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CHAPTER 0 

Introduction 
 

In this chapter, a general overview of the study is first provided. The research 

problem that this study attempts to investigate is stated, its rationale is discussed and the 

research questions are then formulated.  A brief outline of the thesis is finally presented. 

 

0.1 General overview of the study  
 

The writing skill has traditionally been neglected in favour of grammar and 

speaking practice in English as a foreign language (EFL) classes in primary schools in 

Spain and beyond. The conviction that writing effectively in a second or foreign language 

is too complex and demanding a task to be implemented with young learners has prevailed 

over theory and research which emphasizes the benefits of writing as a catalyst for 

language learning. Over the years, and mostly driven by the way this conviction has been 

reflected in EFL text books, which continue to shape the teaching-learning process in 

many classrooms, teachers have paid little attention to text production and even less 

attention to systematically providing feedback on children’s writing. Nowadays, 

however, there is a growing body of research suggesting that writing and written 

corrective feedback are both pedagogically and theoretically relevant, and can, 

potentially, at least, assist second language learning (e.g., Manchón, 2011; Manchón & 

Williams, 2016; Williams, 2012).  

Within this general panorama, the present study uniquely combines theoretical 

and empirical insights from three research areas that have hitherto remained separate: (i) 

L2 writing strategies, with a special focus on problem-solving strategies; (ii) collaborative 

writing processes; and (iii) cognitive processes involved in multi-stage written feedback 

tasks.  

Writing strategies, from a cognitive perspective, have generally been analyzed in 

conjunction with individual composition processes and characterized as broad or narrow 

(Manchón, 2001). While a broad view of strategies has been related to general 

descriptions of composition macro-process (planning, formulation, revision and 

monitoring), a narrow conceptualization has been associated to specific actions carried 

out to control one’s writing behaviour or to try and solve specific writing problems, 
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especially those related to the formulation of texts (e.g., Roca de Larios, Murphy & 

Manchón, 1999). Although a few studies have related problem-solving strategies to 

language learning processes (Cumming, 1990; Swain & Lapkin, 1995), it is of especial 

relevance for the present study that research on L2 writing strategies is practically absent 

in available discussions of written feedback.  

Research into collaborative writing shows that discussions about the already 

written text or the text to be written may prompt a variety of speech acts such as 

agreements, disagreements, confirmations, clarifications, explanations, etc., which may 

allow learners to pool their resources, notice specific aspects of language and engage with 

them. Similarly, processing feedback in collaboration indicates that learners’ interactions 

with the feedback and with each other allow them to test their hypotheses about the input 

provided and receive immediate feedback from their peers, thus engaging more deeply 

with the language (see Storch, 2013).  However, studies of collaborative writing have not 

generally included the analysis of writing strategies as one of their main research concerns 

and have practically overlooked the examination of the processes involved in children’s 

joint construction of texts. 

The multistage structure of written feedback tasks ideally combines the benefits 

for learning usually associated to the production of output and the processing of input. 

Output production is posited to promote syntactic processing and self-monitoring 

processes that may give learners the opportunity of noticing holes in their interlanguage 

(Swain & Lapkin, 1995). If input is available afterward (in the form of feedback, for 

example), this previous noticing may enable learners to compare their problems to the 

target language with more focal attention (noticing the gap), which will, hopefully, trigger 

their interlanguage development (Uggen, 2012). In the present study, these processes are 

explored through the joint construction of written texts by primary school EFL children 

both before and after being provided with reformulation, a written feedback technique in 

which L2 learners compare their original text with a new version that has been 

reformulated by a native speaker preserving its original meaning (Qi & Lapkin, 2001).  

The main research focus of the present dissertation is thus the interplay between 

collaborative writing processes, multi-stage written feedback (reformulation) processing 

and problem-solving composition strategies. This general research aim is based on a 

double premise: (i) when learners notice holes in their interlanguage they will be more 

attentive to incoming input (reformulations, in these case) due to the relevance of the 

phenomena noticed in the first place, and will probably be more likely to develop their 
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interlanguage in their subsequent writing; (ii) the noticing processes involved both in the 

initial production of written output and in subsequent writing after receiving the feedback 

may be operationalized and made visible through the problem-solving strategies engaged 

in by learners when composing their texts in collaboration.  

 

0.2 Rationale for the study 
 

The instrumental role that individual or collaborative writing and written feedback 

may play in second language learning has recently been claimed by some scholars on the 

argument that the written modality may give learners special opportunities to increase 

their language awareness (e.g., Cumming, 1990; Harklau, 2002; Manchón,  2011; 

Manchón & Roca, 2007; Manchón & Williams, 2016; Williams, 2012). These claims are 

based on the attested fact that the spoken mode, given its ephemeral nature and the 

demands of real-time exchanges, makes it very difficult for learners to simultaneously 

attend to meaning and form (VanPatten, 1990). In contrast, the reduced time constraints 

involved in writing, the asynchrony between the written text and the mental processes 

required for its production, and the set of internal and external feedback processes that 

may be triggered when writers attempt to match intended messages and their expression 

have been posited as factors that may help learners deploy crucial cognitive processes. 

These processes are, among others, drawing on their explicit or analysed knowledge, 

comparing that knowledge to the written output, accessing implicit or unanalyzed 

knowledge for inspection and analysis or noticing gaps between their L2 repertoires and 

the target language (Polio, 2012; Williams, 2012). All these processes are considered to 

heighten learner’s attention to formal aspects of language during writing and lead, as a 

result, to a more complex and/or accurate performance than is possible on tasks in which 

these processes are not activated (Housen & Kuiken, 2009). Writing and feedback 

processing may therefore help learners consolidate their existing knowledge of the second 

language and, potentially at least, develop new knowledge (Manchón, 2011). 

However, the connection between second language acquisition concerns and L2 

writing research has not always been noticed. Historically, each line of inquiry has had 

its own separate goals and epistemological principles, with the SLA field being basically 

interested in explaining how oral L2 language develops (through the influence of 

structuralist linguistics, linguistic anthropology, and research into child language 

development; see Harklau, 2002), and L2 writing research being concerned with the 
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“writing” component of L2 the writing construct, that is, the intricacies involved in the 

development of L2 written literacy for a variety of  personal, social, academic and/or 

professional purposes (Ortega, 2012).  This panorama has nevertheless begun to change 

in recent years as an expanding body of research, generically known as “writing-to-learn” 

(Byrnes & Manchón, 2014; Manchón, 2011, 2014), is now theoretically and empirically 

looking at a number of interfaces between language and writing which include, among 

others, the possibility of ascertaining the extent to which the processes involved in writing 

(from planning and formulating text to monitoring, reflecting and processing feedback) 

can promote L2 learning (Manchón & Williams, 2016).  

Informed by cognitive theoretical positions such as the Noticing Hypothesis 

(Schmidt, 1990, 2001), the Output Hypothesis (Swain, 1985, 1995), the Focus on Form 

paradigm (Doughty, 2001; Doughty & Williams, 1998) and cognitively-oriented views 

of interaction (e.g., Gass and Mackey, 2007), all of which attribute a crucial role to 

attention processes in SLA, as well as by sociocultural positions, which are based on the 

assumption that individuals co-construct their knowledge through their participation in 

collaborative problem-solving tasks (e.g., Swain, 2006), this empirical research has 

crystalized in (i) descriptive studies of individual (e.g., Cumming, 1990; Swain & Lakin, 

1995) and collaborative L2 writing (e.g., Kuikken & Vedder, 2005; Storch, 2007) which 

address core issues such as the role of written output as a catalyst for language learning; 

and (ii) interventionist studies, which essentially look at how written feedback mediates 

the accuracy of learners’ written products (e.g., Bitchener, 2008; Shintani, Ellis & Suzuki, 

2014), or their individual or collaborative linguistic processing (e.g., Qi & Lapkin, 2001, 

Adams, 2003; Wigglesworth & Storch, 2012a) and, to a lesser extent, how output practice 

may influence the processing of incoming input for the learning of grammar forms (e.g., 

Izumi &Bigelow, 2000; Song & Suh, 2008). Although, collectively considered, this 

tripartite body of research has shown that during writing learners engage in noticing of 

form, formulate hypotheses about form-function mappings in the L2 and/or through the 

use of cross-linguistic comparisons, test those hypotheses by contrasting them with their 

own internal linguistic resources or with the feedback received (including the feedback 

provided by their peers in collaborative writing) and engage in processes of metalinguistic 

reflection (Manchón, 2011), the connection between writing and L2 learning has been 

approached and evidenced by each line of inquiry from their  own theoretical and 

methodological characteristic points of departure.  
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Regarding individual writing, the two pioneering studies (Cumming, 1990; Swain 

& Lapkin, 1995) that opened up the L2 writing research field to language learning 

concerns did so by relying on the problem-solving activity inherent to the act of writing, 

since “problems that arise while producing the second language can trigger cognitive 

processes that are involved in second language learning” (Swain & Lapkin, 1995: 371). 

The main aim of these studies was thus to render precise descriptions of the writing 

strategies used by learners to solve those problems (e.g., direct translation, code 

switching, assessing in relation to a criterion, standard or rule, sounds right/doesn’t sound 

right, lexical search, applying a grammatical rule) with a view to identifying the 

metalinguistic processes involved in them (e.g., noticing of holes as a result of self-

monitoring, generation and analysis of alternative linguistic formulations, metalinguistic 

reflection and production of reprocessed output). The results of those analyses, which 

included the strategies initially identified loaded with their metalinguistic value, were 

contrasted with relevant SLA theoretical assumptions and indirectly assessed as 

potentially conducive (or not) to L2 learning (Manchón, 2011). However, in spite of these 

promising approaches and findings, subsequent studies on L2 writing processes have not 

generally extended the analyses of the connection between individual cognitive activity 

and L2 development any further (but see Macaro, 2014; Manchón and Roca de Larios, 

2011). Rather, most of the research on the way the act of writing can lead to advancing 

language competencies has been conducted through the analysis of collaborative writing. 

Descriptive studies on collaborative writing have reported connections between 

writing (which has seldom been composition writing) and learning through evidence 

showing that the Language-Related Episodes (LREs) in which learners co-reflect on 

and/or discuss language deeply may trigger elaborate (Kuiller & Vedder, 2002) or 

weighty (Fortune & Thorpe, 2001) noticing processes that can facilitate L2 development 

(Kuiken & Vedder 2005; Niu 2009; Storch 1999; Storch & Wigglesworth 2007). Learners 

have even been shown to co-construct new knowledge that they did not individually 

possess before the writing task was addressed (Nassaji & Tian 2010; Storch 1999, 2001; 

Storch & Wigglesworth 2007). These results seem to indicate that collaboration may at 

times be effective for SLA as it gives learners the possibility of “pooling knowledge from 

several sources and using that knowledge, together with the written text, to offer opinions 

and counter opinions, explore alternative vocabulary and ways of expressing ideas or 

explaining specific grammar points” (Storch, 2013, p. 192). In addition, although 

feedback in individual and collaborative writing is usually provided once the writing 
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activity has been completed, writing in collaboration also allows learners to give and 

receive immediate feedback from peers throughout the writing process (Storch, 2016). 

 As mentioned above, a third line of inquiry comprises a body of studies intended to 

explore how feedback mediates learners’ written products, their individual or 

collaborative linguistic processing and, ultimately, their L2 knowledge and use 

(Manchón, 2011). Unlike feedback in oral interactions, which can interrupt the flow of 

communication, is ephemeral by definition, and may overwhelm the speaker with an 

enormous number of simultaneous demands, written feedback takes place off-line. As a 

result, learners have a permanent record to which they can refer as many times as 

necessary, as well as additional time to draw upon their stored knowledge in long-term 

memory and compare it with the information provided in the feedback. In this respect, 

written feedback may be generally regarded as one important tool (along with practice) 

to provide timely input to students and help them progress in their language learning 

(Ellis, 2010; F. Hyland, 2010; Manchón, 2011; Ortega, 2012; Polio, 2012; Williams, 

2012). For this progress to occur, there is a general consensus in the field that feedback 

must be processed and acted upon by the learner (Bitcherner, 2012). However, the 

conceptualization of this processing and the way it has been empirically investigated 

varies as a function of the theoretical stance adopted.  

From a cognitive perspective, which sees the learner fundamentally as a loner 

equipped with a cognitive system that does all the work in a rather fixed and to some 

extent predictable sequence of stages, it is posited that explicit knowledge provided to 

learners through written feedback may facilitate SLA, i.e., develop into implicit 

knowledge, if certain conditions are met: (i) an initial processing phase which involves 

the progression of the information  through a number of stages (e.g., from noticing and 

comprehension of input to intake, integration and output), and (ii) a consolidation phase 

consisting of repeated retrievals during meaningful practice sustained over time (e.g., 

DeKeyser, 1998, 2007; Ellis, 2005; McLauhglin, 1990; see also Bitchener & Storch, 

2016). This route towards language acquisition may be facilitated or impeded by a range 

of learner-internal cognitive and affective factors, and learner-external factors (Bitchener 

& Storch, 2016).    

Unlike cognitive theories, sociocultural theories (SCT) are based on the premise 

that individual knowledge is socially co-constructed (Swain, 2000, 2006). Accordingly, 

their main focus of interest is not on the inner workings of the human brain (working 

memory, long-term memory, etc.) but rather how (i) feedback must be adjusted and 
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scaffolded as a function of the potential L2 capacities of the learner (his/her zone of 

proximal development), (ii) how personal, interpersonal and contextual dimensions are 

involved in the feedback activity, or (iii) how feedback processing, understood as a 

collaborative problem-solving activity, is mediated by learners through language 

(languaging). Defined as “a process of making meaning and shaping knowledge and 

experience through language” (Swain, 2006: 98), languaging is thought to enable learners 

to engage with and deliberate about the feedback provided by vocalizing their thinking 

into linguistic expressions that are then available for further reflection. It is posited that 

these purported deliberation and reflection cycles may lead the learner to gain a greater 

understanding of formal and lexical choices and, eventually, internalize the feedback 

(Bitchener & Storch, 2016).       

Implicitly inspired in the cognitive assumptions mentioned above, a lot of research 

on written corrective feedback (WCF), globally understood as “any explicit attempts to 

draw a learner’s attention to a morpho-syntactic or lexical error” (Polio 2012 p.375), has 

been conducted, especially after Truscott’s arguments against its usefulness and validity 

(Ferris 2010; Truscott, 2007; see also Bitchener 2012; Polio 2012 for reviews). As a 

response to these arguments, the effects of different types of WCF (direct, indirect, etc., 

see Bitchener, 2012, for a review) has proved to be consistent in some areas (e.g., accurate 

production of a limited number of grammatical forms both immediately after receiving 

the feedback and on subsequent occasions over time) but not so consistent in other areas 

(e.g., the range of errors to be corrected, the relative effectiveness of feedback types, or 

the effect of individual and contextual factors on the response of learners to corrective 

feedback). In addition, being mainly pedagogically motivated, WCF has been more 

interested in measuring how the accuracy of the final product (both in revised and new 

pieces of writing) is an effect of the feedback provided than in validating the various 

processing stages presented above (noticing, intake, integration, output and 

consolidation). As a result, one of the main limitations of this research strand is that the 

analysis of the cognitive processes involved in the flow of information between the 

different stages of the feedback task (initial text production-feedback processing-

subsequent use of the feedback) has practically been neglected.  

An exception to this limitation is the small group of studies that, from a cognitive 

perspective, has looked at how individual learners engage with reformulation by means 

of think-aloud techniques (Qi & Lapkin, 2001; Sachs & Polio, 2007; Hanaoka, 2006). 

Reformulation, however, has more frequently been used in socio culturally-oriented 
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research with the purpose of analyzing how language is used as a mediational tool to 

process feedback. In this line of inquiry, learners, generally paired in dyads, receive 

reformulations and compare them to their initial texts by engaging in self- and other-

directed talk, two forms of languaging which are taken to represent the deliberations and 

reflections on the feedback received as a way of noticing, understanding or even 

questioning why it was given (e.g., Adams, 2003; Bitchener and Storch, 2016; Storch & 

Wigglesworth, 2010; Swain & Lapkin, 2002). From the perspective of the multistage 

structure of the feedback task, reformulation studies suggest that the original composing 

stage prompts learners to reflect on holes in their L2 knowledge and primes what they 

notice in the reformulated text they receive in the subsequent comparison stage (e.g., 

Hanaoka & Izumi, 2012). Also, the type of noticing that occurs during the comparison 

stage has been found to provide learners with solutions to overt problems in their written 

output (Hanaoka & Izumi, 2012) and help them improve the quality of their written texts, 

at least in the short term, by promoting language-related noticing and metalinguistic 

reflection (Adams, 2003; Swain & Lapkin, 2002; Qi & Lapkin, 2001; Tocalli-Beller & 

Swain, 2005).  

 

0.3  Aims of the study 
 

The previous discussion was intended to sketch out a general framework of the 

most relevant theoretical assumptions and empirical findings underlying the interplay 

between collaborative writing processes, multi-stage written feedback processing and 

problem-solving writing strategies, which, as mentioned above, is the main topic of this 

dissertation. The discussion has shown that this purported interplay has to be understood 

as forming part of a broader dialogue between second language writing and second 

language acquisition which, initiated in the early and mid- 90s of the last century with 

Cumming’s (1990) and Swain & Lapkin’s (1995) studies on individual writing, has re-

emerged in the last few years with a body of research mostly focused on the language 

learning potential involved in collaborative writing and written feedback processing. 

However, in contrast to those two pioneering studies, which had as their point of departure 

genuine L2 writing processes and strategies interpreted in the light of SLA, these recent 

studies are grounded in themes and constructs taken from SLA and transposed to L2 

writing (Ortega, 2012). This transposition has been fruitful in a number of respects, as 
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briefly shown above, but also involves a number of concerns in the different areas 

explored that have set the scene for the present study. 

One global concern is related to the interface on which current studies are based. 

As suggested above, this interface is a consequence of the theoretical and methodological 

prioritization of the “L2” dimension in the “L2 writing” construct at the expense of the 

“writing” dimension. This means that the different stages of written text production 

already documented in the literature on writing processes — planning, linguistic and 

graphic encoding, monitoring and revising (see Alamargot & Chanquoy, 2001) — have 

been overlooked in these studies and that, as a result, very little has been contributed in 

relation to the precise composition processes and strategies through which the language 

learning potential of the act of writing as such is likely to occur (Ortega, 2012).  

This lack of attention to processes and strategies is reflected in the way 

reformulation studies have attempted to describe learners’ initial production of texts. This 

description has usually been made through the assessment of the accuracy and complexity 

of learners’ written texts (Adams, 2003; Sachs & Polio, 2007) or by means of language-

related episodes (LREs) (Swain & Lapkin, 1998, 2002; Yang & Zhang, 2010) which have 

been vaguely defined as “verbalization of language-related problems”, or parts of “a 

dialogue in which learners talk and reflect on their uses of language”.  Alternatively, 

LREs have been described as units of analysis which include interactive speech acts such 

as “disagreements, agreements, explanations, etc., which focus the learners on particular 

aspects of the language” (Wigglesworth & Storch, 2012a: 367). The consequence of these 

methodological decisions is that no study has so far attempted to specify the problem-

solving nature of LREs through a systematic analysis and classification of the L2 writing 

strategies they may involve. Similarly, the incorporation of feedback has generally been 

examined by looking at the relationship between the way the texts are revised or rewritten 

and the depth of noticing shown by the writer (Qi & Lapkin), or the degree of engagement 

shown by learners in their interactions (e.g., Storch & Wigglesworth, 2010). In these 

cases, the incorporation of feedback has tended to be contemplated as a black and white 

issue (incorporated, partially incorporated, not incorporated) rather than a problem-

solving process in its own right. Although the use of these procedures has allowed 

researchers to produce the results reported above, a more complete analysis of the 

information processing that occurs across the stages of the feedback task, which is 

essential to understand why learners progress (or fail to do so) from one processing stage 



10 
 

to the next (Bitchener & Storch, 2016), requires that a crucial aspect of composition 

writing -the use of writing strategies by the learner-, is entered into the equation.  

