write their ideas in their own wiki page. 

 

26.  After 5 minutes, ask Ss to read their partner’s page of ideas, and encourage them to 

make a comment on the page and talk about how they want to plan their essay together.  

Remind them that at some point, they need to create a single shared page.  They can 

approach this however they choose.  There are some models/suggestions included under 

the Drafting/Writing heading.   

 

27.  Check to see that all students understand the goal:  Create one JOINTLY WRITTEN PAGE. 

28.  Tell them that this is a recommended time line but will help them stay on task under the 

1 hour time limit.  I sincerely hope that you will do your best to provide students with 

guidance.   

 

Since this is probably Ss first time to use a wiki and maybe to write collaboratively, I 

anticipate that they might be inclined to just stay on their own pages.  Remind them that 

they can copy text from their page and paste it into their partner’s page or vice versa.  This 

might help them initially as they are trying to transition from two individual pages to one 

joint page. 

 

Just do your best!  I will be online all day tomorrow so if you run into any issues while the 

treatment is underway, just message me.  I’ll be logged into the wiki as well so I can help out 

if you need me.  Thank you!   
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Appendix D:  A Sampling of Screen Captures from Treatment 1 
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Appendix E:  Lesson Plan and Sampling of Screen Captures for Collaborative 

Writing Treatment 2 
 

1.  Please pair Ss with a different partner than they had last time.  If this is impossible, then 

it’s okay for repeats.  Just to clarify, there were four pairs from last week: 

AFBF-Camduco   

Fullhouse-Salvador Dali   

Mr. Awesome-aparecido 

Prideras-lucho 

 

2.  Ask the pairs to sit at computers beside one another and login to the wiki.  The web 

address is 

http://ibtcollaborativewriting.pbworks.com/w/page/69433510/iBT%20Collaborative%2

0Writing 

Ss should use the username (their email) and password they created last time.   

 

 

3.  Once all Ss are logged in, they will see at the top of the main page that I have linked some 

newly added pages.  Under the second heading “Get Great Ideas!” ask Ss to click on the link 

to pre-writing strategies.  

 

 
 

4.  This link will take them to a new page that I created about pre-writing strategies.  There 

are a couple of warm up exercises that Ss can do before they begin the collaborative 

treatment.  I suggest that you allow Ss some time to read the first section:  Analyzing the 

Prompts.  You can even lead them in emphasizing the importance of understanding the 

question and what it asks them to do. 
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5.  After Ss have read the section about analyzing the prompts and have looked at the 

examples, ask them to create their own page in the wiki where they try to analyze the 

prompt.  At the bottom of this section you will see Now You Try! 

 

Ss should go to the top right and click Create a Page.  They can save their page in the folder 

with their group number.  They will find their group’s folder within the folder 

“Collaborative Writing Activity 2.”  They can use the drop-down menu that appears when 

they create a page.  This will be the individual page that they all start with today.  This 

prompt that they will analyze is the collaborative prompt for today. 

 

6.  Allow Ss 3-4 minutes to compose an analysis of the prompt in their own wiki page.  

REMIND THEM TO SAVE THEIR WORK!  Then you might ask them to read other Ss prompt 

analyses and compare them to their own. 
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7.  Direct Ss back to the pre-writing strategies page and have them continue reading the 

content about brainstorming.   

 

 

8.  At the end of the brainstorming section, the Ss will see the same prompt again about 

technology creating a single world culture.  Ask them to return to their own wiki page that 

just made to analyze the prompt and this time allow them 2 minutes to brainstorm ideas 

and type them into their wiki page. 

 

                                                                                              

 

 

 

 

 

 

9.  Just like before, when the time is up, encourage Ss to read their partners’ brainstorms. 

 

10.  Redirect Ss back to the pre-writing strategies page and ask them to read the section on 

Planning the Essay.  This section also contains a link to a page about thesis statements.  Ss 

can click on this link to read a little more about thesis statements.  To return to the pre-

writing strategies page, they can just click back in their browser. 
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11.  Feel free to guide the Ss through this section on developing rough outlines.  Spend 

about 10-15 minutes on this section. 

 

12.  NOW it’s time for students to begin the 1 hour collaborative writing treatment.  At this 

point, they can decide if they want to  

 1.  Continue writing on their own separate pages for a bit, OR 

 2.  Begin their collaborative page now 

PLEASE BE SURE THAT WHEN STUDENTS CREATE THEIR COLLABORATIVE PAGE, 

THEY USE BOTH OF THEIR PSEUDONMYS IN THE NAME OF THE PAGE AND SAVE IT IN 

THEIR RESPECTIVE NUMBERED FOLDER! 

This will really help me keep track of things. 

13.  Let Ss know that the prompt is the one they have been using during the pre-writing 

strategies focus (modern technology creating a single world culture).  If they want to copy 

and paste this prompt into their page, they can find it in the PROMPTS folder in the side 

Navigator.  It’s listed on the page entitled Collaborative Prompt 2. 

Also remind Ss that they can access the word counter tool in the tools folder.  Remind them 

that they are aiming for 300 words.                     

 

14.  Set the timer for 1 hour and set Ss free to collaborate! 
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Appendix F:  Lesson Plan and Sampling of Screen Captures for Collaborative 

Writing Treatment 3 
 

1.  Please pair Ss with a different partner than they had last time.  If this is impossible, then 

it’s okay for repeats.  Just to clarify, there were three pairs from last week: 

Group 1:  Mr. Awesome & Raulinho 

Group 2:  AFBP & lfmeloa 

Group 3:  Camduco (It appears that he worked alone…is that correct?) 

 

2.  Ask the pairs to sit at computers beside one another and login to the wiki.  The web 

address is 

http://ibtcollaborativewriting.pbworks.com/w/page/69433510/iBT%20Collaborative%2

0Writing 

Ss should use the username (their email) and password they created last time.   

 

3.  Once all Ss are logged in, briefly remind them of the pre-writing strategies covered in last 

week’s meeting.  Ss are welcome to click on the pre-writing strategies link to refresh their 

memory about analyzing the prompts, brainstorming, and outlining.  This week I’ve also 

added a new link under the second heading “Get Great Ideas!”  Ask Ss to click on the link to 

expressing and supporting your opinions.  

 

 

 

4.  Once they click on the link, they will see the content below includes information about 

giving opinions and expressing preferences.  Each strategy is described and example 

expressions are provided.  Allow Ss some time to read through the content on this page.  

You can choose to have them do this individually or if you think it will be more effective for 

you to somewhat lead the presentation/discussion, that’s fine too.  At the end of this page, 

Ss can click on the link Exercise-Expressing and Supporting your Opinions. 
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5.  This link will take Ss to another page where they can get some practice using the example 

expressions.  The page looks like this: 

 

 

 

 

Ask pairs to have one student remain on the Exercise page and another to create a new 

page in the wiki where they can type their answers to the exercises. 
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There is a folder entitled Collaborative Writing Activity 3 and within that folder is 

another folder entitled Practice Exercises.  Have Ss save their group’s exercises page in the 

Practice Exercises folder. 

 

Ss can save their collaboratively written essays in the collaborative essays folder when the 

time comes. 

 

 

6.  Allow Ss some time to complete the exercises.  You can give them some suggestions on 

how to go about the task.  For example: 

One student is in charge of typing and the other might refer to the page in the wiki about 

giving opinions to find some example expressions. 

 

7.  Once it seems that most Ss have completed the exercises, discuss them as a class.  Ask Ss 

to share their example sentences with the class and then discuss the items in the second 

task (identifying the expressions used in the model paragraphs). 

 

8.  Now direct Ss to the prompts folder and have them look at Collaborative Prompt 3.  

Pairs can read the prompt together and copy and paste it into their own page to begin the 

collaborative writing activity. 

 

Today’s Collaborative Prompt:  

It has been said, “Not everything that is learned is contained in books.”  Compare and 

contrast knowledge gained from experience with knowledge gained from books.  In 

your opinion, which source is more important?  Why?  



157 

 

It’s their choice whether or not they want to each start with one page and then move into 

one or if they simply want to start with one page.  Encourage Ss to use the content pages 

(pre-writing, expressing opinions, structure of the collaborative task, etc.) within the wiki to 

help guide them while they write. 

 

9.  Set the clock for 1 hour and set Ss free to write collaboratively. 
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Appendix G:  Lesson Plan and Sampling of Screen Captures for Collaborative 

Writing Treatment 4 
1.  Please allow Ss to choose their own partners today. 

2.  Ask the pairs to sit at computers beside one another and login to the wiki.  The web 

address is 

http://ibtcollaborativewriting.pbworks.com/w/page/69433510/iBT%20Collaborative%2

0Writing 

  3.  Once all Ss are logged in, briefly remind them of the activity last time on useful 

expressions for giving opinions.  Ask Ss to look at the main page of the wiki and notice the 

new link under Get Great Ideas.  Ask Ss to click on the link transition words and phrases. 

4.  This will take them to a page that contains useful expressions for transitioning between 

paragraphs, sentences, and clauses.  Expressions are organized according to their function 

and specific purposes of the various transition words are outlined.  Allow Ss about 7-10 

minutes to read the content quietly.  
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5.  Once it appears that Ss have read or skimmed the content, ask them to click on the Now 

you Try! link at the bottom of the page.  You will notice that there are two links.  Ss should 

click on the first link.  If time allows, they can click on the second link later.   

 

6.  This link will take them to a new page where I have linked the file as an MS Word 

document.  This way, Ss can download it, open it, and type their answers into the Word doc 

while they peruse the wiki content they just read on transitions. 