Another concern pertains to the fact that reformulation studies have mainly been 

conducted with adult learners (e.g., Storch & Wigglesworth, 2010; Wigglesworth & 

Storch, 2012b) and ESL adolescents (e.g., Swain & Lapkin, 2002) at fairly advanced 

levels of L2 proficiency. It is now time then to look at the performance of younger and 

less proficient learners for whom, given their limited linguistic and metalinguistic 

resources, “accuracy is more than a concern” (Wigglesworth & Storch, 2012a: 371). Also, 

although it is generally acknowledged in the field that learning is directly related to the 

possibility of having multiple encounters with the language (see DeKeyser, 1997; Gass, 

1997), gains have usually been measured only after one single feedback treatment. 

Attention has thus been mainly concentrated on the initial phase of the processing and 

application of the feedback at the expense of the consolidation phase (see above). As an 

alternative, learners should be provided with several cycles of feedback treatment over 

time so that the impact on learning can be tentatively ascertained (Wigglesworth & 

Storch, 2012a).  

Last but not least, in the research so far conducted very little attention has been 

paid to the way instruction may enhance learners’ efficient use of reformulation. 

However, as this feedback technique is open in nature and leaves on the learner’s 

shoulders the responsibility of focusing on this or that element of the reformulated text, 

it is very likely that younger learners will not know how or where to allocate their 

attention during feedback processing if they are not duly trained beforehand. In this 

respect, pedagogical suggestions have been made regarding the importance of the 

teacher’s intervention in raising learners’ awareness of gaps in their linguistic knowledge 

and the convenience of using this awareness in subsequent feedback analyses and 

revisions. Such proposals include engaging students in whole-class discussions (Yang & 

Zhang, 2010) or in stages of pre-noticing, while-noticing and post-noticing, which aim to 

instruct learners on how feedback works (Barnawi, 2010). To date, however, pedagogical 

recommendations of this kind have not been put to the test.   

The research presented in this doctoral thesis aims to address these concerns and 

contribute to SLA-oriented writing research by elucidating the potential of written output 

and feedback for fostering interlanguage development in children. Specifically, the study 

attempts to (i) systematically analyse the problems noticed and addressed by young EFL 

learners during the composition process, both before and after comparing their texts to 



11 
 

reformulated versions, and (ii) ascertain the influence of learners’ L2 proficiency level 

and instruction in feedback processing on the strategies they use to try and solve those 

problems.  

Bearing these general objectives in mind, the following research questions are 

pursued in the study: 

1. What problem-solving strategies, if any, do young EFL learners engage in 

when composing picture-based narrative texts in collaboration? 

2. Are there any changes in the problem-solving strategies used by the children 

after receiving feedback in the form of reformulations? Are these changes (if 

any) mediated by the children’s level of proficiency and the type of instruction 

received? 

It is hoped that the answer to these questions will give the study the possibility of 

exploring new ways of investigating foreign language learning and examining a 

dimension of writing that has not received much attention in the field to date, i.e., the 

relationship between collaborative writing, feedback processing and problem-solving 

writing strategies, and with a population, EFL young learners, that has often been 

overlooked by second language writing researchers. 

  Facing these challenges means that the already-existing synergies between L2 

writing and SLA are expanded through a change of direction that places writing centre 

stage and aims to explore the language learning potential involved in its problem-solving 

nature (see Manchón & Roca de Larios, 2007). Different theoretical requirements must 

be met for this change of direction to be possible. First, the main arguments advocating 

the role of output in language acquisition must be discussed, followed by a critical 

analysis of the three functions of language production (noticing, hypothesis testing and 

metalinguistic reasoning) that are regarded as essential to provide the “writing-to-learn” 

orientation with a solid SLA foundation. Equipped with this framework, a critical 

examination of each of the three domains, which constitute the main focus of the study 

(L2 writing strategies, collaborative writing and reformulation as a written feedback 

technique) must then be undertaken. This analysis will hopefully allow us to identify 

relevant research gaps and address those gaps with a sound theoretical, empirical and 

methodological framework.  
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The present study is divided in 5 chapters. In the Chapter 1 an overview of the 

theoretical framework of the present study is presented that delves into the main issues 

addressed in this dissertation, namely collaborative writing, writing strategies and written 

corrective feedback. Chapter 2 describes the design of the study, the participants, the 

instruments, the data collection process and the analysis procedures in detail. Chapter 3 

presents the results obtained for each of the two research questions pursued in the present 

study. In Chapter 4 the findings are discussed with respect to theory. Finally, Chapter 5 

presents a final conclusion of the results obtained in this research as well as the 

pedagogical implications that can be drawn from the study and several limitations of the 

study with suggestions for further research.  
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CHAPTER 1 

 

Theoretical framework of the study 
 

As suggested in the previous section, the challenges involved in the change of 

direction that the present dissertation is intended to explore (from writing to SLA rather 

than the other way round) can only be faced firmly if a number of theoretical requirements 

are met. They initially include a general discussion of the arguments leading to the 

assumption of output as an essential locus for language learning, together with a critical 

examination of the way its three main functions (noticing, hypothesis testing and 

metalinguistic reasoning) have systematically been analyzed and refined from various 

theoretical frameworks. A second set of requirements is related to the critical evaluation 

of the main theoretical tenets, empirical findings and methodological procedures of the 

three research strands whose interaction defines the specifics of the present study: L2 

writing strategies, collaborative writing and reformulation as a written feedback 

technique. Each of these requirements will be duly addressed in the following sections. 

 

I.1 The role of output in language learning 
 

While the crucial role played by input in second language acquisition (SLA) 

seems uncontroversial, there is not full agreement on whether output only facilitates 

acquisition or whether acquisition depends on output in some ways. Some scholars view 

output as only playing an ancillary role in language acquisition on the basis that (i) it is 

possible to attain high levels of linguistic competence without output (Krashen, 1984), 

(ii)  there is no reliable evidence on the benefits of output practice for the acquisition of 

new linguistic elements (Ellis, 1997); and (iii) output practice has an effect only on the 

“access” to form-meaning connections that have already been incorporated into the 

learner’s developing system (Van Patten, 1990; Salaberry, 1997).  

In contrast to these dismissive views, a number of scholars have recently 

questioned whether learners are exclusively reliant on input as has generally been claimed 

in second language acquisition theory and research. Izumi (2003), for example, has 



14 
 

identified a number of phenomena which could be interpreted as indications that input 

comprehension is not sufficient for learners to develop their interlanguage systems. These 

phenomena, which have been documented within the complex array of features that 

characterize speech comprehension processes, basically include people’s tendency to rely 

on semantic knowledge over syntactic processing in comprehending complex sentences 

(Clark and Clark, 1997) and their use of well-developed or reliable knowledge sources to 

compensate for weaker ones (Stanovich, 1980). Similar patterns have been reported in 

the L2 field as to the exploitation by learners of both their background knowledge to 

overcome limitations in their syntactic, morphological and semantic knowledge (Skehan, 

1998), their resorting to topic knowledge as an aid to comprehension or their greater use 

of lexical knowledge over grammatical knowledge in listening and reading 

comprehension (Tyler, 2001).  

An important offshoot of these arguments and findings, which generally point to 

the idea that “L2 learners can attain an adequate level of comprehension without 

necessarily focusing on many formal features in the input” (Izumi, 2003, p. 178), has been 

the emergence of various arguments advocating the role that output may potentially play 

in acquisition (see Muranoi, 2007). Ellis (2001), for instance, has recently moved to a 

position in which output is given more prominence. He has now conceptualized 

production as the mechanism that allows learners to move from explicit to implicit 

knowledge or from declarative to procedural knowledge by arguing that “learners may be 

able to utilize their own internal resources, via using them in production, to both construct 

and complexify their interlanguages” (2003, 115). Similarly, Larsen-Freeman (2003) 

points in the same direction when she argues that output practice “does not simply serve 

to increase access to previously acquired knowledge; doing and learning are 

synchronous” (p. 115).   

The origin of these proposals is to be found in the Output Hypothesis propounded 

by Swain (1985, 1995 and elsewhere). As against the predominantly semantic type of 

processing involved in decoding language for comprehension, which is mainly open-

ended and relies on prior knowledge and contextual cues, the main tenet of the hypothesis 

is that the production of oral or written output requires the elements of the utterance or 

the sentence be put in some order which of necessity forces the learner to engage in 

“complete grammatical processing …which would seem to have a potentially significant  
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role in the development of syntax and morphology” (Swain, 1995, p. 125).1 The 

hypothesis was formulated at a time -the early 80’s- when the SLA field was dominated 

by the concept of comprehensible input. Krashen (1984) suggested that SLA theories 

provided a very clear explanation as to why immersion worked: learners only acquire 

language when they understand messages in that language, that is, when they receive 

comprehensible input. Swain found, however, that, although French immersion students 

after years of academic study in the second language showed near native comprehensive 

ability in French, their speaking and writing abilities lagged behind in a number of 

grammatical, discourse and sociolinguistic measures from those of their native French 

peers. These findings raised concerns on the validity of comprehensible input as the only 

cause for SLA. In addition, observations of immersion classes revealed that students did 

not talk as much in those parts of the day in which classes were taught in French (their 

L2) as they did in other parts in which classes were taught in English (their L1). Teachers, 

in turn, did not prompt children to produce language in a grammatically correct or socio-

linguistically appropriate manner. The conclusion was clear: in order to acquire the 

second language, in addition to comprehension oriented activities, learners need to be 

pushed to produce messages precisely, accurately and appropriately.  

After the “comprehensible output” hypothesis was formulated, Swain and other 

colleagues suggested different lines of inquiry that aimed to progressively clarify and, 

concomitantly, complexify the understanding of how output can potentially affect 

acquisition (see the section on “Collaborative writing” below). This process of 

understanding has essentially involved the development of a number of output functions 

whose analysis has systematically been accomplished and gradually refined over the 

years from various theoretical frameworks. These functions include (i) pushing learners 

to notice what they want to express and distinguish it from what they can express; (ii) 

providing opportunities to formulate, test and obtain feedback on hypotheses about L2 

encoding of meaning; and (iv) generating “metatalk” about language that deepens 

awareness of form-meaning relationships. As the theoretical framing and the 

                                                             
1 Swain, of course, was not alone in pointing to this distinction between comprehension and production. 
Cook (1991), for example, distinguished between the ability to decode language, i.e., to understand the 
meaning of a sentence, and the ability to break the code, i.e., to discover the linguistic system that carries 
that meaning.  
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operationalization of constructs2 of most empirical research on the language leaning 

potential of writing has explicitly or implicitly been done on the basis of those functions, 

a detailed analysis of their main features will follow. By doing so, we expect to end up 

with a frame of reference sufficiently elaborate to situate the ensuing discussions on 

writing strategies, collaborative writing and written feedback in a genuine language 

learning perspective.   

 

I.1.1 Noticing  

 
Before delving into the intricacies of the noticing function of output, a review of 

the main characteristics of the Noticing Hypothesis is in order. 

 

I.1.1.1 Attention and SLA 

 

Closely related to the noticing function output is the general assumption in the 

field of SLA that attention3 to language form (particularly attention that is paid while also 

focusing on meaning) facilitates acquisition. Within this general panorama, the noticing 

function of output is based on the Noticing Hypothesis propounded by Schmidt (1990, 

and elsewhere). Drawing on some tenets of cognitive psychology (e.g., the view of the 

learner as a limited capacity processor and the notion of selective attention), this 

hypothesis holds that, in order to learn any aspect of the L2 (sound, word, grammar, 

pragmatics, etc.), learners need to show a minimal level of awareness of or pay focal 

attention to relevant material in the input, even if they lack understanding of how the new 

element works (Ortega, 2009) or cannot verbalize the encounter due to memory 

limitations or lack of metalanguage (Leow, 2015). Based on this characterization, 

                                                             
2 Recall that, in addition to the Output Hypothesis (Swain, 1985, 1995), the “Rationale for the study” section 
of this dissertation included other cognitively-oriented constructs such as the Noticing Hypothesis 
(Schmidt, 1990, 2001), the Focus on Form paradigm (Doughty, 2001; Doughty & Williams, 1998) and 
cognitively-oriented views of interaction (e.g., Gass and Mackey, 2007). 
 
3 Attention is not a unitary phenomenon, but refers to a variety of mechanisms that, at a minimum, include 
alertness (overall readiness to deal with incoming stimuli), orientation (direction of attentional resources to 
a certain type of stimuli), detection without awareness (cognitive registration of stimuli or the process that 
selects or engages a particular bit of information), detection with awareness (conscious cognitive 
registration of stimuli or the process that consciously selects or engages a particular bit of information), 
facilitation (processing of relevant information without interference), and inhibition (suppression of 
irrelevant information) (Schmidt, 2001; Tomlin & Villa, 1994). 
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noticing was initially regarded as a “the necessary and sufficient condition for the 

conversion of input into intake” (Schmidt, 1994, p. 206).  

Nevertheless, the difficulties involved in distinguishing absence of noticing from  

lack of ability to recall and report the noticing experience at a later time, that is, the 

impossibility to “demonstrate zero noticing at the time of processing” (Ortega, 2009), led 

Schmidt to cautiously replace that initial, strong version of the hypothesis with a weaker 

one based on the argument that “more noticing leads to more learning” (Schmidt, 1994, 

p. 18), or to emphasize the facilitative role of noticing in the early stages of the language 

learning process (Leow, 2015). Schmidt (2001) himself equated this new version of the 

hypothesis with Robinson’s (1995) conception of noticing as consisting of focal attention 

plus rehearsal in working memory, or with Gass’s (1988, 1997) notion of apperception 

as the first stage of second language input processing which is related to selective 

attention. An important dimension of this new version of the hypothesis is the position 

adopted by Schmidt in relation to the issue of what specifically in L2 input must be 

attended4, whether specific stimuli or the global input provided to the learner. Drawing 

on Hanson & Hirst (1988), who had reported evidence suggesting that attention to the 

specific attributes of a stimulus is necessary in order to encode information about them, 

Schmidt claimed that attention should be directed to whatever evidence is relevant for a 

particular learning domain, since nothing in L2 leaning is free: “in order to acquire 

phonology, one must attend to phonology; in order to acquire pragmatic, one must attend 

to both linguistic forms and the relevant contextual features; and so forth” (Schmidt, 

1995, p.16). Noticing, in this sense, is thus a personal experience of a learner paying focal 

attention  

Besides noticing, Schmidt (1990) distinguishes a higher level of metalinguistic 

awareness that he calls understanding5 and is related to the ability to analyse the 

information noticed, compare it to previously existing knowledge and formulate and test 

hypotheses about its functioning. The essential difference between noticing and 

understanding is that the former is related to elements of the surface structure of 

                                                             
4 This issue has been debated from two perspectives, i.e., the encoding specificity hypothesis, which claims 
that only those stimuli that are attended to can be further processed and encoded, and the global attention 
hypothesis, for which some aspects of L2 input are so subtle and abstract that they cannot possibly be 
attended to. 
 
5 Truscott & Sharwood Smith (2011), however, argue that noticing and understanding are not so easily 
separable because “there is no sense in the idea of recognizing that something is relevant to a particular 
aspect of the language system while having absolutely no understanding of it” (p. 503). 
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utterances or sentences in the input, and results in item learning, i.e., a type of learning 

that allows the learner to build their resources without having to pay much attention to 

how items are organized (Ellis, 1999), while understanding promotes system learning, 

i.e., learning that is related to “the establishment of interrelationships between one rule 

and another and, therefore, between one set of items and another” (Ellis, 1999, p. 474). 

Understanding, therefore, seems to be a more sophisticated process than noticing, 

although both allow learners to store new linguistic material in long-term memory (Leow, 

2015). In close correspondence with these two kinds of processing strategies, mention 

must be made of a similar dichotomy propounded by Robinson (1995). Inspired in a 

unified model of memory and attention (Cowan, 1988), this author distinguished between 

data-driven processing, which involves rehearsal and preservation in memory of isolated 

items, and conceptually-driven processing, which is to be seen as a more elaborate form 

of rehearsal whereby items are distributed into abstract configurations and is typically 

associated with the activation of prior knowledge.   

As is the case with other broadly used theoretical frameworks, the Noticing 

Hypothesis is not without controversies (Truscott, 1998; Truscott & Sharwood Smith, 

2011; Leow, 2013). Truscott (1998) and  Truscott & Sharwood Smith (2011), from a 

modular perspective, underlined the vagueness of the boundaries between awareness as 

noticing and awareness as understanding, the lack of specificity of the objects supposedly 

noticed by learners in the L2 input, the status of meaning during noticing,  or the lack of 

a solid theoretical foundation and weak evidence from studies of form-focused instruction 

and feedback on the value of noticing as a necessary condition for language acquisition. 

They suggested that these problems could be eliminated or greatly reduced if the Noticing 

Hypothesis were reformulated as a claim that noticing is necessary for the acquisition of 

metalinguistic knowledge but not of competence. In a similar vein, Leow (2013) viewed 

the hypothesis as being relatively coarse-grained and noted that, although there is some 

empirical support for the claim that noticing is facilitative of subsequent intake, there is 

no hard evidence showing that noticed intake is further processed, or, indeed, internalized 

by the learner in his/her developing system. As a possible reason for this lack of evidence, 

the author suggests that the concept of intake is clearly in need of elaboration in the field 

(Leow, 2015). 

In spite of such criticisms, the weaker version of the Noticing Hypothesis (i.e., 

noticing does not necessarily cause language learning but it can certainly facilitate that 

learning) has attracted compelling support from numerous studies focused on 
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interactional oral feedback (Mackey, 2006; Mackey, Gass & Mc Donough, 2000), written 

output (Izumi & Bigelow, 2000; Swain & Lapkin, 1995, 1998, 2002; Uggen, 2012) and 

input processing (e.g., Leow, 1997, 2001; Rosa and O’Neill, 1999; Rosa and Leow, 

2004). Globally, this research suggests that the amount and quality of attention that 

learners pay to language during output production and input processing is an important 

influence on language learning. As both types of attention are crucial in multistage 

feedback tasks, they are discussed in the next section. 

 

I.1.1.2 Noticing and output production  

 

Schmidt’s conceptualization of noticing was applied by Swain (1988) to output 

production by suggesting that, under some circumstances, when trying to produce a 

message in the L2, learners may recognize consciously that they do not have the means 

(lexical, syntactical or otherwise) to convey the meaning involved. This sense of noticing, 

which involves the absence of a form in the learner’s interlanguage but not the perception 

of that form in the target language, is known as “noticing the hole”. Such noticing does 

not promote learning by itself, but may bring the learner’s attention to something s/he 

needs to discover about the second language when receiving relevant input. Izumi (2013) 

suggests an additional type of noticing while producing output, which he calls “noticing 

the gap in one’s ability”, and refers to the idea of noticing a gap inside the learner between 

what s/he intends to say or write and the realization that s/he does not have the language 

means to express the idea as precisely, correctly or appropriately as desired. 

Noticing the gap in one’s ability and noticing the hole are both internal processes 

but they differ in that the latter involves a complete absence of knowledge of the form in 

question while the former suggests “that the learner is at least partially able to express the 

given concept but not as precisely or adequately as she may want it” (Izumi, 2013, p. 28). 