 

 

7.  Ss simply need to click the DOWNLOAD tab and the Word Doc will download.  I’ve 

attached the document to this email as well for your convenience.  With their partners, ask 

Ss to complete the exercises as indicated.  I don’t think this will take them too long so if you 

notice that they are finishing quickly, feel free to discuss their answers as a class. 

 

8.  Depending on time, you can welcome Ss to click on the second link at the bottom of the 

Connecting Ideas and Transitioning Page. This will take them to a new page where they 

can download a 3 page PDF file with additional exercises.  I’ve also attached that PDF to this 

email.  Depending on time, allow students to work on the additional exercises in pairs or as 

a class.  Just be sure to save an hour for the collaborative treatment. 

 

9.  As usual, I’ve made a folder in the side Navigator Bar entitled Collaborative Writing 

Activity 4.  Pairs can create their page and save it in this folder.  They can access the prompt 

in the prompts folder which is also available through the side Navigator.   I’ve listed the 

prompt below for your convenience: 

A university plans to develop a new research center in your country.  Some people want a 

center for business research.  Other people want a center for research in agriculture 

(farming).  Which of these two kinds of research centers do you recommend for your 

country?  Use specific reasons and examples to support your recommendation. 

10.  Set the clock for 1 hour and set the pairs free to collaborate.  Remind them to save their 

work as they progress.  
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Appendix H:  Practice Exercises-Connecting Ideas and Transitioning for 

Collaborative Writing Treatment 4 
 

The sentences below include some examples of the vocabulary used for 

giving opinions and connecting ideas.   

• Underline the expressions and tell their function  

  expressing opinion/preference 

  connecting ideas/transitioning  

• Determine the exact purpose of the transitions 

  listing/adding examples 

  showing result/conclusion 

  showing contrast/similarity 

  introducing a concluding paragraph 

 

1.  I completely agree with the idea of stricter gun control for a number 

of reasons.  First, statistics show that guns are not very effective in 

preventing crime.  Moreover, accidents involving gun frequently occur.  

Finally, guns can be stolen and later used in crimes. 

 

 

 

2.  I believe that a good salary is an important consideration when 

looking for a career.  However, the nature of the work is more important 

to me.  Thus, I would not accept a job that I did not find rewarding. 

 

 

 

3.  There are many reasons why I would rather live in an urban area 

than in a small town.  The first and most important reason is that there 

are more professional opportunities for me in a big city than in a small 

town.  Another is that the educational opportunities for my children are 

much better in a city.  Third, a city offers cultural attractions such as 

museums, theaters, and good restaurants.  Personally, I think that I  

would be bored living in a small town.  Therefore, I agree with those 

people who prefer to live in big cities.  
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Appendix I:  Practice Exercises-Using Vocabulary for Giving Opinions and 

Connecting Ideas for Collaborative Writing Treatment 4 
 

Focus:  Using transition words and other expressions to connect ideas. 

Directions:  Complete each of the following sentences with one of the words or phrases below.  

Do not use any item more than once. 

 

 

 

  

 

1.  I believe that women should have the right to serve in the military.  

____________, I don’t believe that they should be assigned to combat roles.  

2.  Many actors, rock musicians, and sports stars receive huge amounts of 

money for the work that they do.  _______________, a baseball player was 

recently offered a contract over twelve million dollars.  ______________, I 

feel that this is far too much to pay a person who simply provides 

entertainment. 

3.  The development of the automobile has had a great impact on people 

everywhere.  _____________, the development of high-speed trains has 

had an impact on people in many countries, including my home country of 

France. 

4.  I used to work in a restaurant when I was in college.  I realize what a 

difficult job restaurant work is.  _________________, whenever I go out to 

eat, I try to leave a good tip for my waiter or waitress. 

5.  Many people would agree with the idea that the best use for the open 

space in our community is to build a shopping center.  ______________, 

there are other people who feel we should turn this open space into a park. 

6.  In the United State, people celebrate their independence from Britain on 

July 4.  ________________, we Mexicans celebrate our independence from 

Spain on September 16. 

7.  Corporations should do more to reduce air pollutions.  

________________, they should encourage recycling. 

likewise  for example  personally  furthermore 

however  therefore  on the other hand similarly 
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Focus:  Connecting ideas with transition words and other expressions. 

Directions:  Complete the following sentence in your own words. 

 

1.  Young children have a special talent for language learning; therefore, 

______________________________________________________________________________

____________________________________________. 

2.  Some forms of advertising serve a useful purpose; however, 

______________________________________________________________________________

____________________________________________. 

3.  Small classes are the best environments for learning, but 

______________________________________________________________________________

____________________________________________. 

4.  Some people relax by watching television; personally, 

______________________________________________________________________________

____________________________________________. 

5.  Although there are many ways to learn a language, 

______________________________________________________________________________

____________________________________________. 

6.  The use of computers has had a major impact on the banking industry; likewise, 

______________________________________________________________________________

____________________________________________. 

Focus:  Using the vocabulary of showing preference and connecting ideas. 