If this dichotomy is applied to the L2 writing composition process, “noticing the hole”, 

understood as a result of absence of knowledge, could be associated, for example, to the 

existence of “covert” problems in which production difficulties are not apparent in 

learners’ output. In these cases, the use of compensatory writing strategies such as 

message abandonment or message replacement is to be expected because they mean that 

the writer has to leave the intended message unfinished or replaced with a new one due 

to his/her lack of linguistic resources (Roca de Larios, 1999). In turn, “noticing the gap 

in one’s ability” would result in problems that leave observable traces in learners’ output 
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(Hanaoka & Izumi, 2012), and would therefore be more in line with the use of other 

strategies such as approximation (using an alternative lexical item that shares semantic 

features with the target word or structure) or signalling awareness (sticking to an 

unsatisfactory solution but including an indication of this to the reader) (Geist, 2013).   

Closely related to the types of noticing discussed above is the notion of “noticing 

the gap” between the learners’ own interlanguage (IL) and the target language (TL) 

(Doughty & Williams, 1998; Swain, 1988). The “gap” here, therefore, refers to the 

difference between what the learner can say or write and what a more competent speaker 

or writer of the target language says or writes to convey the same idea. According to 

Doughty (2001), for learners to notice gaps they must have sufficient working memory 

resources that allow them to engage in the cognitive comparison of their own 

interlanguage utterances or sentences with the relevant data available from their more 

competent counterparts. If the form present in the input is totally unknown by the learner, 

s/he will have to do an initial noticing of the relationship between the particular form, 

meaning and function (“noticing a form”, Izumi, 2013), but if that form is partially 

known, the learner will have to notice only the additional linguistic material in the input 

that may be relevant for his/her own production.  

In L2 writing, relevant input may appear (i) immediately, in form of auto-input 

when individual writers reflect on their explicit knowledge during the composing process, 

or from writers themselves and their interlocutors when engaged in collaborative writing; 

or (ii) in a more delayed manner, when writers consult experts, and reference materials, 

or receive written feedback (Williams, 2012). Studies on written feedback have in fact 

shown that learners notice holes when writing their original texts and are prompted to 

search for solutions in the subsequent input they received in the form of feedback (e.g., 

Hanaoka, 2007; Yang & Zhang, 2010). Generally, the underlying idea is that producing 

output may trigger a type of input noticing potentially conducive to learning that the mere 

comprehension of input would not (see, for example, Izumi, 2002; Izumi & Bigelow, 

2000).  

Summing up, “noticing the “hole” and “noticing the gap in one’s ability” are 

important because they are supposed to trigger cognitive processes which are conducive 

to L2 acquisition. By noticing that there is something they cannot express at all or can 

express only incompletely, learners may be led to consciously recognize their own 

production problems and, more importantly, to direct their attention to incoming input in 

a selective manner which, in the case of writing, would mean paying focused attention to 
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the feedback provided on their written texts (Manchón, 2011). In addition, when noticing 

the difference between what they want to express or have already expressed and the way 

more competent native speakers or writers express the same idea, learners are supposed 

to engage in activities such as matching (Klein, 1986) or cognitive comparison (Ellis, 

1995). These activities, together with hypothesis testing, are regarded as crucial for the 

analysis and reanalysis of learners’ underlying systems and, ultimately, for their 

acquisition of new L2 knowledge (Doughty & Williams, 1998; Gass, 1997). As time goes 

on, further production of output may cause the two types of noticing essentially occurring 

within the learner (noting the hole and the gap in one’s ability) to put him/her in the right 

frame of mind to experience the other two types of noticing that occur in the form of 

interactions between the learner and the input (noticing a form and noticing the gap). The 

interaction of these four types of noticing is supposed to move the learner’s interlanguage 

forward through a sequence in which “noticing a hole is closely related to noticing a form 

and noticing the gap in one’s ability is closely related to noticing the gap between IL and 

TL” (Izumi, 2013, p. 29). 

 

I.1.1.3 Noticing and young learners 

 

The analysis of young learners’ engagement in these attentional processes has 

been under researched since, to the best of our knowledge, only two studies have 

attempted to capture the role of noticing in children’s output and feedback processing. In 

a cognitively oriented study, Coyle and Roca de Larios (2014) explored the role played 

by two forms of feedback, error correction and model texts, on Spanish children’s 

reported noticing and written output. The study was carried out with 11- and 12-year-old 

children placed in proficiency-matched pairs who engaged in a three-stage collaborative 

writing task involving the spontaneous noticing of linguistic problems while composing, 

comparison of their texts with the feedback provided, and the rewriting of their original 

output. The results of a detailed analysis of the children’s noticing processes indicated 

that the children in both conditions focused on and later incorporated mainly lexical 

features into their output. However, gains in the linguistic acceptability and 

comprehensibility of their revised texts showed an advantage for error correction over 

models, with the children in this correction condition reporting more noticing of grammar 

during the feedback comparison stage, which later emerged in their revised texts. 

Differences found between children of different proficiency levels also led the authors to 



22 
 

suggest that there may not be a straightforward relationship between noticing and L2 

proficiency. Although the more proficient children in the study were expected to display 

heightened awareness of gaps in their linguistic knowledge, it was the lower proficiency 

children who identified a greater number of problems while writing, possibly because 

they had greater difficulty in finding the words to express their intended meanings. The 

link between proficiency levels and noticing, therefore, remains an open question. 

The role of model texts as a written corrective feedback technique was explored 

by Cánovas Guirao et al (2015) through the analysis of the noticing processes of year 5 

EFL child learners (aged 10 to11) as they (i) wrote a composition in pairs in response to 

a picture-based story, (ii) compared their texts to a model of the story, and (iii) rewrote 

their original texts. In order to isolate the effect of the feedback technique, the participants 

were divided into an experimental group (who completed all three tasks) and a control 

group (who only completed the tasks at stages 1 and 3). The results indicated that while 

models seemed to be useful for attracting the children's attention to lexis and chunks of 

language rather than to grammar, task repetition might also have been responsible for 

improved performance in the revised written output in both groups.  

The findings of these studies suggest that children can and do notice holes and 

gaps in their linguistic knowledge during the production of written output and when 

processing feedback, and that this noticing appears to have a facilitating effect on the 

children’s retention of information obtained from feedback. The studies are also 

important since they represent a pioneering attempt at inquiring into the language learning 

potential of second language writing and feedback processing. However, they looked 

mainly at the types of linguistic problems noticed by the children while writing (lexis, 

grammar, spelling) and analysing feedback and the effects of these different feedback 

types (error correction and models) on their uptake of corrections as evidenced in their 

revised texts. Therefore their focus was on what was noticed by the children but not on 

how they attempted to solve their language problems at all three stages of the writing task. 

It would, therefore, seem both theoretically and pedagogically relevant to explore the 

procedures young writers engage in when attempting to solve the multiple problems they 

encounter while writing, both before and after receiving corrective feedback, as well as 

identifying how they process this feedback strategically. 
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I.1.1.4 Hypothesis testing 

 

In conjunction with noticing, Swain (1988) posited that producing output may 

occasionally trigger a number of cognitive processes which allows learners to formulate, 

test, confirm, modify or reject hypotheses about the target language system (Muranoi, 

2007). In interlanguage studies, language learning hypotheses are defined as inductive or 

deductive predictions “that a certain aspect of the language is organized in a certain way” 

(Schachter, 1986, p. 126), and are usually formulated within specific domains which, 

although variable in size and complexity, allow the learner to bring to the task some 

notion of the range of exemplars that may be worth testing. The formulation of 

hypotheses6 very much depends on inductive inferencing processes whereby the learner 

scans the input data in search for regularities in the domain concerned using their previous 

knowledge, which includes L1 knowledge, L2 knowledge, language universals and 

knowledge of other languages (Schachter, 1993). The success of these searches will 

depend on external factors, such as saliency of input, and internal factors, such as their 

communicative needs, processing capabilities, motivation or task interpretation (see Han, 

Park, & Combs, 2008). Newly formulated hypotheses may be tried out or tested in another 

type of inferencing -deductive inferencing- which allows the learner to observe whether 

the hypothesis concerned is consistent with the data at hand (Corder, 1981; McLaughlin, 

1990; Towell & Hawkins, 1994).  

An important characteristic of hypotheses, in contrast to simple learners’ 

responses (which tend to persist even when they are disconfirmed), is that they are 

contingent upon feedback, which may be internal or external. In oral interaction, learners 

obtain input (sometimes shaped to suit their understanding capacity), receive external 

feedback from their interlocutors in sequences involving negotiation of meaning7 or direct 

corrections (which inform them about what is wrong and push them to focus their 

attention on problematic aspects) and, ultimately, modify their productions which, in turn, 

                                                             
6 Cognitive approaches to SLA hold that hypothesis formulation and testing can only occur after the process 
of detection.  Once a particular form –function mapping has been detected in the input, it can serve as an 
additional exemplar for the formulation of a new hypothesis or the testing of a hypothesis already created 
(Tomlin & Villa, 1994).  
 
7 Negotiation of meaning has been defined by Pica (1994) as “…the modification and restructuring of 
interaction that occurs when learners and their interlocutors anticipate, perceive or experience difficulties 
in message comprehensibility. As they negotiate, they work linguistically to achieve the needed 
comprehensibility, whether repeating a message verbatim, adjusting its syntax, changing its words, or 
modifying its form and meaning in a host of other ways” (p. 494). 
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will function as comprehensible input for their interlocutor. These mechanisms are 

considered by Long (1996), in his Interaction Hypothesis, as potential triggers of 

interlanguage (IL) development because they ‘‘connect input, internal learner capacities, 

particularly selective attention, and output in productive ways’’ (Long, 1996, pp. 451–

452).  

As Gass (1997) aptly notes, it is not that hypotheses are consciously tested every 

time an L2 speaker produces an utterance, but through negotiation and feedback learners 

can become aware of the hypotheses they entertain when producing language and thus 

enhance the analysis of their own and their peers’ production at the level of morphology, 

lexis or syntax. In this respect, studies on oral interaction suggest that learners, in response 

to signals for clarification from the interlocutor, tend to modify their output either 

semantically or morpho-syntactically through segmentation and reformulation 

procedures in a selective fashion (see Leeman, 2007; Long, 1996; Mackey, 2007; Pica et 

al., 1987; Pica, 1994; Swain, 1995, 1998), and that these mechanisms are very useful for 

linguistic hypothesis testing (Pica, 1994). Although Swain (1995) admits that nobody has 

clearly shown that these modified or reprocessed utterances contribute to SLA, she 

suggests that learners, when reprocessing their output, “test hypotheses about the second 

language, experiment with new structures, and expand and exploit their resources in 

creative ways” (p. 64). This set of processes may be taken to represent the leading edge 

of a learner’s interlanguage (Swain, 1995, 1998) or the way learners push the limits of 

their L2 knowledge when required to produce output beyond their available linguistic 

resources (Tarone & Liu, 1995).  

 

I.1.1.5 Child interaction studies 

 

Child learners are at a different developmental stage when compared to older 

learners not only cognitively but also socially and linguistically. At certain age they are 

even consolidating their first language (L1) and still learning to interact with other people. 

Given these limitations and bearing in mind that the present dissertation is focused on 

children working cooperatively, a legitimate question to ask is whether this type of 

learners are able to benefit from interaction as much as adults do (Van den Branden, 

1997). With this main purpose in mind, children’s oral interactive task performance in In 

ESL and EFL contexts has been explored through a variety of studies (Ellis & Heimbach, 

1997; Lázaro-Ibarrola & Azpilicueta Martínez, 2015; Oliver, 2000, 2002; Mackey & 
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Oliver, 2002; Philp, & Mackey, 2008; Pinter, 2006, 2007; Van den Branden, 1997). 

Among others, researchers have investigated (i) whether interaction is facilitative of 

vocabulary acquisition (Ellis & Heimbach, 1997); (ii) the interactional patterns and 

negotiation strategies used by children and adults (Oliver, 2000; Pinter, 2006); (iii) the 

potential benefits of task repetition (Pinter, 2007); (iv) the relationship between 

interactional feedback and task-based interactions (Oliver, Philp & Mackey, 2008) or (v) 

the conversational strategies of young low proficiency EFL learners (Lázaro-Ibarrola & 

Martínez, 2015).  

Collectively considered, this research data suggests that children as young as six 

years of age can and do interact with other young learners and with adults on oral 

communication tasks and use a variety of strategies to do so. Oral interaction, however, 

seems to be a more beneficial activity for learners around the age of 10, a period when 

their social and cognitive abilities are blooming quickly and they are more capable of 

engaging in conversation cooperatively and to negotiate for meaning by receiving 

comprehensible input and feedback as well as opportunities for producing modified 

output. In EFL contexts, children have also been found to proactively assist each other 

and sporadically resort to their shared L1 in their interactions, although they tend to 

negotiate less than children in ESL contexts. Generally, though, children in both contexts 

tend to use fewer comprehension checks than adults, probably as a result of the 

egocentricity of childhood, as young learners seem to be more focused on generating their 

own meaning than on whether their partner is understanding them. 

  

I.1.2 The metalinguistic function of output 
 

Under certain tasks demands, leaners may not only produce and test hypotheses 

but also make use of language to reflect on their own, and their interlocutor’s, use of 

language (Swain, 1998). This reflection process represents the metalinguistic function of 

output which, from a linguistic perspective, is taken to occur whenever the language 

normally employed for communicative purposes is used to address the code itself as its 

main referent, whether by means of specialized terms (use of metalanguage) or by means 

of common language (absence of metalanguage). From a psycholinguistic perspective, 

engaging in this function requires from the speaker/writer the capacity to consider 

language as an object of attention or analysis (Camps & Milian, 2000). For this reason, 
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metalinguistic reflection is closely linked to the notion of (i) metalinguistic activity, 

which has generally been defined as the cognitive process whereby individuals pay 

attention to language or, more specifically, as the many-levelled capacity to look at 

language from outside (Camps & Milian, 2000); and (ii) metalinguistic awareness, 

usually characterized as thinking about and reflecting upon the nature and functions of 

language (Baker, 2011).  

Before looking at how metalinguistic activity has been conceptualized by Swain, 

two basic questions to discuss include (i) the type of knowledge that can appropriately be 

considered metalinguistic, and (ii) how metalinguistic knowledge can be traced in learner 

performance. With respect to the first issue, two general positions may be found in the 

literature: one position which characterizes metalinguistic knowledge as basically 

explicit, conscious and available for verbalization (e.g., Ellis, 2004; Hu 2002; Roehr, 

2008), and an alternative position which conceives of metalinguistic knowledge as 

consisting of both implicit and explicit representations (e.g., van Lier, 1988; Karmiloff-

Smith, 1992). This double conception of metalinguistic knowledge is directly related to 

the controversial relationship between explicit and implicit knowledge in second 

language acquisition, i.e., whether or not implicit knowledge can become explicit and 

vice versa (the ‘interface’ versus ‘non-interface’ positions) and whether they constitute 

two separate knowledge systems (e.g., R. Ellis, 2004) or they represent the two ends of a 

continuum (e.g., Karmiloff-Smith, 1992). Implicit knowledge is characterized as the tacit, 

intuitive and procedural knowledge that is mainly responsible for automatic language 

processing (Gutiérrez, 2011), while explicit knowledge is defined as: 

 

“the declarative and often anomalous knowledge of the phonological, lexical, 

grammatical, pragmatic, and socio-critical features of an L2 together with the 

metalanguage for labelling this knowledge. It is held consciously and is 

learnable and verbalizable. It is typically accessed through controlled 

processing when L2 learners experience some kind of linguistic difficulty in 

the use of the L2. Learners vary in the breadth and depth of their L2 explicit 

knowledge (R. Ellis, 2004, pp. 244–245). 

 

Some early studies of metalinguistic knowledge define this construct essentially 

in terms of explicit knowledge about grammar (e.g., Hu, 2002). Similarly, more recent 

studies draw directly on Ellis’ (2004) definition of explicit knowledge and characterize 
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metalinguistic knowledge as explicit knowledge of syntactic, lexical, morphological, 

phonological and pragmatic categories as well as explicit knowledge of the relations 

between those categories. Other studies rely on Roehr’s (2008) findings, which showed 

a close relationship between metalinguistic knowledge and language analytic ability, and 

define the construct as “an analytical [construct] rather than intuitive in nature, in the 

sense that it involves explicit declarative facts (whether rules or fragments of information) 

that a person knows about language” (Elder, 2009, p. 114). In line with these definitions, 

Dolz & Erard (2000), for example, restrict metalinguistic activity to its external and 

explicit manifestations and, accordingly, claim that there is no point in looking into 

underlying processes or implicit metacognitive competencies when the external 

metalinguistic phenomena going on in social interaction are so little known. The 

indispensable tools to gain access to conscious and voluntary reflection on verbal activity 

are meta-verbal activities, which are characterized as collective, observable and shared 

reflections aimed at the preparation, assessment and transmission of the verbal activity 

carried out in speaking and writing. Although the authors acknowledge that the limits 

between verbal and meta-verbal activities are not always easy to define, they make the 

point that their distinction is necessary since meta-verbal activities are indispensable tools 

for the learners to detach themselves from and analyse verbal activity voluntarily and 

explicitly.  

Other authors, in contrast, have argued for a more comprehensive approach and 

conceptualize metalinguistic knowledge as encompassing both implicit and explicit 

representations. Karmiloff-Smith (1992), for example, claims that humans, against 

animals, have the potential to analyze their own knowledge or take their own 

representations as objects of cognitive attention. She argues that this is made possible 

through the successive redescriptions (RR) of mental representations, which are defined 

as a process whereby “implicit information in the mind subsequently becomes explicit 

knowledge to the mind, first within a domain and then sometimes across domains” (p. 

17). By applying this RR model to language, the author distinguishes four different types 

of metalinguistic knowledge which range from implicit knowledge, taken to be the 

cognitive correlate of early linguistic acts, to primary, secondary and, finally, tertiary 

explicit knowledge, which results from the recoding of secondary knowledge in more 

abstract terms and is generally verbalizable. Bialystok (2001) similarly argues that 

metalinguistic mental processing is not a question of all or nothing, but rather a matter of 

degree since all language use involves certain aspects of metalinguistic knowledge, 
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ability or awareness to some degree (Gutiérrez, 2008). In the same vein, Tolchinsky 

(2000) distinguishes between metalinguistic work and metalinguistic reflection, and 

defends a continuum between the two extremes according to the writer’s intention when 

reflecting. Metalinguistic work is almost unavoidable in any process of text production 

and appears in ordinary discourse situations at different levels of consciousness or 

awareness which can be activated “either on-line or off-line; either deliberately or 

automatically; in action or in reflection; with or without verbalization” (p. 32). These 

levels of awareness range from automated (in those situations in which metalinguistic 

work is fully integrated in the communicative act) and partially conscious (through 

phenomena such as repairs and reformulations) to fully conscious (when attention is 

specifically directed to linguistic elements used in the ongoing discourse). Metalinguistic 

reflection, in contrast, refers to those cases in which attention is explicitly paid to sets of 

specific linguistic features or aspects of discourse organization. It is always explicit and 

sometimes involves the use of specific metalanguage as in the case, for example, with the 

analysis of academic scientific writing from the perspective of systemic-functional 

linguistics. 

Closely connected with the positions discussed above about the explicitness or 

implicitness of metalinguistic knowledge, although not commensurate with those 

positions (Gutiérrez, 2011), is the question of how metalinguistic activity surfaces in 

learners’ talk. More specifically, whether metalinguistic activity only appears overtly in 

learners’ collaborative interactions or in their think-aloud protocols, or whether it cannot 

at times be directly observed in learners’ production and, consequently, must be inferred 

from the nature of such production (Gutiérrez, 2008). Under the first perspective, 

attention to language may be regarded as a phenomenon that is almost always overt and 

verbalizable and, as a result, the absence of verbalization might be equated to absence of 

metalinguistic knowledge. In contrast, the second perspective allows for the existence of 

metalinguistic knowledge representations independently from the learner’s ability to 

verbalize them (R. Ellis, 2004). In these cases, learners may have metalinguistic 

representations about particular aspects of language, but they may not have the adequate 

means to verbalize those representations or may not perceive the need to express them 

for a variety of reasons.   

In her characterization of the metalinguistic function of output, Swain (1998) 

adopted the first position when she claimed that attention to language shows up in the 
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language learners use to verbalize the linguistic problems they experience when 

completing the task at hand. This basic assumption is reflected in her notion of metatalk:  

 

“My current working assumption is that metatalk is a surfacing of language 

used in problem-solving; that is, it is language used for cognitive purposes. 

In metatalk, we are able to observe learners’ working hypotheses as they 

struggle toward solving [….] linguistic problems. If this is the case, then 

much of what is observed in metatalk […] should help us understand 

language learning processes […] because much of what is observed will be 

language learning in progress. In other words, in metatalk, noticing, 

hypothesis formulation and testing (cognitive problem-solving), and other 

learning processes (e.g. comprehension) may be available for inspection […] 

by researchers, teachers, and, possibly most important, by students 

themselves.” (Swain, 1998, p. 69) 

 

Thus defined as the use of language to discuss, reflect upon or even process 

linguistic forms in specific ways, metatalk may push learners from simple noticing to 

noticing the gap and noticing holes in their interlanguage, or engage them in the type of 

syntactic processing regarded by Swain as necessary to move from communicative 

effectiveness to accuracy in production (Doughty & Williams, 1998). These noticing and 

syntactic processes prompted by metatalk in the context of meaning making may serve 

the functions of “deepening learners’ awareness of forms and rules, and the relationship 

of the forms and rules to the meaning they are trying to express” (Swain, 1998, p. 69). 

So, according to Swain (1995, 1998), in addition to the production and testing of 

hypotheses plus feedback, as discussed in the previous section, language learning may 

also be promoted by means of production of output plus metatalk (Doughty & Williams, 

1998). For this purpose to be achieved, it is essential, according to Swain (1995), that 

metatalk should be encouraged in contexts where learners are engaged in meaning 

making, i.e., where the language used and reflected upon serves a communicative 

function; otherwise, they will not have the opportunity to engage in the key attentional 

processes that are necessary for the establishment of crucial links between form, meaning 

and use (Doughty, 2001; Schmidt, 2001). 

The idea that the tasks leading to language learning should primarily be about 

“meaning making”, but also engage students in the scrutiny of form while expressing 
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their meaning, connects Swain’s notion of metatalk with the Focus on Form approach to 

L2 language teaching8 whose main tenet is that “meaning and use must be already evident 

to the learner at the time that attention is drawn to the linguistic apparatus needed to get 

the message across (Doughty & Williams, 1998, p. 4). Although this basic principle of 

form-focused instruction has been put to the test through a considerable number of oral 

interaction studies (see Mackey, 2007; Mackey & Polio, 2009), the difficulties involved 

in maintaining and comparing these three elements (meaning, use and linguistic form) in 

working memory, when learners are under the pressure of completing conversational 

tasks, have prompted a number of studies aimed at analysing the nature of learners’ 

attention to language when engaged in collaborative writing (e.g., García Mayo, 2002a, 

Fortune, 2005; Fortune  & Thorpe, 2001; Leeser, 2004; Storch, 1998a, 1999; 2002; 

Swain, 1998, 2000; Swain & Lapkin, 2002).  

In contrast to the fleeting nature of oral interactions, which require online 

processing and leave little time or cognitive space to process language for form and 

meaning and to notice feedback, the permanence of the written text and the greater 

amount of time available for analysis may allow learners engaged in collaborative writing 

both to reflect on their language use by drawing on their explicit knowledge and to 

verbalize those reflections. Through the overt and explicit pooling of these linguistic 

resources, writers have been found to work together in the solution of the language-related 

problems involved in the formulation of their written texts and, by doing so, to co-

construct their L2 knowledge (e.g., Swain & Lapkin, 1998; Swain, Brooks & Tocalli-

Beller, 2002).  

However, some of these studies also show examples of learners engaged in covert 

metalinguistic activity. These can be found, for example, in the notion of “episodes 

without metalanguage”, propounded by Fortune and Thorpe (2001) to describe those 

cases in which learners may possess explicit knowledge but may not be able to verbalize 

it, or in the more analytical category of “implicit metalinguistic activity”, suggested by 

Gutiérrez  (2008, 2011) to account for those frequent conversational turns where learners 

express reformulations, acceptances, rejections, questionings, or repetitions without any 

accompanying metalanguage. Gutiérrez (2008) claims that this type of implicit 

                                                             
8 Activities within this instructional approach include, for example, input enhancement, interaction 
enhancement, output enhancement, input flooding, processing instruction, guided reflection, cross-
linguistic exploration, corrective feedback, and the garden-path technique (see Doughty &Williams, 1998;  
Simard and Wong,  2004). 
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metalinguistic activity needs to be considered in future studies of attention to language 

because a lack of verbalization in tasks aimed at the elicitation of explicit knowledge does 

not necessarily imply the absence of knowledge. It may rather indicate, as suggested 

above, a lack of ability or need to articulate that knowledge on the part of the learner. In 

this respect, attention must be paid to the crucial claim by van Lier (1998) that learners’ 

metalinguistic knowledge should be judged in terms of what they can do with the 

language (controlling and manipulating the material at hand), rather than in terms of their 

ability to talk about its formal features. As will be specified below (see the “Collaborative 

writing” section), this “manipulative” dimension of the metalinguistic function of output, 

which in written composition basically involves the production, combination, 

recombination and evaluation of linguistic alternatives (or “pre-texts”), is essential to 

understand the relationship between writing strategies and the language learning potential 

of writing. 

 The picture that emerges from the abovementioned theoretical perspectives when 

they are collectively considered is that the metalinguistic function of output suggested by 

Swain (1995, 1998) does not refer exclusively to the use of specific metalinguistic terms, 

nor does it refer only to the use of common language to talk about language. It may 

appear in a wide variety of forms which basically include explicit episodes in which 

learners talk about language and make their reflections on language visible in that talk, 

and other episodes in which metalinguistic activity is not expressed through explicit 

utterances but underlies learners’ speech. 9 

 

I.1.2.1 Metalinguistic activity in children 

 

Once the main features of the metalinguistic function of output have been 

delineated, it is time to address the issue of whether children are capable of engaging in 

this type of knowledge. Some studies suggest that younger children develop their 

metalinguistic abilities most visibly from the age of 6 or 7, in consonance with the onset 

of their literacy experiences in school (Birdsong, 1989), and may therefore start to draw 

                                                             
9 Determining whether the representations underlying covert metalinguistic activity are explicit or implicit 
is beyond the scope of the present dissertation. Camps et al. (2000), for example, would argue that these 
representations would be explicit although not available to consciousness or verbalizable. Ellis (2004), in 
contrast, would argue that they would be implicit because explicit knowledge is conscious by definition. 
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on explicit knowledge and learning, although to a lesser extent than adults (Barton & 

Bragg, 2010; Milton & Alexiou, 2006).  

Metalinguistic development in children has been understood in terms of analysis 

and control mechanisms (Bialystok, 1994, 2001; Bialystock & Ryan, 1985). Simply put, 

analysis may be defined in terms of knowledge of how language is structured, whereas 

control refers to processes of selective attention, integration of relevant information and 

inhibition of irrelevant one (Bialystok, 1988; 2001). As children gain in analysis and 

control abilities, they gradually develop their capacity to cope with more complex 

language skills such as reading and writing or metalinguistic problem-solving, which 

require from learners the ability to both draw on and selectively attend to specific aspects 

of their analysed representations (Bialystok, 1988). Metalinguistic activity in children has 

also been operationalized as metalinguistic reflection and analysed with the use of diaries. 

Simard (2004) explored whether the use of journals by French-speaking ESL learners 

(age 10-11) promoted their metalinguistic reasoning, and, if so, whether this reflection 

differed according to the type of students who produced it. The children were assigned to 

three groups, i.e., Enriched, Regular, or Control) and were measured at three times using 

a pre-test, an immediate post-test, and a delayed post-test. The data showed that the 

enriched students wrote explicit comments about the L2 in their journals more frequently 

than the other groups, although all students noticed and reported elements of the L2 in 

their journals. The study, however, did not analyze the relationship between 

metalinguistic reflection ability and actual L2 learning. 

Although these lines of inquiry have shown that children may engage in 

metalinguistic activity, very little is known regarding their ability to use metalinguistic 

knowledge while working together in writing, attending to corrective feedback and then 

using this knowledge to upgrade their written L2 production. This suggests the usefulness 

of investigating this issue as attempted in the present dissertation.  

 Once the first set of requirements (discussion of output and of its three main 

functions in language learning) have been met, the theoretical framing of the present 

dissertation has to be completed, as mentioned at the beginning of this chapter, by 

critically looking at the main theoretical assumptions, empirical findings and 

methodological procedures involved in the three lines of inquiry whose interaction is our 

main concern: L2 writing, collaborative writing and reformulation as a feedback 

technique.  
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I.2 L2 writing strategies 
 

The study of L2 writing strategies, which has mainly been conducted through the 

completion of tasks by individual writers, is part of a broader research strand aimed at 

exploring L2 composition processes. This process-oriented line of inquiry was initiated 

back in the early 80s by cognitive psychologists looking at writing by English native 

speakers with the aim of gaining insights into the mental operations writers engage in 

while producing texts (Manchón, Roca de Larios & Murphy, 2007). From its inception, 

the process approach was based on the conceptualization of writing as a problem solving 

activity rather than an act of communication (Hirvela, Hyland & Manchón, 2016) and on 

the belief that modelling what good writers do when they write is necessary so that these 

strategies can be taught to less skilled writers (Hyland, 2011). Consequently, most 

research efforts in this field have been directed to the  “learning to write” dimension of 

writing (Manchón, 2011), with very little attention being paid to the language learning 

potential involved in the composition of texts.    

The present section consists of two parts. The first part starts by examining the 

theoretical assumptions informing the research, follows with a summary of the main 

findings and insights that are considered relevant for the present study, and concludes 

with a detailed discussion of the two studies that, within this tradition, initiated back in 

the 90s the analysis of writing processes and strategies from the perspective of their 

language learning potential. The second part includes a review of the few studies so far 

conducted on children’s L2 writing strategies and presents a theoretical proposal for 

ascertaining their language learning value. Finally, the open questions in this research 

strand that may be pertinent for the present study are identified.   

 

I.2.1 Main theoretical assumptions 
 

Research into L2 writing processes and strategies has basically drawn on 

cognitively-oriented L1 writing process models and on perspectives emerging from 

research into language learner strategies, the conjunction of which has resulted in a 

number of cognitive models intended to capture the specifics of L2 writing processes. 

Composition processes in a second language have also been investigated from literacy 

transfer perspectives and, more recently, socio-cultural assumptions have also framed 
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some research (see Roca de Larios, Nicolás Conesa & Coyle, 2016). However, the 

discussion of these two perspectives are beyond the scope of the present study. 

The L1 writing model on which most studies have drawn, either explicitly or 

implicitly, is that of Flower and Hayes (1981). Although originally intended to describe 

how mature L1 writers interpret the writing task and compose their texts, its adaptation 

to the second language context has led researchers to look at L2 composing as a complex 

interaction of planning (goal setting, generating and organizing), translating thoughts into 

text, and reviewing (reading and editing) processes. The model also specifies that these 

processes, which are recursive in nature, are coordinated by a monitor and that, in order 

to carry them out, writers have to access relevant knowledge in long-term memory 

(content, audience, and stored writing plans), process that knowledge in the context of 

the task environment (audience, relevant cues, and the text produced so far) and store the 

intermediate mental products through the use of working memory. Empirically, the most 

important consequence of this model is that it has enabled a characterization of more and 

less skilled writers in the L1 context that has been transferred to the L2 context. This 

distinction between writers has also been addressed in some L2 writing studies by 

drawing on Bereiter and Scardamalia’s (1987) double approach to the construction of 

texts, i.e., a basic, knowledge-telling approach, which less skilled writers use to retrieve, 

generate and organize content directly from long-term memory on the basis of the 

associations stored, and a more expert knowledge-transforming model, in which skilled 

writers generate their texts by shaping and adjusting their knowledge of the topic (content 

space) to their  goals, audience concerns or perceived text and language conventions 

(rhetorical space). One common characteristic to both Flower and Hayes’ and Bereiter 

and Scardamalia’s models is that they equate writing with high-level reflective thinking 

(Galbraith 2009). Consequently, in their application to second language writing it is 

implicitly assumed that the thought processes involved in effective writing are common 

to L1 and L2, the main difference being related to how the outcome of these processes is 

linguistically formulated (Roca de Larios et al., 2016). 

When the writing processes mentioned in the above models are activated in order 

to achieve the goal of task completion, all learners adopt some level of strategic behaviour 

(Macaro, 2014). For that reason, in addition to composing processes, a crucial concern in 

L2 writing process-oriented research has been the analysis of the strategies used by 

writers. This endeavour, however, has been conditioned by the lack of precision in the 

strategy research field with respect to the theoretical status of the construct “strategy”, 
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and the resulting confusion regarding relevant issues such as the size of strategies, 

whether they should include external actions or only mental operations, or whether they 

appear as single operations or in clusters. As a reflection of that situation and in contrast 

with the solid theoretical foundations of L1 writing models, the term “writing strategy” 

has frequently been used in L2 writing research but seldom defined or operationalized. 

Previous reviews (see Manchón, 1997; Manchón et al., 2007) have reported that writing 

strategies have alternatively been equated with writing “behaviours” (Raimes, 1987; 

Armengol-Castells, 2001), “techniques and procedures” (Khaldieh, 2000), “production 

processes” (Whalen & Ménard, 1995), “process-related skills” (Pennington & So, 1993) 

or, more recently, with “cognitive activities” (van Weijen, 2009; Tillema, 2012). The 

dimension of strategies is also a matter of debate in the field, as these have been 

understood as macro-writing processes in some cases, i.e., planning, formulation and 

revision (e.g., Raimes, 1987; Sasaki & Hirose, 1996; Hatasa & Soeda, 2000), or as very 

specific cognitive operations in other cases, i.e., “rhetorical refining” (Sasaki, 2000; 2002, 

2004), “rehearsing” (Raimes, 1987) or “restructuring” (Roca de Larios, Murphy & 

Manchón, 1999). To the best of our knowledge, the only attempt to come to terms with 

this multiplicity of phenomena was initiated by Manchón (2001), with her distinction 

between a broad and a narrow characterization of writing strategies (see the “Overview” 

section in this dissertation), and has now been followed up by Macaro (2006, 2014), with 

his conceptualization of strategies as opportunities for language learning when certain 

conditions are met (see section “L2 writing strategies as strategy clusters: their added 

value” below).   

The conjunction of process-related and strategic approaches brought about the 

elaboration of some theoretical proposals intended to model the specifity of L2 

composition proceses (see, for instance, Grabe & Kaplan, 1996; Sasaki, 2002; Wang & 

Wen, 2002; Whalen & Ménard, 1995). Among these attempts, the model propounded by 

Zimmermann (2000) is especially relevant for the present study because it addressed one 

of the main limitations of the abovementioned L1 writing models when applied to L2 

writing, namely the lack of attention they paid to the process of formulating or generating 

texts, as it was thought to be automatic10. Using think-aloud techniques with German 

                                                             
10 However, the latest model of writing suggested by Hayes (2012), as well as other recent theoretical 
developments in the L1 writing field, have addressed this limitation by suggesting that translation, i,e, 
formulation, is the essential cognitive writing process because it is “the goal for planning and provides the 
product on which the review and revision processes operate” (Fayol, Alamargot & Berninger, 2012, p. 12). 
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university EFL students while they were writing short film narratives in English (L2) and 

German (L1) as well as letters of complaint in German (L1), Zimmermann tried to 

identify the subprocesses which were "typical" to the production of individual sentences. 

For that purpose, he made use of the category "tentative formulation" (any word, phrase, 

clause or sentence verbalized with the intention of being incorporated into the emerging 

text), and eventually managed to describe a number of typical pathways followed by the 

students when formulating L2 sentences or parts of sentences. The pathways were the 

following (p. 88): 

 

1. Often there is only one L2 tentative form which is slightly modified and/or repeated 

before being accepted; modifications and repetitions seem not to occur in preferential 

sequences.  

2. Evaluating often results in rejection, sometimes in simplification and postponement.  

3. Whereas simplified L2 tentative forms are accepted despite their -overtly observed- 

shortcomings, rejection triggers one or more new alternative tentative formulations which 

are often processed through the core sequence.  

4. Tentative formulations in L2 can be preceded by a tentative formulation in L1 followed 

by a statement of L2 problems and activation of strategies (L2 Problem Solving).  

 

 Zimmermann's proposal must be credited with bringing to the fore the fact that 
formulation is an important component of the L2 writing process as well as for suggesting 
a possible way of analyzing its structure. However, the latter is also its main limitation: 
the model is too structural and can only be considered as a mere external description of 
the elements involved in each formulation cycle. Tentative formulations and the fact that 
they are repeated, modified, or simplified tell us little about the linguistic nature of the 
problems tackled, i.e. lexical, syntactic or otherwise. This lack of attention to linguistic 
elements in the description of a composition process such as formulation which, by 
definition, is about the conversion of thoughts into linguistic forms, serves as a good 
illustration of the limitations of L2 writing process models to date with respect to 
language processing, let alone language learning processes (Polio & Williams, 2009).   
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I.2.1.2 Main empirical findings in L2 writing strategy research 

 

The theoretical frameworks and developments discussed in the previous section 

have given rise to a considerable amount of findings that cover a wide range of issues 

dealing with writers' composing processes and strategies, as well as with writer-internal 

and writer-external variables affecting the former (see Manchón et al., 2007, for details). 

In what follows, a brief account is presented of the insights provided by three strands of 

research that, although basically situated in the “learning-to-write” tradition, may reveal 

crucial points of potential intersection with the “writing-to-learn” orientation of L2 

writing, which is the main focus of the present study. These areas include (i) the 

consideration of writing skill as a continuum of abilities, (ii) the constraining effects of 

the L2, and (iii) the use of the L1 in L2 composition. 

 

I.2.1.2.1 Writing skill as a continuum of abilities 

 

The application of L1 writing models into L2 writing research has led to the 

conceptualization of the writing skill not as a dichotomous fixed set of competencies, but 

as a continuum of abilities intimately associated to education and opportunities for 

learning (Cumming, 2012). For the purposes of the present study, relevant findings have 

been reported in two specific areas which include the development of certain discourse 

skills vis-a-vis accuracy and writers’ engagement in some composing strategies.  

Some discourse-related skills such as the use of certain conventions of academic 

writing (Shaw & Liu, 1998) and L2 organizational patterns (Berman, 1994), as well as an 

increased awareness of the importance of factors other than accuracy for the improvement 

of the quality of texts (Sengupta, 2000) seem to develop in a relatively short period of 

time as long as some training is provided (McMullen, 2009). In contrast, accuracy and 

complexity seem less amenable to instruction and more dependent on the acquisition of 

higher proficiency levels (Roca de Larios, Murphy & Marín, 2002), although fluency, as 

measured by number of words written per minute, string length and increase in the 

number of words accepted and written down, has been found to increase more rapidly 

across FL university courses (Chenoweth & Hayes, 2001).  