Directions:  Complete the following Independent Response with transition words/phrases and 

with verbs that show preference.  For this exercise, you may use words from the list more than 

once time.  In some cases, more than one word or phrase may be correct. 

Note:  You may have to change the form of the verb to fit the context of the sentence. 

 

 

 

 

 

  

 

Transition Words/Phrases 

moreover  furthermore  on the other hand while

 personally 

however  therefore  but   because 

Verbs of Preference 

prefer   would rather  enjoy   

Some people like to go to the same place for their vacations.  Other people like to 

take their vacations in different places.  Which of these two choices do you prefer?  

Give specific reasons for your choice.  
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There are certain people who ________________ to take their vacations in the same 

place.  When they return from a vacation, they ask themselves, “When can I go back 

there again?”  ______________, there are people who ______________ visit many 

places.  _______________, they ____________doing many different things on their 

vacations.  When they return from a vacation, they ask themselves, “Where can I go 

next and what can I do there?” 

 My parents are perfect examples of this first kind of people.  They always go to a 

lake in the mountains.  They first went there on their honeymoon, and several years 

later they bought a vacation cabin there.  They have gone there two or three times a 

year for over thirty years.  They have made friends with the people who also own cabins 

there and often get together with them.  My mother _____________ sailing and 

swimming _____________ my father ___________-to go fishing.  My parents like 

variety, _____________they say they can get variety by going to their in the autumn 

when the leaves are changing color. 

 _____________, I feel it’s important to visit different places.  Of course, when I 

was a child, I went to my parents’ cabin with them for my vacation, _______________ 

when I got older, I began to want to travel to many different places.  I 

___________skiing; _______________, the ski resorts in my country are very crowded 

and expensive.  I ___________go skiing in Switzerland or in Canada.  My favorite subject 

at the university was history; ________________, I like to visit historic places.  Several 

years ago, I traveled to Angkor Wat in Cambodia with my uncle and aunt.  I also want to 

visit the pyramids in Egypt; ________________, I’d like to see Machu Picchu in Peru.   

 My parents believe that you can never get to know a place too well.  I 

understand their point of view.  _____________, I find that going to strange places is 

more exciting.  I don’t want to go to the same place twice ____________ the world is so 

huge and exciting. 
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Appendix J:  Lesson Plan and Sampling of Screen Captures for Collaborative 

Writing Treatment 5 

1.  Please allow Ss to choose their own partners today. 

2.  Ask the pairs to sit at computers beside one another and login to the wiki.  The web 

address is 

http://ibtcollaborativewriting.pbworks.com/w/page/69433510/iBT%20Collaborative%2

0Writing 

   

3.  Once all Ss are logged in, briefly remind them of the activity last time on transition words 

and phrases.  Ask Ss to look at the main page of the wiki and notice the new link under Get 

Great Ideas.  Ask Ss to click on the link entitled organize your writing in the independent 

response. 

 

 

4.  This link will take Ss to the page pictured below.  Ask them to click on the link to 

download the Word document. 
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Ss can use this handout as a guide while they navigate the content in the wiki page.  Once Ss 

have downloaded the word document, they can click back in their browser to return to the 

page on Writing the Independent Response. 

5.  Have Ss take some time individually to read the content on the page.  Then it’s their 

choice how they would like to complete the exercises on the accompanying handout.  Each 

individual does not have to complete the handout.  They can complete one per pair.  You can 

see in the figure below some content in the wiki and how it corresponds to the guiding 

handout.  I think this kind of information transfer task will be beneficial to Ss as it relates to 

paraphrasing requires Ss to interrelate their declarative and procedural knowledge.  

 

6.  Once Ss come to the end of the page on Writing the Independent Response, they will 

see a link at the bottom to another page with tips for checking and editing the 

independent response.  Ask Ss to click on this link and continue to fill in the handout as 

they read the content in the wiki. 
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7.  Once Ss have completed the handout they can save it for future reference.  They do not 

need to email it to me but can if they would like.  Feel free to discuss the handout with them 

if time allows. 

8.  As usual, Ss will find the collaborative prompt in the prompts folder within the page 

entitled Collaborative Prompt 5.  Pairs can copy and paste this prompt into their own new 

page and save it in the folder Collaborative Writing Activity 5.  Please be sure that Ss 

indicate their pseudonyms in the name of the page so that I know who worked with whom.  

I’ve included the prompt of the day below. 

 

Collaborative Prompt 5 

If you were asked to send one thing representing your country to an international 

exhibition, what would you choose?  Why?  Use specific reasons and details to explain your 

choice. 