This differential development of skills seems to be related to writers' ability to 

handle processes and strategies for a variety of purposes. The ability to detect and correct 

problems of global coherence seems to develop faster than the abilities needed to tackle 



38 
 

problems of a more local nature, as the latter seem to be less amenable to explicit 

instruction and more dependent on the acquisition of higher levels of L2 proficiency and 

greater reading and writing experience (Kobayashi & Rinnert, 2001). Similarly, the 

strategic capabilities of L2 writers seem to be limited at initial stages by text type (Way, 

Joiner & Seaman, 2000), while at later stages the difficulty of genres has been found to 

prompt more advanced planning (e.g., Qi, 1998), increase the number of problem-solving 

episodes (e.g., Cumming, 1989) and result in an upgrading orientation of the problems 

addressed (Roca de Larios et al., 1999). Skill development also seems to be involved in 

writers' flexibility in the coordination of composition processes (Pennington & So, 1993; 

Roca de Larios et al., 2008; Stapleton, 2010), the way writers shift from well-formed 

plans to local decisions (Cumming, 1989), rehearse their ideas and linguistic expressions 

(Raimes, 1987) and search for lexical or syntactic alternatives in order to or refine their 

ideas and linguistic expressions (Cumming, 1989, 1990; Roca de Larios et al., 1999; 

2006; Sasaki, 2002; Smith, 1994).  

These findings broadly differentiate between skills which are more easily 

acquired and those which need further experience or instruction. In this respect, writing 

processes and strategies should be seen as following a course of development known as 

“hierarchical skill integration” (Schaeffer, 1975, in Bereiter, 1980), given that, as 

suggested by Flower and Hayes (1981), writers need to “juggle and integrate the multiple 

constraints of their knowledge, their plans, and their text into the production of each new 

sentence” (p. 371). From this cognitive perspective and because of working memory 

limitations, L2 writers are seen as capable of integrating only the skills they can cope with 

at any given moment. As the use of new skills becomes more fluent or less demanding of 

cognitive resources, they are expected to go on to integrate subsequent skills. 

 

I.2.1.2.2The constraining effects of the L2 in writing processes and strategies 

 

When the writing processes of the same individuals performing a writing task in 

their L1 and L2 have been compared, the findings reported generally reflect the 

constraining effect that the L2 imposes on a wide range of composition processes and 

strategies which are supposed to draw on a single, limited pool of resources (McCutchen, 

1996, 2000; Kellogg, 1996). This effect is particularly notorious in the case of 

formulation, the process which has been found to consume more writing time in time-

compressed tasks (Roca de Larios, Marín & Murphy, 2001; Wang & Wen, 2002; but see 
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Stapleton, 2010, for extended tasks). From a fluency perspective, L2 text generation 

processes are generally harder to sustain, less efficient in terms of the number of words 

written (Chenoweth & Hayes, 2001; Silva, 1993; Sasaki & Hirose, 1996; Thorson, 2000), 

more focused on on-line revisions of form and more fragmentary (Lindgren, Spellman-

Miller & Sullivan, 2008), as attested by the higher number of interruptions of the actual 

transcription process by other processes (Lindgren et al., 2008) or by the number of words 

produced between pauses (Chenoweth & Hayes, 2001;; Roca de Larios et al., 2001; 

Schoonen et al., 2009). 

These difficulties in L2 text-generation usually prompt the adoption of new 

composing strategies as compared to those that learners normally use while writing in 

their L1 (Wolfersberger, 2003). For example, the number of ideas planned (Jones &Teroe, 

1987) or the number of goals generated (Skibniewski, 1988) tends to be lower in the L2 

(but see Hall, 1990), as writers tend to concentrate their planning procedures on the 

morpho-syntactic and lexical levels at the expense of the rhetorical and textual 

dimensions of the composition process (Whalen & Ménard, 1995). The transition from 

planning to formulation processes also shows some important differences which have 

been attributed, among other factors, to the difficulties in retaining goals in working 

memory when formulation is in progress (Moragne e Silva, 1988), the inability to handle 

long stretches of L2 text to embody rhetorical procedures already at their disposal in the 

L1 (Henry, 1996; see also Galbraith, 2009) or the difficulties involved in maintaining the 

ideational and textual orientation of their lexical and syntactic searches when composing 

in the L2 (Roca de Larios et al., 1999).    

 

 I.2.1.2.3 The use of the L1 in writing  

 

The use of the mother tongue is one of the most characteristic strategies in L2 

writing, and research has shown that it may serve different purposes as a function of 

writer-internal and writer-external variables. For the purposes of the present study, 

attention will be paid to findings in connection with the strategic use of the L1 

for planning and formulating, as well as for monitoring or controlling the writing process 

(Manchón et al., 2007).  

When writers formulate their texts, they have to select the appropriate words and 

syntactic structures that comply with the ideational and rhetorical constraints to be met. 

When this selection becomes problematic, they have been found to produce a narrow 
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range of linguistic/ideational elements within the larger stretch of discourse (Cumming, 

1990; 2013) by means of L1-based strategies that include restructuring, paraphrasing, 

generation of synonyms, segmentation of the intended meaning into manageable L2 items 

or backtranslation (Qi, 1998; Smith, 1994; Wang, 2003; Wolfersberger, 2002; Manchón 

et al., 2007).  

Although this L1-based strategic behaviour is shared by most L2 foreign language 

writers, some differences have been detected in relation to their level of proficiency. At 

lower levels of proficiency, the L1 has been found to help learners compensate for their 

limited repertoire of linguistic resources (Murphy & Roca de Larios, 2010; Manchón et 

al, 2007) and obtain cognitive stability when writing in the L2 (Woodall, 2002). This is 

is reflected in the attested fact that, as proficiency increases, form-related transfer, i.e., 

borrowings, decreases, while meaning-related transfer, i.e., coinages and calques, remain 

for some more time. In fact, the use of the latter require the application of target language 

phono-graphemic rules to L1 words (coinages) or the literal translation and semantic 

extension of L1 to L2 words (calques), both of which require higher levels of proficiency 

than mere code-switching (borrowings) (LLach, 2010). An illustrative example of these 

patterns is the study conducted by Olsen (1999) to analyze the procedures used by a group 

of Norwegian low-ability EFL adolescents to write English compositions as part of their 

final exams.  The students were found to use L1 suffixes in some words, translate L1 

prepositions and words literally into English and use L1 word order, complementation 

and syntactic structures in. On some occasions, they also relied on code-switching by 

inserting full L1 words in the sentences they wrote, arguably as a result of their lack of 

L2 knowledge or because they did it subconsciously.  

However, not all are benefits associated to L1 use. Research has also suggested 

that, from being a procedure that in the initial stages of L2 acquisition may facilitate the 

exploration of ideas at the writers' intellectual and cognitive levels (see McCarthey, Guo 

& Cummins, 2005) or help them in their search for better expressions at later stages 

(Sasaki, 2004), it may, if not used skillfully, impose an extra burden on learners (Whalen 

& Ménard, 1995), prevent them from becoming aware of the lack of equivalence between 

certain words types and textual patterns across languages (Pavlenko, 2009) and thus delay 

their acquisition of the rhetorical conventions native readers expect to be met (Kobayashi 

& Rinnert, 1992). 

The findings reported in the three sections above have shown that the cognitive 

and linguistic demands imposed by the L2 writing task may lead writers to engage in a 
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multiplicity of processes and strategies whose activation is dependent on two of the 

learner-internal factors mostly analysed in the literature on L2 composition processes, 

i.e., writing ability/skill and L2 proficiency. However, although many of the strategies 

described involve operating on linguistic knowledge (e.g., rehearsal, refinement of 

expressions, revisions at different levels), the language learning potential (or lack thereof) 

that these operations may entail has not been addressed. In what follows, a detailed review 

of the few L2 writing process studies which have addressed this potential is presented.   

 

I.2.1.3 The language learning potential of writing processes and strategies 

 

From the large body of research into individual L2 writing processes and 

strategies, only two studies (Cumming 1990; Swain & Lapkin 1995), to the best of our 

knowledge, have tried to analyse potential interfaces between the fields of L2 writing and 

SLA. Both studies were conceived as preliminary steps in establishing connections 

between the language learning potential of L2 writing processes and strategies and 

general processes of second language acquisition such as noticing, hypothesis testing and 

metalinguistic reflection. This initial attempt, however, has not been followed up by 

subsequent research into L2 individual writing,  

The methodological approach followed by these studies fits in nicely with what 

Manchón (2001) has aptly referred to as the “narrow conceptualization of writing 

strategies”, as they try to account for writers’ cognitive processes from a purely problem-

solving perspective. Writing problems are conceived as consisting of both mental 

representations (ranging from those related to content and lexis to those of a syntactical, 

discourse or rhetorical nature) and mental operations (strategies or procedures selected 

by the writer in consonance with the mental representation involved) that can be applied 

to change one representation into another so that an attempted solution to the problem 

can be reached (Fayol, 1994). 

 

Cumming (1990) 

 

Based on these premises, Cumming (1990) conducted the first study aimed at 

examining the linguistic processing involved in individual L2 writing by reanalysing the 

data collected in a previous study (Cumming, 1989) which had intended to explore the 

role played by writing expertise and L2 proficiency in the composing processes of a group 
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of 23 adult Francophone ESL learners while writing three texts involving different levels 

of formality under think-aloud conditions. More specifically, the 1990 study attempted to 

describe participants’ metalinguistic and ideational thinking and to relate this thinking to 

theories of cognitive learning and second language acquisition with the ultimate aim of 

designing more controlled studies intended to test the relationships between L2 writing 

and L2 learning.  

 Cumming (1990) restricted his analyses of the think-aloud protocols to those 

episodes in which language use and content appeared simultaneously since, inspired by 

theories of comprehensible output (Swain, 1985), he thought that only those episodes had 

the potential for integration of new second language knowledge. As a result, three types 

of strategies (he called them “goals”) were identified:  

 

1. Searching out and assessing improved phrasing. 

a. Extensive searches in the L2 include:  

i. *Seeking out a word or phrase. 

ii. *Generating and assessing possible alternatives. 

 

2. Comparing cross-linguistic equivalents. 

 

3. Reasoning about linguistic choices. 

              *Intuition 

*Knowledge of linguistic rules (more 

implicit)/mnemonics or learned grammar rules 

 

(Taken from López Serrano, forthcoming) 

 

The first category, searching out and assessing improved phrasing, appeared to 

include two types of behaviours on the part of the students: more extensive and less 

extensive searches. Extensive searches meant that a great mental effort was put into 

seeking out a word or phrase, generating and assessing alternatives, and reaching a choice 

suited to the discourse context and the writer’s intentions. The conscious reflection on 

language involved these searches, Cumming argued, might have aided learners in the 

process of refining and consolidating their knowledge and use of L2 word and phrases. 

On the other hand, less extensive searches could also be found, particularly concerning 
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episodes in which students made simple revisions by substitution. Although Cumming 

(1990) did not emphasize the value of these revisions for language learning, it must be 

pointed out that that revising, even at the lowest level, requires conscious attention. 

Therefore, learners, when engaging in this process, may arguably consolidate their 

existing knowledge (Gutiérrez, 2011).  

The second category, comparing cross-linguistic equivalents, was used to account 

for students’ attempts to search for wordings by resorting to both their L1 and L2. The 

data showed that if, for instance, an item was not found in the L2, it was searched for the 

L1 and, if appropriate, transposed to the L2. According to Cumming, this process 

involved a mental equation of semantic, lexical, syntactic and pragmatic categories across 

languages that might lead to an integration of L1 and L2 knowledge. Another use of the 

L1 was related to the evaluation of L2 items against more familiar equivalents in the 

mother tongue by means of backtranslation. Again, this type of behaviour was viewed 

by Cumming as something more than mere translation, since it involved an assessment 

of unfamiliar knowledge (the L2 feature) against elements of existing knowledge 

(knowledge of the L1). Bearing these cross-linguistic processes in mind, Cumming 

(1990) claimed that their potential value for learning “come from learners’ long-term 

efforts to integrate their conceptual representations of lexical phrases in their first and 

second languages, forming common mental representations for the range of lexemes that 

they have in both languages” (p. 502).  

Finally, the data showed that on some occasions the students reasoned about their 

linguistic choices concerning “semantics and syntax or morphology” by relying on either 

their knowledge of linguistic rules or their intuitions on L2 use. As evidence of these 

processes, the reader is provided with some examples in which learners were uncertain 

of the morpho-syntactic forms of certain words and tried out, compared and assessed 

different forms (target and/or non-target like) until they found an appropriate one. These 

episodes thus seem to be related to the processes of hypothesis generating and testing 

which, from the perspective of their possible potential for language learning, are not 

contingent on incoming input but, rather, on a conscious analysis of the available 

linguistic resources that individual learners may have at their disposal. This conscious 

reflection may in turn foster metalinguistic awareness, which is considered to be 

facilitative of the language learning process.  

From a global perspective, Cumming saw the language learning potential of 

individual writing more related to gaining control of one’s own processes of producing a 
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second language than to expanding interlanguage resources. Although the 

methodological approach adopted did not allow him to produce direct evidence of that 

language learning potential, he managed to offer indirect evidence by claiming, first, that 

the episodes in which the writers engaged (and that involved a concurrent focus on ideas 

and language use) could be regarded as similar to those which are described in some 

cognitive perspectives of learning as leading to the integration of new knowledge. A 

second way of producing that indirect evidence involved the possibility of  equating, at 

least partially, the strategies presented above with to the processes of meaning negotiation 

that occur in oral interactions. As noted by Cumming, there were important similarities 

between the repair sequences that usually appear in conversations between learners and 

native (or more advanced) speakers of the L2 and the writers’ verbalizations in the 

protocols that included self-repairs, clarifications and linguistic adjustments. Although 

these similarities were evident, Cumming (1990) also acknowledged that, in contrast with 

oral interaction, the individual writer lacks external assistance or the help of immediate 

feedback. 

 

Swain and Lapkin (1995) 

 

Swain and Lapkin (1995) conducted a partial replication of Cumming’s (1990) 

study in which they explored the type of linguistic reflection engaged in by two 

proficiency groups of young adolescent learners (aged 13) of French as a second language 

who were asked to write (during a first specific period of time) and edit (during a second 

specific period of time) a composition on a familiar topic under think-aloud conditions. 

The study was intended to find out whether these young learners became aware of 

problems in their interlanguage while writing an L2 text, identify the strategies they used 

to solve such problems, and ascertain whether those actions included grammatical and 

syntactic analyses.  

The students’ reflection on language was identified in the resulting think-aloud 

protocols by means of “language related episodes” (LREs)11, which were defined as “any 

                                                             
11 As suggested by Geist (2013, p. 32), LREs have been used as the unit of analysis by a large number of 
studies which have employed verbal protocols or learner interaction as data collection methods to look into 
learner-initiated attention to form, noticing or the effect of output on second language acquisition. Some 
authors, however, have used different terms to denote the same concept: hypothesis-testing episodes 
(Shehadeh, 2003), form-focus episodes (Zhao & Bitchener, 2007) or language awareness episodes 
(Armengol & Cots, 2009).  
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segment of the protocol in which a learner either (i) spoke about a language problem 

he/she encountered while writing and solved it either correctly or incorrectly or (ii) simply 

solved it without having explicitly identified it as a problem” (p. 378). Each LRE was 

thus related to a problem in relation to the production of the target language and the data-

based set of categories elaborated was intended to combine the type of linguistic problem 

at hand (mental representation or aspect attended to) with the way participants dealt with 

such problem (search procedures or strategies activated).  

The scheme developed by Swain & Lapkin included the following types of LREs: 

(i) sounds right/doesn't sound right (whose focus may be lexical or grammatical); (ii) 

makes more sense/doesn't make sense; (iii) applying a grammatical rule; (iv) lexical 

search (which could be conducted via the L1, the L2 or both); (v) translation (at the level 

of phrase or greater); (vi) stylistic; and (vii) spelling12. Although the categories were data-

driven, the authors considered that some of them could be related to Cumming’s (1990) 

classification of “decision-making episodes”. Thus, their “lexical search” category 

overlapped with Cumming’s first two categories “searching out and assessing improved 

phrasing” and “comparing cross-linguistic equivalents”. In turn, Cumming’s “reasoning 

about linguistic choices” could be related to what Swain and Lapkin called “applying 

grammatical rules” and probably also overlapped with their “stylistic” category. In 

contrast, the first two categories (“sounds right” and “makes sense”), which were related 

to more intuitive processes, were regarded by the authors as new compared to Cumming’s 

set of categories. This difference, the authors argued, might be a consequence of the 

characteristics of the participants in their study: young adolescent learners (in contrast 

with adults in Cumming’s study) who had experienced an early immersion context which 

had probably helped them develop intuitions about the L2 (p. 383).  

As the participants in the study were young adolescents, a brief description of 

their performance data is particularly relevant for the present study. It was found that 

more LREs were produced in the drafting phase (n=113) than in the editing one (n=77),  

with lexical searches comprising 50% of the LREs produced during the former but only 

6% of those produced during the latter. During the editing phase, the processes more 

frequently engaged in by the participants were whether their ideas made sense, whether 

                                                             
12 As we can see, although the authors intended to produce categories that combined the focus of the 
problem with the approach used to solve it, not all the categories achieve this purpose. For instance, the 
category “spelling” refers only to the linguistic dimension that is problematic but not to the problem solving 
action involved. 
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their wording sounded right and whether grammatical rules were correctly applied (all 

these categories comprising 75% of the LREs produced during this phase). The authors 

also reported that during the drafting phase the most proficient students produced more 

than twice the number of LREs than the less proficient ones (n=47 and n=20, respectively) 

and that they also paid more attention to grammar in the form of application of rules (48% 

vs 24%) during the editing phase. In addition, the higher-proficiency students seemed to 

be “twice as likely to rely on applying a grammatical rule (48 %) than on what sounds 

right (24%), whereas the lower-proficiency students (were) about equally as likely to rely 

on either (18% vs 15%) to solve their linguistic difficulty” (p. 385). According to the 

authors, the different application of rules by the students as a function of their proficiency 

level could be a reflection of their different analytical skills, although it might also have 

been possible that the more proficient learners were more able to verbalize subconscious 

acquired knowledge than their less advanced counterparts. 

Globally, these data were interpreted by the authors as evidence that the young 

language learners of the study were able to notice gaps in their interlanguage and engage 

in the seven different strategy types mentioned above to solve the linguistic problems 

encountered. From the perspective of the language learning potential of writing involved 

in these processes, the very important point made by Swain and Lapkin is that, underlying 

those strategies, the students were activating three main cognitive processes which 

included generating alternatives (search own knowledge, generate hypotheses), assessing 

those alternatives (puzzle over, mull over, test hypotheses), and applying the resulting 

knowledge (existing knowledge to known contexts; existing knowledge to new contexts; 

new knowledge: internalization of new heuristics, rules, forms, knowledge). 

Theoretically, these processes were seen as related to the three main functions they may 

play in the process of second language acquisition, namely, (a) extending first language 

knowledge (particularly meaning) to second language contexts (increase in control, 

consolidation); (b) extending second language knowledge to new target-language 

contexts; and (c) formulating and testing hypotheses about linguistic forms and functions 

(p. 381).  
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Cognitive processes     Function in SLA process 

Generating alternatives      Generating hypotheses 

Assessing alternatives      Testing hypotheses 

Applying 

a. Existing knowledge to known    Increase in control - consolidation 

/new contexts   

b. New knowledge       Internalization of new knowledge 

 

(taken from López Serrano, forthcoming) 

 

However, Swain and Lapkin acknowledged that these were still hypotheses to be 

confirmed and that further research would be needed to determine the effect of these 

processes on learning. They also recognized that the frequent faulty substance of students’ 

thoughts led them to incorrect hypotheses, which suggested that relevant feedback “could 

play a crucial role in advancing their L2 learning” (p.384) 

Against the background of these findings, Swain and Lapkin suggested a sequence 

of processes that, in close correspondence with those discussed in the previous sections 

(see “Functions of output” above), may account for the learning of language through 

output production. The production of L2 texts (through the syntactic processing involved) 

may trigger noticing of holes. This may in turn lead (through internal and/or external 

feedback mechanisms) to linguistic analyses (ranging from simple inspection to complex 

thinking) which may result in reprocessed output. What goes on between the first output 

and the second is potentially conducive to either internalization of new knowledge or 

more accurate deployment of existing knowledge of spelling, morphology, syntax, 

vocabulary, discourse, register and genre (see figure 1). 
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Figure 1 — Output and second language learning (taken from Swain & Lapkin, 1995) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

I.3 Summary  

Taken together, the studies conducted by Cumming (1990) and Swain & Lapkin 

(1995) have provided important insights on (i) the relationship between the linguistic 

processing generated during writing and the processes involved in second language 

acquisition, and (ii) the manner in which this connection appears to be mediated by 

variables such as learners’ proficiency level. Basically, the argument is that when writers 

are faced with problems in L2 writing, they consciously pay attention to both the ideas 

they want to communicate and the linguistic representations of that content concurrently. 

With the crucial contribution of internal feedback mechanisms, they activate search 

processes of their own resources (accessing and retrieving related items from memory 

and constructing connections between them) which allow them to generate alternatives 

and engage in the assessment of the forms generated, thus consciously reflecting on the 

options available and considering them in terms of their correctness or appropriateness. 

These operation cycles, which may involve different degrees of complexity, allow writers 

to deal with processes of mapping form, meaning and use, (DeKeyser, 1998; Doughty, 

2001), and are thought to fulfil the functions of hypotheses generating and testing and 

result in the consolidation of knowledge. According to Swain and Lapkin (1995), this 

consolidation may occur by means of applying knowledge to either known or new 

contexts. In addition, it is claimed that in some cases it is also possible to internalise new 

knowledge, although this possibility is not explored in depth.  
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I.4 Children’s L2 writing strategies 
 

While cognitively oriented research into second language writing and written 

corrective feedback with adult learners has flourished in the last decades, studies of 

children’s writing have largely been absent from the field of second language acquisition. 

Matsuda and De Pew (2002) have suggested the following reasons to account for this 

shortage of studies: (i) scholars’ lack of familiarity with children’s learning environments, 

as L2 writing research has usually been carried out in higher educational contexts or, to 

a lesser extent, in secondary institutions; (ii) the range of external and internal conditions 

that have to be met when dealing with children (parental and institutional permission; 

ecological equity between groups; learner inclusiveness); and (iii) the difficulties teachers 

face in accommodating research within their teaching schedules. 

From the reduced number of studies that have analysed children’s L2 writing, only 

two are directly related the main theme of the present dissertation as they deal specifically 

with writing strategies (Campillo, 2008; Macaro, 2007). The remaining studies are only 

indirectly related, although they are relevant to a greater or a lesser extent for the purposes 

of the research. These studies include analyses of (i) the role played by motivation in 

children’s writing (Lo & Hyland, 2007); (ii)  L1 and L2 writing processes (Fagan  & 

Hayden, 1988); (iii) the journal writing of language minority students (Fazio, 2001); (iv) 

the use of rejected units by EFL children (Pérez-Vidal, Torras & Celaya, 2000). In what 

follows, attention will be first paid to indirect studies and then the two studies on writing 

strategies will be fully reviewed. 

 

I.4.1 Indirect studies 

 

Lo and Hyland (2007) examined students’ attitudes towards writing in a primary 

school context in Hong Kong. Nine 10-year-old children participated in a traditional six-

week writing programme and subsequently in a more innovative writing programme 

designed to prompt their willingness to write in English. The traditional approach featured 

teacher-led units, impersonal topics, writing-frame memorizations and controlled writing 

activities, while the new programme emphasized such elements as audience awareness, 

class discussion and personal commitment. Contrary to researchers’ expectations, the 

data revealed a high degree of engagement by the children during both programmes, with 
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only a slight increase in their motivation (9%) in the new programme. Expectations were 

met, however, in the number of words written, since the average composition in the new 

writing programme increased to 150 words as compared to the average 112 word 

compositions in the traditional approach. Real audiences, interesting topics and class 

discussions justified students’ more personal involvement and their subsequent increase 

in fluency in the L2 writing tasks. However, on average, their compositions showed lower 

scores on accuracy with direct L1 translations identified to a large extent. The data 

provided evidence of a pendulum movement in children’s writing; that is to say, the freer 

the learners felt to express their emotions in L2, the less accurate their L2 productions 

became.  

Fagan and Hayden (1988) compared children’s writing processes in English (L1) 

and French (L2) with fifth grade children in a French immersion programme. A number 

of similarities in the children’s decision-making across tasks were identified including: 

time needed for topic selection, prior awareness of the text ending and amount of text to 

be written, use of title, choice of genre, awareness of audience, text length, composition 

time, reasons for pausing and reading-over behaviour. In contrast, the children seemed to 

differ across languages on several features including their degree of pausing and 

rereading, the number of content words used, the syntactic density or complexity of the 

text, the number of cross-outs/rewrites, and the appropriateness of the mechanics. Most 

similarities occurred in the planning phase, leading the authors to speculate that the 

learners, at this stage, were probably using their L1 (English) as their main means of 

thought. When translating their thoughts into words, the children were forced to confront 

language differences, which showed up in their composing and editing behaviours.   

 In a classroom-based study, Fazio (2001) analysed the effect of different 

types of written corrective feedback (corrections, commentaries and a combination of 

both) on the journal writing accuracy of 46 fifth grade minority- and 66 majority-language 

learners who had French as the language of instruction. She found no gains in accuracy 

as a result of any of the treatments under study. Several reasons were provided to explain 

these results: first, someone other than the familiar classroom teacher was providing the 

feedback, which might have had an effect on the participants' reactions to it. Secondly, 

all the children, regardless of the treatment, received additional corrections and regular 

ongoing instruction, which may have overshadowed the effects of the corrective 

feedback. Thirdly, error rates were already low at the beginning of the data collection, so 

that significant improvements were not likely to take place in such a short period of time. 
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But most importantly, the learners were often found to be inattentive to the corrections 

they received, suggesting that noticing and the strategic allocation of attention are 

imperative if corrective feedback is to be successful.  

Within the context of a research project intended to analyze the influence of onset 

age on children’s foreign language writing development, Pérez-Vidal, Torras & Celaya 

(2000) explored younger learners’ use of “rejected units” (i.e., incomprehensible units, 

telegraphic speech or whole units in the L1, as in mysell waterpol; the favourite very very 

vevery the swim;the bodi larn erg lang fotball me). With the same number of hours of 

instruction (416 hours), learners who were 14 at the time of data collection did not 

produce any of these units, while those who were 12 still produced them. The authors 

concluded that learners need to have reached a certain age in order to be able to realize 

that the target language operates as a code that is different from the first language. 

 

I.4.2 Direct studies on children’s L2 writing strategies 

 

As mentioned above, only two studies (Macaro, 2007; Campillo, 2008) have 

attempted to explore the use of L2 writing by children. Due to their importance for the 

present dissertation, they will be discussed in detail. 

Macaro (2007) analyzed the L2 writing strategies of eleven-year-old English 

learners (n=16) of French as a foreign language at a near-beginner level while they wrote 

compositions in the target language with no prior topic or input provided (i.e., free text 

compositions). Information on the children’s strategy use was collected through the 

analysis of their written texts, as well as task-based interviews held at two specific 

moments over two academic years (Time 1, when the children had been learning French 

for nine months; and Time 2, seven months later). The data were analysed via a coding 

scheme that incorporated theories of human memory in consonance with the idea of “set 

phrases”. The scheme, which, to our knowledge, has been the first attempt to 

systematically account for the formulation strategies used by young learners when 

composing L2 texts, included the following categories (pp. 25-26):   

 

1. Retrieving individual words or phrases from long term memory (LTM)—making a 

conscious effort to do so rather than just resourcing.  

2. Resourcing: using a dictionary, textbook, teacher materials or previous work done as a 

resource in order to compose.  
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3. Recombining: constructing a meaningful sentence from two or more (retrieved) set 

phrases for the new context (the topic), or by simply substituting a noun or adjective. 

4. Restructuring: constructing a meaningful (but not necessarily correct) phrase by 

changing one or more function words or morphemes from a retrieved set phrase.  

5. Generating via translation: using the L1 to produce a phrase or sentence, perhaps even 

word for word.  

6. Avoiding: giving up on trying to say something and looking for something else to say.  

7. Evaluating the formulation cluster (i.e. Strategies 4, 5, 6) for effectiveness.  

8. Evaluating resources: e.g. whether a dictionary phrase is more likely to lead to a correct 

form as opposed to a recombined, reformulated or generated phrase.  

9. Applying an explicit rule: e.g. reminding oneself that some verbs in the past perfect 

tense take a particular auxiliary. 

 

The data showed that, at Time 1, most children wrote very little (an average of 

5.7 words), limited their topic choice to personal information, and performed the writing 

tasks by retrieving linguistic material from long-term memory and showing a total 

dependence on resources such as textbooks or worksheets. These retrieval and resourcing 

strategies allowed them to repeat lexical items and structures previously memorised, and 

use them as set phrases, which approximately matched the idea(s) that came to their 

minds. When a set phrase could not be found, the only alternative was to avoid the 

formulation of the idea altogether, as the children did not consider the possibility of 

recombining or restructuring phrases, or trying to generate sentences. However, in 

contrast with this lack of formulation strategies, they showed a reasonable range of 

evaluation or monitoring strategies that included visualizing if a word took an accent, 

rereading or backtranslating to check if a sentence or phrase made sense, and “prompting 

oneself” about what the formulation problem in hand was about (e.g., gender, spellings, 

verb ending). The use of these monitoring strategies showed some degree of 

metalinguistic awareness on the part of the children but, as reported by Macaro, it did not 

produce appreciable changes in many of their productions. At Time 2, the children 

increased the amount of words written in their compositions (an average of 17.3 words) 

and covered a greater variety of topics, moving from restrictive personal data to a wider 

scope of subject matter like hobbies, preferences, leisure activities and so on. As for the 

composition of texts, many children continued to rely on retrieval and resourcing 

strategies but some of them appeared to move away from that staple diet and extend their 
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strategic repertoire by recombining L2 chunks. Most children continued to use 

monitoring strategies with different degrees of success, and a few of them even began to 

reflect on the dilemma of using more varied vocabulary at the at the expense of 

correctness. Again, however, these reflections were useful in bringing about successful 

revisions in only a few cases.  

The data also showed that, surprisingly, there was hardly any use of the L1 in the 

generation of text. This finding, according to Macaro (2007), has to be viewed in 

consonance with the little evidence showing that children were really communicating 

their ideas with their own resources. Rather than that, they were “essentially writing the 

language of others” (p. 33) by means of a “set-phrase-to-situation match” chain of 

strategies that Macaro characterized like this (pp. 33-34): 

 

1. What do I roughly want to talk about?  

2. Is this a topic that we have learnt about?  

3. If yes, can I remember a situation in which this set-phrase was used? 

4. If yes, then can I retrieve this set-phrase?  

5. If I can, then I will write it down even though it may not match exactly what I would 

like to say. 

  

The use of this strategic chain, rather than allowing the children to move from 

meaning to language, seemed to constrain their writing in the opposite direction. 

Accordingly, the L1, with the exception of a few cases, was used to organize their 

thoughts and ideas but not as a strategic tool for the actual formulation of language. The 

children did not seem to have ever been pushed to produce written language in obligatory 

contexts without resources and, as a result, were not aware of the cluster of formulation 

strategies they had the potential to use. Macaro rightly concludes that children, even at 

such low levels of proficiency, should be given the opportunity to write for meaning and 

shown how to use formulation strategies. Anticipating possible objections, he also 

contends that the production of inaccurate writing involved in this approach should be 

welcome.     

  Using an extended version of the coding scheme developed by Macaro (2007), 

Campillo (2008) looked at the writing strategies used by thirty Spanish sixth-year 

elementary school children (aged 11-12) when writing a free text in English. The children, 

who had been receiving English lessons three hours per week since they were six, were 
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grouped, for the purposes of the study, into three L2 proficiency levels (high, average and 

low) according to their performance in a number of activities carried out in class. 

Stimulated recall interviews were conducted with the children after they had written their 

texts to elicit information about the strategies they had been employing during their 

writing process. The data were analysed with the aid of a coding scheme which, in 

addition to the formulation categories suggested by Macaro (2007), included other 

categories intended to capture whether and how the children decided on the topic to write 

about and planned their compositions both globally and locally (Sasaki, 2002), whether 

they used communication strategies (Dörnyei & Kormos, 1998) when writing, and 

whether and how they approached the revision of their texts (Stevenson, Schoonen & de 

Gloppper, 2006). These new categories included:  

 

1. Global planning: Choosing the topic of the composition, giving reasons for its 

choice and preparing the composition in advance. 

2. Local planning. Preparing the formulation of specific sentences and 

establishing connections between the sentence being written and the already 

written text.  

3. Communication strategies: Avoiding or replacing the message, simplifying 

grammar and vocabulary when formulating the texts.   

4. Revising strategies: Detecting and correcting errors.  

 

Both similarities and differences were found across proficiency groups. Most 

children, regardless of proficiency, limited themselves to thinking about the topic as the 

starting point for their compositions and spent very little time (less than a minute on 

average) before starting to write, which proved their overdependence on the ideas that 

came to their minds on the spur-of-the-moment. There was also a broad range of topics 

chosen by the children, with a slightly higher preference across groups for primary 

domain topics (e.g., family, hobbies, routines) over secondary domain ones (e.g., 

favourite singer, football player). The selected topic was in most cases the only element 

at their disposal to assure textual coherence and to link the sentences of their 

compositions. Finally, the mother tongue was the tool most commonly used by all 

children for the activation of composition processes.  

As for differences, the data indicated that low- and mid-ability children wrote 

shorter texts (an average of 16 and 8 sentences, respectively) than their high-proficiency 
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counterparts (an average of 25 sentences). This result was in close correspondence with 

the fact that the former had access to a more limited repertoire of strategies and, as a 

result, were less successful than the latter in articulating their ideas on paper. In order to 

convey meaning in their L2 texts, low- and mid-ability children had quite often to rely on 

topic avoidance, use lexical and grammatical compensatory strategies, resort to either 

formulaic words or set phrases retrieved from the latest units covered in class, or generate 

word-for-word phrases or sentences via their L1. When revising their texts, these 

children, probably because of the saliency of their mistakes, used more error detection 

strategies than their high-ability counterparts, which could indicate that they had enough 

metalinguistic knowledge to perceive that there was something wrong with their texts, 

although they were not generally able to repair them.  

In addition to writing longer texts, the high-ability learners showed a wider 

repertoire of strategies which included the activation of both topic and textual schemata 

to achieve to ensure coherence, the incipient use of communication strategies for avoiding 

the negative effect of repeating the same linguistic elements or assuring the adequacy of 

the information provided in the texts, and the use of formulation strategies which included 

not only the retrieval of specific set phrases previously covered in class but also the 

construction of new phrases or sentences through L1- and L2-based processes of 

generation and recombination of constituents. These children were also able to correct 

their texts to some extent, which was taken as a clear indication that they had a higher 

level of metalinguistic awareness than their lower level counterparts.  

When the findings by Macaro (2007) and Campillo (2008) are put together, a 

tentative developmental pattern in the use of L2 writing strategies by young EFL learners 

(aged 11-12) begins to emerge. This pattern is shown in Table 1 below.  
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Table 1 — A tentative developmental pattern of the use of strategies by EFL children 

 STAGE 1 STAGE 2 STAGE 3 
Length A few words More words Multiple sentences 
Range of topics Personal information Broad range of topics Broader range of topics 
Resourcing & retrieval Basic strategy Frequently used Used 
Recombination  No Incipient use Frequently used 
L1 use No Not much Very frequent 
Communic. strategies  Mainly avoidance Mainly avoidance A broader repertoire 
Textual schemata No No Activated 
Detecting errors Yes Yes Yes 
Correcting errors No Only a few A broader range 
Meaning to language No Only in a few cases Predominant 

 

I.4.3 L2 writing strategies as strategy clusters: their “added value”  

 

In the developmental pattern of L2 writing strategy use described above the 

crucial factor is proficiency. Children are shown to be capable of engaging in a broader 

or narrower range of strategies as a function of their proficiency level. But what is not 

clear from those studies is the role played by writing strategies in language development. 

What is the language learning potential involved, for example, in of the formulation and 

monitoring strategies discussed above? This issue has recently been addressed by Macaro 

(2014) in his analysis of the relationship between writing tasks, strategic behaviour and 

linguistic knowledge. Assuming that, historically, research into learner strategies has 

been largely a-theoretical, Macaro relies on information- processing perspectives to 

define strategies as “clusters of mental actions, with a learning goals in mind, in task-

specific learning situations” (p. 57), and contends that strategic behaviour involves the 

“application of cognition and metacognition in specific language-related situations where 

learners have formulated some sort of end-result for the language activity they are 

engaged in” (p. 57). Strategic behaviour, then, can vary as a function of how the writer 

conceptualizes the activity s/he is engaged in, which clusters of strategies are activated 

and how they are applied to the writer’s linguistic knowledge (lexical, phono-

graphological, morpho-syntactic, pragmatic and discourse-related) in the course of the 

activity.  

The application of strategy clusters to linguistic knowledge in the course of 

carrying out an activity determines the “added value” that strategic behaviour brings to 
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that knowledge, that is, the language learning potential involved in the use of L2 writing 

strategies. However, as suggested above, strategic behaviour varies in how the learner 

interprets the writing task and so does its added value or language learning potential. If 

the learner interprets the task as involving too low demands, then the language learning 

potential of his/her writing strategies will also be low. On the other hand, if the task 

demands are perceived as too high, it will be very difficult even for expert strategy users 

to make up for the insufficient level of linguistic knowledge. But, even if task demands 

are perceived in a more balanced way, L2 writers may still be more or less effective in 

the activation of their strategy clusters and, consequently, differ in the language learning 

opportunities offered by their strategic behavior. According to Macaro (2006), the 

effectiveness of strategic behaviour for promoting learning does not derive from the 

amount of strategies deployed, but from the flexibility and adequacy with which writers 

put their available strategies to work. This “orchestration” of strategy clusters involves 

carefully “choosing and evaluating from a range of strategies” (p. 328).  

Evidence for these claims came from a case study in which Macaro (2014) 

analysed the orchestration of strategies of two adolescent lower-intermediate learners of 

French (aged 1) in the UK, whose lexical and grammatical knowledge of the L2 had been 

rated as similar through different diagnostic tests. The data from the participants’ verbal 

protocols revealed that, even if both of them activated the same type of strategies 

(Macaro, 2007, see above), the way in which they were used in combination was different. 

In particular, one of the learners basically adopted a rigid L1-led approach (see Macaro, 

2014, p. 65) which basically involved conceiving ideas in L1, selecting important words 

from L1 sentences, using the dictionary for L2 equivalents, and attempts to generate 

sentences from the L2 words found. The second learner, in contrast, orchestrated both 

L1- and L2-led clusters of strategies, appeared to be more flexible in her strategic choices 

and manipulations of linguistic structures, and engaged in more evaluations of the 

resources at hand (both in terms of L2 knowledge and strategies available). As both 

writers had brought to the task similar levels of linguistic knowledge, Macaro (2014) 

concluded that the higher standards of writing (and the language learning opportunities, 

for that matter) achieved by the second learner must have been related to her flexibility 

in terms of strategic behaviour when approaching the writing process.    