 

9.  Set the clock for 1hour and let the collaboration begin.  Remind Ss that they are 

encouraged to use the content pages in the wiki as resources to guide them while writing.  

That is, they should feel welcome to look back at the transition words, opinion statements, 

pre-writing strategies pages, etc… 
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Appendix K:  Writing the Independent Response-Guiding Hand-out for 

Collaborative Writing Treatment 5 
 

Remember that quality is more important than quantity, but typically only longer responses get 

top score.  

Writing the Introduction 

How many sentences are necessary for an effective introduction?  _________________ 

Complete the points about the function of introductions 

• _______________________ (hook, attention getter) 
• ___________ the ideas of the prompt (analysis of the prompt) 
• present some ____________________________ about the topic 
• ______________ the main points that will appear in the response 
• present a clear statement of ________________ of the response.  (This is called 

the thesis statement; it typically is the last sentence of the introduction, but 
sometimes it (re)appears in the conclusion.) 

Hook:  creates interest and motivates readers to keep reading; usually the first or second 

sentence of the introductory paragraph 

 List the 4 types of Hooks 

 1.  ______________________________________________ 

 2.  ______________________________________________ 

 3.  ______________________________________________ 

 4.  ______________________________________________ 

 

Thesis Statements 

Where in the introductory paragraph does the thesis statement generally occur? 

_____________________________________________________________________ 

Sample Introductions 

Read each of the sample prompts and introductions in the wiki.  Complete the table with the 

appropriate information.  For example, is the hook a quote or surprising fact?  Is the thesis 

general or specific? 

 



168 

 

 

Writing the Body of the Response 

What three things should be included in each body paragraph? 

_________________   _______________________  __________________________ 

Writing the Conclusion 

Complete the points about the function of conclusions. 

• To ______________ the thesis statement  
• To ______________ the main points presented in the body 
• To ________________________ of the points made in the body 
• To present ____________________ why the writer’s opinion is the correct one 

After reading example conclusions 1 & 2 in the wiki, look at example 3 below and answer the 

questions that follow. 

Conclusion 3 

 To summarize, the speed, the convenience, and the low cost of international jet travel 

have changed the world.  Individual nations are not as isolated as they were in the past, and 

people now think of the whole planet as they once thought of their own hometowns.  

What two functions does this conclusion serve? 

___________________________  __________________________________ 

Checking & Editing the Independent Response 

After you read the wiki page about checking and editing the response, answer the following 

questions. 

What is one (1) potential problem to look for in the introduction? 

________________________________________________________________________ 

 

What is one (1) potential problem to look for in the body paragraphs? 

________________________________________________________________________ 
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What are three (3) common grammatical errors to look for? 

______________________  _______________________     ______________________ 

What are two (2) common mechanical problems to look for? 

________________________________  ____________________________________ 
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Appendix L:  Items for Control Group Participant Survey 
Please answer the questions.  All of your answers will be confidential.  Thank you for 

your time. 

Survey Items Question 

Type 

Options 

1.  What is your gender? Multiple 

choice   

male/ female/prefer not to say 

2.  How old are you? Open response - 

3.  What is your first/native language? Open response - 

4.  What is your undergraduate major in 

university? 

Open response - 

5.  How many years have you been 

studying English? 

Open response - 

6.  Have you ever taken iBT TOEFL? Multiple 

choice   

yes/no 

7.  What is the highest score you have 

achieved on iBT TOEFL? 

Multiple 

choice   

100-120/ 80-99/ 60-79/ 40-59/ 0-39/ 

I have never taken iBT TOEFL./I 

recently took iBT TOEFL and haven't 

received my score yet. 

8.  When do you plan to take iBT TOEFL 

next? 

Multiple 

choice   

within 1-2 months/ within 3-4 months/ 

within 5-6 months/ I don’t plan to take 

iBT TOEFL anytime soon. 

9.   Have you taken any other English 

language proficiency exams? 

Multiple 

choice   

Yes/No 

10.  If you answered YES to the previous 

question, please write the name of the 

test you took and the highest score you 

achieved.  If you can’t remember, just 

guess. 

Open response - 

11.  How do you feel about typing an 

essay on a computer in English? 

Multiple 

choice   

Very comfortable/ Somewhat 

comfortable/ Neither comfortable nor 

uncomfortable (neutral)/ Somewhat 

uncomfortable/ Very uncomfortable   

12.  How often do you write in English 

outside of your English class?   

Multiple 

choice   

Very frequently (almost every day)/ 

Somewhat frequently (3-4 days a 

week)/ Sometimes (once or twice a 

week)/ Rarely (a few times a month)/ 

Never (I only write in English during 

English class) 

13.  Do you have any experience writing 

collaboratively? (writing with a partner 

or a group of people) 

Multiple 

choice   

Yes/No/ I don’t know or I’m not sure 

14.  Do you think it could be easier to 

write with a partner rather than write 

alone? 