 Macaro’s (2006, 2007, 2014) notion of strategy clusters provides a suitable 

framework for the analysis of the cognitive activity that writers engage in to solve their 

language-related problems and, as such, constitutes another piece of the puzzle in the 
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research conducted so far to understand the language learning potential of writing. In 

addition, it fits in well with the notion of “problem space” used by Manchón and 

colleagues (2009) in their analyses of formulation processes.  Since one of the crucial 

aspects of the notion of problem space is that a series of operations are needed in order to 

reach the goal state, it could then be assumed that an effective “orchestration” of these 

actions (or strategies in the case of Macaro’s definition) is what will lead to the successful 

resolution of the problem in hand. In the context of writing an L2 text, then, noticing a 

language problem can be considered as an opportunity to activate a cluster of problem-

solving strategies that will result in generating an L2 form. This L2 form will be a more 

or less successful solution to the initial problem as a function of both the writer’s 

linguistic knowledge and her deployment of strategies. 

 

I.4.4 Open questions  

 

What now remains to be seen is whether the notion of strategy cluster, together 

with its “added value” for language learning, can be used to account for (i) the cognitive 

processes involved in the joint construction of texts through collaborative writing, and 

(ii) the way writers in collaboration process feedback and strategically try to incorporate 

it into their own composition processes. As these are the two main aims of the present 

study, the next section presents a brief characterization of the research conducted in 

collaborative writing, which is the activity on which the first research aim is based. The 

purpose of this review is that the reader may fully appreciate the range of issues covered 

in the collaborative research strand and the way in which the notion of writing strategies 

could extend and/or supplement the set of mechanisms so far suggested in the area to 

account for the cognitive processes involved in the joint construction of texts.  

 

I.5 Collaborative writing 
 

Collaborative writing should be understood as the co-authoring of a text by two 

or more writers (Storch, 2016). It is accordingly characterized by three distinctive features 

which involve (i) substantive interaction by participants at all stages of the writing 

process, (ii) shared responsibility for the negotiated decisions taken throughout the 

process and for the jointly produced text, and (iii) production of a single written document 

which is jointly owned (Ede and Lunsford, 1990). Following this characterization, peer-
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planning or peer-editing, for example, would not be considered as genuine collaborative 

writing activities because they are related to only one stage of the writing process and 

because the ownership of the text produced rests with the individual rather than with the 

pair or the group. By the same token, genuine collaborative writing also excludes those 

tasks in which writers are expected to amend a text they did not compose in the first place 

or reconstruct a text based on a number of content words given to them beforehand. In 

these tasks, learners do not compose a text as such, but they rather “reprocess language 

previously produced by others” (Manchón, 2011, p. 76)13. 

These defining characteristics of collaborative writing point to a very specific 

direction: the outcome of collaborative writing is not only the jointly produced text but 

collaborative cognition, which emerges when two or more people reach insights they 

could not have achieved on their own. In the context of L2 learning, collaborative 

cognition refers, for example, to “learning new vocabulary, improved ways of expressing 

ideas, gaining a greater understanding of certain grammatical conventions or greater 

control over the use of a particular grammatical structure” (Storch, 2013, p. 6).  

In what follows, a theoretical rationale for using collaborative writing activities is 

first presented. Then, the most relevant strands in this body of research are critically 

reviewed. The section concludes with a discussion of the areas, which, in relation with 

the present dissertation, require further research. 

 

I.5.1 Theoretical underpinnings 
 

As the two basic components of collaborative writing are verbal interaction and 

writing, one its theoretical underpinnings is related to cognitive, interactive theories of 

second language learning (Long, 1996).  However, Storch  (2016) suggests that the main 

impetus for collaborative writing can be traced to early work of Swain (1985, 1995) on 

the need to push learners to produce comprehensible output (see our extensive discussion 

on the functions of output above).  

 Although the Output Hypothesis originally referred to both speaking and writing, 

it should be noted that Swain’s own research often employed writing tasks as a suitable 

scenario, vis a vis unstructured oral tasks, to provide evidence of the cognitive processes 

                                                             
13 This does not mean, however, that these task types should not be considered as part of the body of 
research on collaborative writing (see Storch, 2013). 
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that occurred during output production. Initial attempts included the production of both 

individual (Swain & Lapkin, 1995; Qi & Lapkin, 2001) and collaborative written output 

(e.g. Kowal & Swain, 1994; Swain & Lapkin, 1998), but the former was quickly 

abandoned in favour of the latter, which gave learners the opportunity to extensively 

discuss meaning and language form concurrently. Collaborative, rather than individual, 

writing tasks were thus considered an optimal alternative to unfocused oral interactions 

(especially those initiated or led by teachers) because in this type of tasks learners do not 

have so many occasions to reflect on their own output, notice linguistic problems, activate 

strategies to modify it, and generate pushed output.  

 The unit of analysis employed to code interactive talk in these studies was 

the Language Related Episode (LRE). These LREs were originally intended to describe 

students’ verbalizations about language concerns while completing individual writing 

tasks and thus defined as “any segment of the [think aloud] protocol in which a learner 

either spoke about a language problem he/she encountered while writing and solved it 

either correctly or incorrectly or simply solved it (…) without having explicitly identified 

it as a problem” (Swain & Lapkin, 1995, p. 378). Later, Swain & Lapkin (1998) adapted 

this definition to account for the kind of interaction that might arise during collaborative 

work, and stated that an LRE was “any part of a dialogue where the students talk about 

the language they are producing, question their language use, or correct themselves or 

others” (p. 326). Since then, this definition has been adopted by a large number of studies 

that have investigated attention to form during collaborative writing tasks (e.g. Adams, 

2006; Fernández Dobao, 2012; Fortune & Thorpe, 2001; García Mayo, 2002a; Kim & 

McDonough, 2008; Leeser, 2004; Malmqvist, 2005; Niu, 2009; Storch 2001, 2008; 

Storch & Wigglesworth, 2007; Swain & Lapkin, 2001; Wigglesworth & Storch, 2009). 

 The theoretical framing of collaborative writing was no longer restricted to 

cognitive perspectives of SLA after 2000. Due to the influence of scholars such as Lantolf 

(2000) and Donato (1994), sociocultural assumptions were adopted and their influence 

resulted in Swain’s reconceptualization of the Output Hypothesis. An important 

consequence of the adoption of this alternative theoretical framework is that the field has 

extended the boundaries of output theory, adding to and enriching its main concepts and 

methodologies. 

The reconceptualization of the Output Hypothesis began when Swain (2000) 

argued against the notion of output as it was generally understood from an information-

processing perspective. According to Swain, most studies embedded in this theoretical 
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framework (e.g., Pica, 1994) had both theoretically and empirically limited their analyses 

of interaction to the provision of comprehensible input to learners. Comprehensibility and 

learning, for that matter, were thus taken to be achieved through negotiation processes in 

which the role of output was limited to the repetition and reformulation of utterances so 

that they could be properly understood by conversational partners. However, in line with 

other research programmes intended as alternatives to this state of affairs (e.g., Doughty 

and Williams, 1998; Nassaji & Swain, 2000; van Lier, 2000), Swain contended that, in 

addition to its consideration as a communicative activity, there was also the possibility of 

understanding output as a cognitive activity that plays a specific role in L2 learning. This 

new perspective was embodied in the notion of “collaborative dialogue”. 

Collaborative dialogue is described by Swain both as a means of communication 

aimed to the transmission and reception of messages, and as a psychological tool that 

provides both the occasion for and the evidence of language learning (Swain & 

Lapkin,1998). Learners may engage in dialogue not only to produce and understand 

messages but also to address linguistic problems. In doing so, their dialogical output is 

used to mediate both their understanding of the problem in hand and the solutions 

suggested, and this mediation may give rise to occasions on which new linguistic 

knowledge is constructed or, as Swain puts it, learners’ competence is outstripped by their 

performance.  

The understanding of output production as collaborative dialogue allowed Swain 

(2000) to use the sociocultural theory of mind for the reconceptualization of output in 

more elaborated ways than she had previously done. Language was now described as a 

semiotic mediational tool that can simultaneously be considered as process and product, 

as “saying” and “what is said”. Through the effort of “saying” learners engage in making 

meaning, a cognitive act that may give them the possibility of clarifying and refining their 

understanding of the linguistic problem in hand through the production of alternative 

utterances. In addition, this verbalization provides the learner with an objective product 

(“what is said”) that can now be responded to and/or made available for further 

exploration.  

Six years later, in 2006, Swain replaced “verbalization” and “collaborative 

dialogue” with that of “languaging”. This change in terminology was not arbitrary at all 

since it was based on a rigorous assumption of vygotskian ideas about the dialectic 

relationship between thought and language. For Vygotsky (1978), words are not merely 

the expression of an already formed thought; they are rather what makes thought come 
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into existence, since “thought finds its reality and form in language” (p. 219). Or, as  

Smagorinsky (1998) put it, “the process of rendering thinking into speech is not simply a 

matter of memory retrieval, but a process through which thinking reaches a new level of 

articulation” (pp. 172-173). In language production terms, this means that speaking and 

writing (both made possible through language) shape and reshape cognition and that this 

shaping process is an aspect of learning made visible when learners talk to themselves or 

others the meanings they want to convey (Swain, 2006). 

 Against this theoretical background, languaging was defined as “the process of 

making meaning and shaping knowledge and experience through language” (Swain, 

2006, p. 89), and characterized as a broader concept than collaborative dialogue because 

it also included private speech. In collaborative writing, languaging is externalized and 

this externalization confers a number of advantages over solitary writing such as, for 

example, encourage learners to pool their linguistic knowledge in a process called 

collective scaffolding (Donato, 1994; Storch, 2002).  

 Again, although Swain promoted the use of oral and writing problem-solving 

tasks as a way of providing empirical evidence for this sociocultural perspective, her 

studies relied mostly on collaborative writing (e.g., Brooks & Swain, 2009; Watanabe & 

Swain, 2007). The reason for this decision may be found in the purported superiority of 

writing over oral speech. As opposed to speaking, writing gives learners time to pay 

attention to language use, draw on their explicit knowledge and notice any feedback they 

may receive (see the “Overview” section of this dissertation). In addition, writing seems 

to involve a greater concern with accuracy because people tend to be less tolerant with 

errors in written than in spoken language (Schoonen, Stevenson & van Gelderen, 2009). 

Finally, empirical studies comparing both modalities have found that writing usually 

gives rise to more languaging than speaking (Adam, 2006; Adams & Ross-Feldman, 

2008). 

 From the discussion above, it can be concluded that writing provides more 

languaging opportunities than speaking and that collaborative writing is superior to 

individual writing in that the languaging generated and the written text produced are 

available for further exploration, and in that immediate feedback between peers is 

available throughout the entire composition process. The next section provides a review 

of the empirical research conducted in collaborative writing. 
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I.5.2 Research domains 
 

Although quite heterogeneous from a methodological perspective, collaborative 

writing studies have generally shared the basic aim of looking at the noticing and 

metalinguistic reflection processes that may occur during the completion of joint writing 

tasks with the ultimate aim of shedding light on the most suitable procedures to promote 

such reflection on language form (e.g. Fortune & Thorpe, 2001; Gutierrez, 2008, 2011, 

2013; Storch 1998). Bearing this point of departure in mind, three research domains are 

regarded as pertinent for the present dissertation: (i) the learner-internal and learner-

external factors affecting learners’ use of languaging, (ii) the relationship between 

languaging and language learning, and (iii) the type of linguistic reflection that occurs 

during the joint production of texts. They are discussed below.  

 

I.5.3 Main factors affecting the use of languaging 
 

The main factors that that have been found to have an effect on the quantity and 

quality of LREs when learners engage in collaborative writing include the type of task, 

the L2 proficiency of the learners, and the kind of relationships they form when working 

together (Storch, 2016).  

 

I.5.3.1 Task Types 

 

Two main task types have been used in collaborative writing: meaning-oriented 

and grammar-oriented tasks. Meaning-oriented tasks (e.g., compositions, data-based 

commentary reports, jigsaw written tasks) require learners to compose a text on the basis 

of a verbal or visual prompt. Focus on form in these tasks is incidental and usually occurs 

when the learners encounter difficulties to express their ideas. In contrast, grammar 

focused tasks, such as dictogloss14, which is the task most frequently used across studies, 

together with text reconstruction and editing tasks, are more controlled and intended to 

                                                             
14Although in the present study the conceptualization of dictogloss as a grammar-oriented task follows 
Storch’s (2016) views in that this type of task is normally seeded with grammatical items that students are 
encouraged to re-use, other authors such as Fernandez Dobao (2014), for example, claim that dictogloss is 
really a meaning-oriented task because, as opposed to text reconstruction or editing, it demands from 
learners the elaboration of a whole, meaningful text from their own notes.  
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prompt learners to direct learners’ attention to a predetermined set of linguistic forms 

(Storch, 2016).  

Studies comparing both task types with adult EFL (e.g., Alegría de la Colina & 

García-Mayo 2007; García-Mayo 2002) and ESL (e.g., Storch 2001) learners have 

reported that, in general terms, grammar-based tasks, as opposed to meaning-based ones, 

tend to elicit a higher number of LREs and that these LREs deal with morpho-syntactic 

issues more frequently than with lexis (but see Swain and Lapkin, 2001). Although 

research on the relative efficacy of different meaning-focused tasks in drawing learners’ 

attention to language is scarce, Storch & Wigglesworth (2007), in one of the few studies 

conducted on this issue, found that adult highly proficient ESL students engaged in a 

similar number of LREs when completing a data-based commentary report and an 

argumentative essay. Most of these LREs were lexical in nature and their frequency was 

attributed to the meaning-oriented nature of both tasks as well as to the high L2 

proficiency of the participants. 

 

I.5.3.2 L2 proficiency 

 

Another factor that may affect the quantity and quality of LREs is the L2 

proficiency of the learners who form the pairs, although research on this issue is rather 

scarce. Leeser (2004), in a study with adult students of Spanish as a foreign language who 

were asked to complete a dictogloss task, found that the number of LREs, the proportion 

of form-focused episodes and their correct resolution gradually decreased as a function 

of the descending proficiency of the dyads (grouped as high-high, high-low, and low-

low). The dictogloss task thus seemed to be quite useful to prompt attention to form 

among higher level learners when paired with their peers, but not very useful in the case 

of low proficiency or mixed-ability pairs. In view of these data, Leeser wondered whether 

the lower level learners would be developmentally ready to understand and learn the 

grammatical information provided by their higher proficiency counterparts.  

Storch and Aldosari (2013) built on Lesser’s study to analyse the impact of 

proficiency pairings on learners’ interactions. For that purpose, rather than a dictogloss 

task, which had proved to be not very successful with low level learners, the authors used 

a composition task and asked 15 EFL adult pairs (five from each proficiency grouping) 

to complete it. The results concerning the quantity of LREs as a function of the 

proficiency groupings of the dyads were similar to those reported by Leeser: the highest 
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number of LREs was generated by the high-high pairs, and so was the highest number of 

form-related and correctly solved episodes. However, unlike Leeser’s findings, two out 

the five high-low pairs were found to generate fewer LREs than the low-low pairs. As 

suggested by the authors, one possible reason for this result was that the low-level learners 

in these mixed-proficiency groups adopted a very passive role, probably because they felt 

intimidated (see Kowal & Swain, 1994), while their corresponding high proficiency 

learners dominated the interaction, produced long L2 turns, and initiated very few LREs 

(Storch, 2016). In contrast, one of the remaining three high-low pairs did not show this 

dominant-passive role. They worked collaboratively and generated a large number of 

LREs, with both dyad members initiating and contributing to their resolution through 

their varying levels of language command. Low-low pairs were also found to be involved 

in the collaborative writing activity, and even showed evidence of collective scaffolding.  

When these data were taken together, Storch and Aldosari concluded that the dyad 

members’ level of proficiency is not the only element to consider in order to assign 

learners to collaborative writing activities but also the type of relationship they form. 

 

I.5.3.3 Relationships formed 

 

The relationships that learners form when working in collaborative writing tasks 

have been examined by a few studies mainly framed in sociocultural perspectives. In this 

body of research recorded pair talk has usually been supplemented with retrospective 

interviews with the learners. 

Storch (2002) was one of the first studies set out to investigate the relationships 

formed by learners when writing in pairs. The study, which was classroom-based and 

longitudinal in nature, focused on the behaviour of ten pairs of university learners over a 

whole semester. The data indicated that the learners established different types of 

relationships which tended to persist regardless of task and passage of time, and that these 

relationships had a relevant impact on the language learning opportunities afforded by 

the writing tasks. Storch interpreted these data by means of a model, which established 

two intersecting continua: equality (which reflected the learners’ level of contribution and 

control over the task) and mutuality (which reflected the learners’ level of engagement 

with each other’s contribution). The intersection of these continua gave rise to four 

quadrants, which represented four distinct patterns of pair relations: (i) when equality and 

mutuality were relatively high, the resulting relationship was collaborative, i.e., learners 
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engaged with each other’s contributions and pooled their resources to solve their 

deliberations over language; (i) when equality was high but mutuality low, the resulting 

pattern was dominant-dominant or cooperative, i.e., both members contributed to the task 

but did not engage with each other’s contributions; (iii) when both equality and mutuality 

were low, the resulting pattern was dominant-passive, i.e., one member had full control 

of the task while the other contributed very little; finally, (iv) when equality was low but 

mutuality high, the resulting pattern was labelled expert/novice, i.e., one learner took a 

leading role but at the same time provided his/her partner with the kind of support and 

encouragement usually provided by the teacher (Storch, 2016). 

 Inspired in this model, different studies have since addressed the task of 

describing patterns of dyadic interaction in different contexts. Ives (2004), for example, 

found evidence of collaborative, expert/novice, and dominant/passive patterns of 

interaction in an upper primary L2 class in which grade 6 learners had been paired with 

native English speaking children. In the Storch and Aldosari (2013) study, mentioned 

earlier, there was more evidence of collaboration when the pairs were of equal proficiency 

(high-high and low-low) than when they had different proficiency (high-low). Kim and 

McDonough (2008), in a study conducted with learners of Korean as a second language, 

also reported different patterns of pair interaction depending on whether the learner 

worked with a partner at the same or at a higher L2 proficiency level. What these studies 

show quite clearly is that simply assigning students to work in pairs does not guarantee 

collaboration if other factors are not taken into account.  These factors include leaners’ 

personality (Malmqvist, 2005), their goals and attitudes towards the task (Storch, 2005, 

2009) or the teacher’s teaching style (DiNitto, 2000).  

Discourse analysis of collaborative talk also shows that, in addition to being 

determined by those factors, the different interactional patterns mentioned above may in 

turn determine the language learning opportunities afforded to students. Research has 

documented that, when learners adopt a collaborative pattern, they deliberate more about 

language use in the form of more suggestions, counter-suggestions, explanations, and 

feedback to each other, than when they work in a non-collaborative mode (e.g., Kim and 

McDonough, 2008; Storch, 2009; Storch & Aldosari 2013; Tan, Wigglesworth & Storch 

2010; Watanabe & Swain 2007).  

The subsections above have shown that the type of task used, the proficiency of 

the learners and the relationships that they form may affect the quantity, linguistic focus 

and quality of LREs. These factors therefore play an important role in maximizing (or 
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not) the opportunities for language learning afforded by collaborative writing tasks 

(Storch, 2013).  

 

I.5.4 Languaging in collaborative writing and language learning 
 

The relationship between languaging in collaborative writing and language 

learning has been approached from a double perspective: (i) describing the nature of 

LREs as potential facilitators of SLA, and (ii) attempting to establish a more direct 

relationship between collaborative writing and learning. 