Multiple 

choice   

Yes/No/ Maybe/I’m not sure 

15.  What do you think would help you 

learn to write better in English? 

Open response - 
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Appendix M:  Items for Experimental Group Participant Survey 
Please answer the questions.  All of your answers will be confidential.  Thank you for 

your time. 

Survey Items Question 

Type 

Options 

1.  What is your gender? Multiple 

choice   

male/ female/prefer not to say 

2.  How old are you? Open 

response 

- 

3.  What is your first/native 

language? 

Open 

response 

- 

4.  What is your undergraduate 

major in university? 

Open 

response 

- 

5.  How many years have you 

been studying English? 

Open 

response 

- 

6.  Have you ever taken iBT 

TOEFL? 

Multiple 

choice   

yes/no 

7.  What is the highest score you 

have achieved on iBT TOEFL? 

Multiple 

choice   

100-120/ 80-99/ 60-79/ 40-59/ 0-39/ I have 

never taken iBT TOEFL./I recently took iBT 

TOEFL and haven't received my score yet. 

8.  When do you plan to take iBT 

TOEFL next? 

Multiple 

choice   

within 1-2 months/within 3-4 months/within 5-

6 months/ I don’t plan to take iBT TOEFL 

anytime soon. 

9.   Have you taken any other 

English language proficiency 

exams? 

Multiple 

choice   

Yes/No 

10.  If you answered YES to the 

previous question, please write 

the name of the test you took and 

the highest score you achieved.  

If you can’t remember, just guess. 

Open 

response 

- 

11.  How do you feel about typing 

an essay on a computer in 

English? 

Multiple 

choice   

Very comfortable/ Somewhat comfortable/ 

Neither comfortable nor uncomfortable 

(neutral)/ Somewhat uncomfortable/ Very 

uncomfortable   

12.  How often do you write in 

English outside of your English 

class?   

Multiple 

choice   

Very frequently (almost every day)/ Somewhat 

frequently (3-4 days a week)/ Sometimes (once 

or twice a week)/ Rarely (a few times a month)/ 

Never (I only write in English during English 

class) 

13. Before this class, did you 

have any experience writing 

collaboratively? (writing with a 

partner or a group of people) 

Multiple 

choice   

Yes/No/I’m not sure 

For items 14-29, please decide the degree to which you agree or disagree with the 

statement.   
14. Being a participant in this 

study was beneficial for my 

English language learning. 

Multiple 

choice 

strongly agree/agree/neutral/disagree/strongly 

disagree 

15. The wiki is a useful tool for 

writing collaboratively with 

Multiple 

choice 

strongly agree/agree/neutral/disagree/strongly 

disagree 



172 

 

others. 

16. The wiki was difficult to use. Multiple 

choice 

strongly agree/agree/neutral/disagree/strongly 

disagree 

17. Writing essays in the wiki 

with a partner was easier than 

writing essays alone. 

Multiple 

choice 

strongly agree/agree/neutral/disagree/strongly 

disagree 

18.  Writing collaboratively with 

a partner helped me improve my 

English vocabulary. 

Multiple 

choice 

strongly agree/agree/neutral/disagree/strongly 

disagree 

19.  Writing collaboratively with 

a partner made it easier to think 

of ideas. 

Multiple 

choice 

strongly agree/agree/neutral/disagree/strongly 

disagree 

20.  Writing collaboratively with 

a partner made it easier to 

organize the essay. 

Multiple 

choice 

strongly agree/agree/neutral/disagree/strongly 

disagree 

21.  Writing collaboratively with 

a partner helped me improve my 

English grammar. 

Multiple 

choice 

strongly agree/agree/neutral/disagree/strongly 

disagree 

22. When I wrote with a partner, 

we could write a longer response 

than I could write when I wrote 

by myself. 

Multiple 

choice 

strongly agree/agree/neutral/disagree/strongly 

disagree 

23. Talking with a partner about 

the essay was helpful. 

Multiple 

choice 

strongly agree/agree/neutral/disagree/strongly 

disagree 

24. Being a participant in this 

study helped me prepare for the 

iBT TOEFL writing test. 

Multiple 

choice 

strongly agree/agree/neutral/disagree/strongly 

disagree 

25.  Writing collaboratively in a 

wiki was fun and educational. 

Multiple 

choice 

strongly agree/agree/neutral/disagree/strongly 

disagree 

26.  I would prefer to practice 

writing by myself rather than 

collaboratively with others. 

Multiple 

choice 

strongly agree/agree/neutral/disagree/strongly 

disagree 

27. Learning about 

brainstorming, outlining, 

transition words and 

expressions, and essay 

organization helped me. 

Multiple 

choice 

strongly agree/agree/neutral/disagree/strongly 

disagree 

28. I think my individual writing 

ability improved after 

participating in this study. 

Multiple 

choice 

strongly agree/agree/neutral/disagree/strongly 

disagree 

29. In the future, I would like to 

participate in more collaborative 

writing activities using a wiki. 

Multiple 

choice 

strongly agree/agree/neutral/disagree/strongly 

disagree 

30. What do you think are the 

drawbacks (negative points) 

about the wiki? 

Open 

response 

- 

31.  What do you think are the 

benefits (good points) about the 

wiki? 

Open 

response 

- 

32.  What do you think is the best 

way to improve your English 

Open 

response 

- 
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writing ability? 

33.  Do you have any additional 

comments you would like to 

make about your experience 

using a wiki or writing 

collaboratively with others? 

Open 

response 

- 
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Appendix N:  Guidelines for Coding and Quantifying Textual Features 
1.  Lexical Counts & Coding 

a.  Copy and paste each individual writing sample into Lextutor Vocab Profiler 

(http://www.lextutor.ca/vp/) and click submit. 

 

b.  Note the system’s replacement of contractions with constituent words (won’t=will 

not), numerical figures with the word number, and elimination of all single letters 

with the exception of a and I. 

 

c.  Record the output values reported for each of the following: 

      1.  words in text (tokens) 

      2.  different words in text (types) 

      3.  type-token ratio 

      4.  percentage of Academic Word List words (AWL) 

      5.  percentage of K-1 words (1-1000) 

 

d.  Calculate and record the average number of words per minute by dividing the 

number of tokens by 30 (time in minutes allotted to participants). 

 

2.  T-unit Counts & Coding 

a.  The end of each T-unit is denoted by //. 

 

b.  A T-unit is defined as an independent clause and all its dependent clauses. (Hunt, 

1970) 

 

c.  Count run-on sentences and comma splices as two T-units with an error in the first 

T-unit.  If several comma splices occur in a row, count only the last as error free. 

 

      1.  i.e. My hometown is Bogota, // it is the capital city of Colombia. 

                                1 T-unit                                   1 T-unit 

                                1 error                                     error-free 

 

d.  For sentence fragments, if the verb or copula is missing, count the sentence as 1 T-

unit with an error. (Missing word=MW)  

 

      1.  If an NP is standing alone, attach it to the preceding or following T-unit as 

appropriate and count as an error. (Lex) 

      2.  If a subordinate clause is standing alone, attach it to the preceding or following 

S and count it as 1 T-unit with an error. (Lex) 

 

e.  When there is a grammatical subject deletion in a coordinate clause, count the 

entire sentence as 1 T-unit.  Count two coordinated independent clauses, both with 

subjects, as 2 T-units. 

 

      1.  i.e.  First we went to our school and then went out with our friends. (1 T-unit) 

      2.  i.e.  First we went to our school and then we went out with our friends.  (2 T-units) 
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f.  Count both “so” and “but” as coordinating conjunctions.  Count “so that” as a 

subordinating conjunction unless “so” is obviously meant.  Watch for correlative 

coordinators (both [X] and [y], not (only) [x] but (also) [y]) used to link two 

independent clauses. 

 

g.  Do not count tag-questions as separate T-units. 

 

h.  Count S-nodes with a deleted complementizer as a subordinate clause as in:  I 

believe that A and (that) B = 1 T-unit. 

 

i.  But, direct quotes should be counted as: 

 

      John said, “A                and B.” 

        1 T-unit                     1 T-unit 

 

j.  Assess the following type of structures on a case-by-case basis: 

 

      If A, then B and C. 

      As a result, A or B. 

 

k.  Count T-units in parentheses as individual T-units. 

 

l.  Count and record the total number of T-units in each composition. 

 

3.  Clause Counts & Coding 

a.  Each clause is separated by /.   

 

b.  Distinguish between independent and dependent clauses. 

 

      1.  Independent Clause:  A grammatical structure which contains a subject and a 

tensed or modal verb and can stand on its own. 

      2.  Dependent Clause:  A grammatical structure which contains a finite or non-

finite verb and at least one additional clause element of the following:  subject, object, 

complement or adverbial (Foster et al., 2000).     

 

      3.  Do not code an -ing or to-infinitive non-finite complement clause standing alone 

without any other clause elements.             

            i.e. Technology allows the world to communicate.   

                    1 independent clause             non-clausal status  

            i.e. Technology allows the world to communicate important information.   

                    1 independent clause               1 non-finite dependent clause (V + O) 

 

     4.  In a sentence that has a subject with only an auxiliary verb, do not count that 

subject and verb as a separate clause (or as a separate T-unit).   

            i.e.  John likes to ski and Mary does too. = 1 clause 
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            i.e.  John likes to ski, doesn’t he? =1 clause 

            i.e.  John is happy and Mary is too. =1 clause 

 

      5.  When two coordinated clauses share the same subject but only the first clause 

overtly states the subject, count both clauses as independent but count the sentence 

as one T-unit as in the example (e1) above. 

 

             i.e.  First we went to our school and then went out with our friends. (1 T-unit) 

                       independent clause                       independent clause (subject ellipted) 

 

             i.e.  First we went to our school and then we went out with our friends.  (2 T-

units) 

                        independent clause                       independent clause 

             

c.  Categorize all finite dependent clauses as subordinate clauses and identify their 

type (nominal/complement, relative/adjective, adverbial, comparative/degree) and 

overt mark of subordination (complementizer, relativizer, subordinator, complex 

subordinator).     

 

      1.  When a subordinator is omitted in obligatory contexts but the meaning and 

intention of the clause type are clear, count the clause as a finite dependent 

(subordinate) clause with an error in the subordinator (Sub). 

 

            i.e.  The time we are living seems to be the best of all.   

                                    Relative clause, omitted subordinator (in which / that…in)= 1 error 

(Sub)      

 

      2.  When the subordinator used to introduce the clause is errant, count the clause 

as subordinate with an error (Sub). 

 

            i.e.  Medicine isn’t the only field that the situation is better.   

                                                                      =1 T-unit, 1 independent clause, 1 finite 

dependent (relative) clause, error Sub 

                                                                        

d.  Identify the structure of all non-finite dependent clauses (-ing, -ed, to-infinitive) 

and if a subject is absent, note the additional clause element present to give the 

structure clausal status. 

 

       i.e.  It is possible to detect a sickness without a biopsy. 

                                         =Non-finite dependent clause (to clause) + direct object   

 

e.  Count and record the total number of finite dependent (subordinate) clauses for 

each composition. 

 

f.  Count and record the total number of non-finite dependent clauses for each 

composition. 
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g.  Count and record the total number of independent clauses for each composition. 

 

h.  Sum the values from e, f, & g above and record the total clause count for each 

composition. 

   

4.  Error Guidelines 

a.  Do not count capitalization or spelling errors (including word changes like 

“there/their”). 

 

b.  Any error excludes a clause from being error free (i.e. omitted plural –s, omitted 

preposition, omitted articles, run-on sentences or comma splices all count). 

 

c.  Differentiate error free clauses from error free T-units- i.e. if the T-unit has two 

clauses, one may be error free and counts as an error-free clause, the other may have 

an error, in which case the T-unit is not error free.  Error-free T-units are therefore a 

subset of error-free clauses. 

 

d.  Base tense/reference errors on preceding discourse; do not look at the sentence in 

isolation. 

 

e.  Don’t count British usages as errors (i.e. “in hospital,” “at university,” collective 

nouns as plural). 

 

f.  Count errors that could be made by native speakers (i.e. between you and I). 

 

g.  Do not count register errors related to lexical choices (i.e. lots, kids). 

 

h.  Disregard an unfinished sentence at the end of the essay. 

 

5.  Error Counts & Coding 

a.  Lexicon, phrase, clause (Lex) (aberrant words, phrases, clauses, sentences, NP 

standing alone, subordinate clause standing alone, awkward phrasing)  

 

b.  Tense/aspect, voice (T/A) 

 

c.  Number of noun (Num) (including singular for plural & plural for singular) 

 

d.  Parallel Structure (Par) (including infinitives, gerunds, clauses) 

 

e.  Preposition (Prep) (incorrect or missing) 

 

f.  Reference (Ref) (missing or incorrect, deixis problem) 

 

g.  Subject-Verb agreement (SV) (collective nouns can take singular or plural) 

 

h.  Article (Art) (missing or incorrect, used when unnecessary) 
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i.  Other determiner (Det) (include possessive det., quantifiers, demonstratives, 

genitives) 

 

j.  Word from (WF) (i.e adj for adv., adv. for adj, etc.) 

 

k.  Verb form (VF) (inflection following modals, infinitives missing to, incorrect 

irregular form) 

 

l.  Case (Case) (misuse of nominative, accusative, genitive) 

 

m.  Missing word (MW) (includes main/aux verbs, missing clause elements, , sentence 

fragments) 

For sentence fragments, if the verb or copula is missing, count the sentence as 1 T-unit 

with an error.   

(Does NOT include preposition, determiners, coordinators, subordinators) 

 

n.  Pronoun (ProN) (incorrect, but not related to case or referent) 

 

o.  Coordinator/Subordinator (Coor/Sub) (incorrect, missing when obligatory, 

includes relative pronouns, complementizers) 

 

p.  Word order (WO)(includes misplaced negation, misplaced adverbs of frequency) 

 

q.  Negation (Neg) (including never, ever, any, some, either, neither) 

Does NOT include misplaced negators 

 

r.  Run-on sentence (RO) (including comma splice) 

Code as 2 T-units with an error in the first T-unit 

If several comma splices occur in a row, count only the last as error free. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  