 

I.5.4.1 The nature of LREs as potential facilitators of language learning  

 

Two main dimensions of LREs act as potential facilitators of L2 learning. One of 

these dimensions is related to the opportunities LREs offer learners to focus not only on 

language use, but also to use the target language for a range of functions that are normally 

the domain of the language teacher. These functions include providing negative feedback 

(e.g. recasts, corrective feedback) as well as positive feedback (e.g. confirmation, praise), 

seeking confirmation, and explaining grammatical choices and word meanings (Storch, 

2013). In addition, research on talk which occurs around the written text has shown that 

it may include interactive speech acts such as suggestions and counter suggestions and 

extend on each other’s suggestions to compose complex ideas (Wigglesworth & Storch, 

2012a). One reason that may explain why LREs provide learners with opportunities to 

use the L2 for such a broad range of functions is that the joint construction of texts 

prompts learners to engage in a multitude of roles which range from co-authors and 

critical peers to tutors (Weissberg, 2006). 

A second dimension of LREs in relation to language learning is that the feedback 

provided by peers in collaborative writing activities has a number of characteristics that 

make it particularly valuable for language learning. This type of feedback is timely, 

immediate and available throughout the composing process. It is also negotiated and often 

readily given, accepted and incorporated in the co-authored text, unlike feedback 

provided in peer response activities, which is often rejected by the students. Storch (2013) 

suggests that the main reason for these contrastive findings may be found in the ownership 

of the text, which, as suggested above, is one of the defining characteristics of 

collaborative writing. The text is shared and thus corrective feedback is not directed at 
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any individual learner’s text but at the jointly created text by the members of the dyad or 

the small group, which may mitigate any individual loss of face. Also, such feedback may 

be more readily acceptable because it is bi-directional. During collaborative writing, 

feedback is provided in the context of the writing activity and may therefore trigger a 

chain of suggestions and counter suggestions (Storch, 2013).  

 

I.5.4.2 Direct relationship between languaging and language learning gains 

 

In addition to describing language related episodes as potential facilitators of 

language learning, other attempts have been made to explore a more direct relationship 

between collaborative dialogues and retention of particular items. Three main procedures 

have been employed for this purpose: (i) using tailor-made tests, (ii) tracing the impact 

of languaging episodes (LREs) on subsequent individual language use (process-product 

design), and (iii) comparing individual and collaborative writing.  

 

a. Tailor-made tests 

 

On the assumption that no one can predict what learners will focus on in the course 

of their interaction, an alternative approach to investigate the effect of collaborative 

writing on language learning involves linking the linguistic elements noticed in LREs to 

learners’ performance in subsequent tests. The important point in this approach is that the 

tests have to be tailor made and designed after the collaborative talk of each pair has been 

analysed for LREs. In this sense, LREs serve as a kind of pre-test and the tailor-made test 

is taken to measure the explicit knowledge gained by the learners during the interaction.  

Studies using this technique have found that collaborative writing leads to the 

learning of lexical and grammatical forms previously noticed in the LREs. Swain (1998) 

and Swain and Lapkin (1998, 2001), for example, found that, one week after completing 

a dictogloss and a jigsaw task respectively, learners tended to remember better  in tailor-

made post-tests those language forms that had previously been deliberated on and 

correctly solved in LREs than those forms that had not been resolved correctly. Similarly, 

in a study focused on the learning of targeted and non-targeted items, Eckerth (2008) 

found statistically significant gains for the grammatical features (complex verb forms in 

German) targeted in the tasks on both immediate and delayed post-tests. As for the non-

targeted features, the data showed that a large proportion of the revisions were in 
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accordance with L2 rules and that most of these revisions could be traced back to the 

interactions. These findings thus suggest that collaborative writing may result in the 

learning of structures well beyond those explicitly targeted by the task design.  

 

b. Impact of collaborative writing on subsequent individual performance 

 

An alternative way to assess the effect of collaborative writing on language learning 

is by means of a process-product design. This method consists of identifying the 

opportunities for learning in learners’ interaction, usually operationalized as language-

related episodes (LREs), and then examining whether the specific linguistic element 

which is the focus of the interaction is used in a target-like manner in subsequent 

individual performance. As opposed to tailor-made tests, this approach, which is referred 

to as micro-genetic because it allows to document development of mental functions over 

a short period of time, is supposed to tap implicit language knowledge, that is, the ability 

to use the language item concerned.  

Storch (2002, 2009) explored the extent to which the grammatical structures 

topicalized as LREs in four pair’s interactions, which represented the four interactional 

patterns mentioned above (see the subsection “Relationships formed”), were evident in 

individual subsequent performance. The author found that the greatest evidence of 

learning occurred in the data of the collaborative pair and, to a lesser extent, in the 

expert/novice pattern of interaction. Very little of such evidence was found in the 

dominant/passive and the dominant/dominant pairs. Watanabe & Swain (2007) provided 

further evidence of the importance of the relationships learners form when engaged in 

collaborative writing and language learning. Four core learners worked alternatively with 

a lower and a higher L2 proficiency peer, and it was found that when learners formed 

collaborative patterns of interaction or adopted the role of expert in expert/novice patterns 

better scores in the post-test were achieved than when they acted as novices or passives.  

Other collaborative writing studies focused on the effects of reformulation as a 

feedback technique have also made use of this micro-genetic approach (e.g., Adams, 

2003; Lapkin, Swain & Lapkin, 2002; Swain & Smith, 2002; Tocalli-Beller & Swain, 

2005). They will be duly reviewed below (see the section “Research on reformulation 

with learners writing collaboratively”). 
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c. Individual and collaborative writing 

 

A third procedure used to ascertain the effects of the joint construction of texts on 

language learning involves the comparison of individual and collaborative writing. The 

main theoretical assumptions underlying this contrastive approach is related to the quality 

of noticing that each condition is taken to bring about. Noticing, which is basically an 

individual experience, is assumed to involve a certain level of awareness that may be 

deepened, the argument goes, when learners talk about what they have produced. As 

shown above, collaborative writing is assumed to involve interactional processes of 

repetition, deliberation, explanation and feedback on linguistic alternatives, which are 

supposed to lead learners to deeper levels of awareness of the relationship between 

meaning, form and function (Storch, 2008). Individual writing, in contrast, has been 

posited to be a more appropriate condition for self-initiated attention to form (Williams, 

2001) and output modification (Shehadeh, 2001) within the different problem-spaces 

generated by writers while composing (Manchón & Roca de Larios, 2007).  

In spite of these contrasting views, there has been very little research comparing 

the learning potential afforded by each condition. The few studies addressing this issue 

indicate that working in pairs seems to have had a positive effect on the accuracy of the 

texts produced by ESL students at Australia (Storch, 1999, 2005, 2007; Storch & 

Wigglesworth, 2007; Wigglesworth & Storch, 2009), the retention of the linguistic strings 

involved in the use of negative adverbs by ESL students at New Zealand (Reinders, 2009), 

or the acquisition of vocabulary by students of Korean as a second language at a Korean 

university (Kim, 2008). Along with these effects, collaborative writing has also been 

found to give learners the opportunity of pooling their attentional and memory resources 

(Reinders, 2009), receiving immediate feedback while verbalizing their thoughts (Storch, 

1999, 2005; Wigglesworth & Storch, 2009), making suggestions and counter-

suggestions, repeating the suggestions made and offering explanations (Storch, 2007). 

Further confirmation of these reported results will only be possible if research comparing 

both writing conditions is accomplished in other contexts.  
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I.5.4.3 The nature of linguistic reflection  
 

Linguistic reflection in collaborative writing has been explored by looking at 

learners’ level of engagement in LREs resolutions or, alternatively, by describing the 

cognitive mechanisms that learners activate when trying to solve those episodes. 

 
I.5.4.3.1 Nature of linguistic reflection on form: Levels of engagement in 
LREs 

 

Variations in level of engagement in LREs resolutions have been noted from a 

number of different perspectives which include (i) the different degrees of noticing 

involved (Kuiken & Vedder, 2002a), (ii) the value and nature of the episodes (Fortune, 

2005; Fortune & Thorpe, 2001), and (iii) the different degrees of involvement of the 

members of each dyad/group (Storch, 2001b, 2007, 2008). In what follows each of these 

approaches is described.  

 

a. Levels of noticing in LRES 

 

Following theories of attention and Leow’s (1997) distinction between “simple 

noticing” and “noticing with metalinguistic awareness”, Kuiken and Vedder (2002a) 

noted that their learners’ level of engagement in resolving LREs when completing a 

dictogloss task varied greatly as a function of the level of noticing involved, i.e., simple 

vs. elaborate noticing. Although these categories were not neatly defined, one may gather 

from the examples presented in the study that simple noticing was predicated on those 

episodes in which the linguistic structure in question (the passive form of verbs) was 

simply mentioned with more or less emphasis but not discussed by the participants. In 

contrast, elaborate noticing was presented in examples where the target structure was put 

into question, discussed or compared with alternative structures. Elaborate noticing 

episodes, in turn, were taken to make a higher contribution to students’ learning, since 

they were assumed to involve key processes such as noticing the gap, negotiating forms, 

and relying on different sources of knowledge such as the L1 or explicit knowledge of 

rules.  

 In consonance with Kuiken and Vedder (2002a), Qi & Lapkin (2001) propounded 

a distinction between perfunctory and substantive noticing in their study on reformulation 
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as a feedback technique. This dichotomy will be discussed below (see the section 

“Empirical research on reformulation”).  

 

b. Value and continuity of LREs 

 

Another attempt to account for the level of engagement in LRE resolutions is 

represented by Fortune and Thorpe’s (2001) notion of value. After suggesting that the 

nature of linguistic reflection in LREs should not be estimated only on the basis of their 

frequency or length in terms of turns or word counts, the authors contended that learners’ 

degree of involvement in making linguistic decisions while composing their texts would 

be a more valid criterion. They accordingly distinguished between weighty and light 

language-related episodes. While in weighty episodes “learners draw overtly on their 

knowledge of the language system or context, or justify their choices with explanations, 

in light episodes there is no such depth of engagement and learners seem to be relying 

simply on the memory of what they heard, or what ‘sounds’ right intuitively” (p. 153).  

In addition to the value of LREs, Fortune (2005) posited that learners’ level of 

engagement could also be ascertained by examining how their attention was sustained in 

relation to the linguistic problem in question. Like Fortune and Thorpe (2001), the author 

discarded episode length as a measure of learners’ sustained engagement and posited 

instead episode discontinuity15 as an adequate way of operationalizing this construct. 

Fortune reported that the learners in his study engaged with the same issue on multiple 

occasions throughout large parts of the entire text reconstruction process because they 

had previously left it unresolved or because they considered that the original resolution 

was incorrect, and claimed that the perseverance involved in this episode discontinuity 

must have surely been “a firm indicator of sustained attention to form.” (p. 32). The 

soundness of this decision was aided by the finding that episodes with metalanguage were 

“more likely to contain re-engagement with a form, i.e. to be discontinuous, than those 

without” (p. 32). This meant that, if discontinuity was accepted as an indicator of 

                                                             
15 Fortune and Thorpe (2001) had propounded a fourfold classification of LREs: continuous, discontinuous, 
embedded and entangled. A continuous episode means that the learner remains on the same linguistic 
problem without any other focus of attention, while in a discontinuous episode the problem is left and 
returned to later, which may indicate that the student is engaged with the task. Embedded episodes are 
necessarily preceded and followed by discontinuous ones, and, finally, entangled episodes are intended to 
account for those messy and complex learner interactions that do not lend themselves to being isolated and 
identified as ordinary LREs. 
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sustained attention, metalanguage might play an important role in maintaining that 

attention by helping learners avoid “tortuous, confusing circumlocutions” which could 

prevent them from distinguishing the language they were talking about and the language 

they were using to talk about it. However, as instances of discontinuous episodes without 

metalanguage were also found in the study, Fortune concluded that the relationship 

between engagement and metalanguage was not clear yet.  

 

c. Levels of learners’ involvement in the interaction 

 

ºOther studies, rather than looking at noticing processes or sustained attention, have 

equated level of engagement with the participants’ degree of involvement in the 

interaction (Storch, 2001a, 2001b, 2008), on the assumption that “little or minimal 

interaction may mean that one of the learners is not consciously attending to (noticing) 

language” (Storch, 2001a, p. 115). From this perspective, two main types of LREs were 

initially identified: (i) non-interactive LREs, i.e., instances in the data where suggestions 

or requests for assistance were ignored or where a decision was made with little, if any, 

engagement by the other partner; and (ii) interactive LREs, in which both learners 

participated, considered suggestions and offered alternatives (p. 112). More recent studies 

in this line of inquiry have expanded these categories. Thus, Storch (2008) further 

classified interactive LREs as including limited or elaborate engagement. In limited 

engagement LREs, a form proposed was simply stated by the participants without further 

deliberation. In contrast, LREs in which participants deliberated over linguistic items, 

sought and provided confirmations, explanations and alternatives were coded as showing 

evidence of elaborate engagement. Taking into account each participant’s contribution 

to LRE resolution, three possible engagement categories were reported: both members of 

the dyad displayed elaborate engagement (E); only one member displayed elaborate 

engagement while the other one displayed limited engagement (L); or both members of 

the dyad displayed limited engagement (L+L) (Storch, 2013).   

Although the findings reported by Storch (2008), using a text reconstruction task, 

suggest that more elaborate episodes lead to more learning than limited ones, more 

research is needed in order to examine whether the level of engagement in LRE resolution 

is related to language gains. Such research will need to take into account the type of 

language items at issue. More simple items, such as subject-verb agreement, for example, 

are less likely to elicit sustained or elaborate engagement than more complex items which 
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require form-meaning mapping and integrative processing (Storch, 2016).  It may be 

added, however, that the validity of this claim naturally depends on the level of 

proficiency (or even the age) of the learners concerned.  

 
I.5.4.3.2 Nature of linguistic reflection: Cognitive activity within LREs 

 

A second approach used in studies on collaborative writing to explore learners’ 

nature of linguistic reflection has involves the analysis of the cognitive mechanisms 

engaged in by learners to solve their LREs. These analyses have been conducted from 

three different perspectives which include the (i) the knowledge sources learners resort 

to,(ii) the type of knowledge, whether explicit or implicit, activated during their 

discussions, and (iii) the strategies engaged in by learners.  Given their importance for 

the present study, these three approaches will be thoroughly reviewed below.  

 

a. Knowledge sources used by learners to justify their decisions 

 

In spite of the difficulties involved in grasping the knowledge sources learners 

draw on when making decisions over language use, some studies (García Mayo, 2002a, 

2002b; Storch, 1998a, b) have tried to capture the metalinguistic activity present in LREs 

by analysing the explanations and justifications that students give to each other.   

By means of a combination of dialogue analysis and retrospective protocols, 

which were used as a validation technique, Storch (1998a) elaborated a taxonomy of the 

knowledge sources learners seemed to draw on when determining or defending their 

grammatical decisions by focusing on their “overt statements or on the implications in 

such statements” (p. 294). The following categories were identified:  

 

• Grammar: Justifications which referred to rules (either articulated or alluded to) or 

analogies. 

• Meaning: Appeals to semantics, meaning of words in the text, or meaning outside the 

text. 

• Discourse: Justifications based on reference to text organization, text beyond the 

sentence level. 
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• Intuition/conviction: Statements which reflect an innate sense of what sounds/seems 

right and what does not; or a strongly expressed conviction. 

 

Some of these categories were subsequently modified in Storch (1998b). The 

category grammar was turned into two distinct categories: applying a grammatical rule, 

defined as “instances where the learners cited or alluded to some sort of grammatical 

rule”, and analogy or memory, which involved students mentioning learnt, memorized or 

previously heard language “chunks”. Thus, although not explicitly argued by Storch, one 

may speculate that with this distinction she was trying to capture the difference between 

the knowledge of rules, which implies the use of explicit analyzed knowledge, and the 

use of unanalyzed language chunks stored in long term memory. In addition, the category 

discourse disappeared and was replaced by the broader category use of contextual clues, 

which referred to “instances where learners used contextual clues, such as preceding or 

following words, phrases, sentences or the entire text as the basis for decision”. 

Arguably, these justifications tended to appear when there were disagreements 

between the members of the dyad and the students felt the need for “defending” their 

choices or asking for confirmation. Justifications could also be used in combination 

within a single LRE when, in order to solve a problem, students had to resort to different 

sources of knowledge such as, for example, using their knowledge of word meaning 

together with a learnt grammatical rule. In some cases, however, students did not 

articulate any reason to justify their choices, limiting themselves to expressing their 

opinions or making suggestions without explicitly stating why they considered it a good 

option. Storch (1998a) hypothesized that this type of behaviour might originate in the fact 

that students were not used to articulating their reasons or were not sufficiently proficient 

in the second language. However, the fact that learners might possess the necessary 

knowledge but found it unnecessary to overtly verbalize certain reasons was not even 

considered by the author (Gutierrez, 2008).  

Greatly inspired in Storch (1998a, b), García Mayo (2002a) also reported the 

knowledge sources or justifications found in students’ dialogues as a way of measuring 

their engagement with form. Three initial categories were established by this author, 

namely grammar, discourse, and intuition. Grammar was related to those episodes in 

which learners referred to a grammatical rule either explicitly or implicitly. Intuition was 

used when learners based their decisions on their subjective sense of what sounded or did 

not sound right. Finally, the label discourse was applied to justifications based on 
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references beyond the sentence level. This framework was subsequently extended in 

Garcia Mayo (2002b) by refining one of the previous categories and introducing three 

new ones. The former discourse category was replaced by context/discourse and its 

conceptualization broadened. Context/discourse was intended to capture learners’ use of 

the text that precedes or follows the target item or the parallelisms that may be established 

with other items, which look the same within the text. The new categories included 

analogy, intended to capture the decisions based on similarities between items in the 

tasks; meaning, intended to account for decisions based on knowledge of words and topic; 

and no explanation, intended to account for the fact that, in some cases, students did not 

report any explanation or reason for their decisions. The author explained that, when 

completing the tasks, a high number of LREs were resolved by the students without 

providing any explanation at all even though they had been explicitly asked to do so.   

As can be seen from the above, the knowledge sources used by learners to justify 

their decisions ranged from those where explicit knowledge was used (e.g., grammar 

rules, meaning of words, use of context) to those more based on implicit knowledge (e.g., 

use of analogy or intuition). There is no attempt in this line of inquiry, however, to 

ascertain the relationship between explicit and implicit knowledge in collaborative 

writing. This issue has specifically been addressed by another research strand to which 

now we turn.  

b. Explicit and implicit knowledge in collaborative writing 

The studies discussed in the previous sections have looked at learners’ talk about 

language in LREs, the aspects of language these episodes involve and their potential for 

language learning. Similarly, the importance of learners’ level of engagement for the 

resolution of these episodes has been emphasized as well as the importance of examining 

the knowledge sources L2 learners resort to when encountering and solving language 

problems.  

For these purposes, most studies have focused on instances in which attention to 

language is directly observable in learners’ speech (i.e., “metatalk”). However, there is 

evidence that metalinguistic activity is not always overtly expressed since it may also 

underlie learners’ oral production. Instances of that evidence can be found, for example, 

in the episodes containing “simple noticing” (Kuiken & Vedder, 2002b; Qi & Lapkin, 
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2001) or “limited level of engagement” (Storch, 2008), and in those in which learners 

offered “no reason” as a knowledge source for their decisions (Storch, 1998; García 

Mayo, 2002a, 2002b). These episodes are said to be less conducive to language learning 

than LREs with elaborate noticing or engagement, since the latter involve a deeper level 

of reflection about language. Consequently, they have received less attention in LRE 

studies, likely because the absence of overt reflection on language does not allow for the 

examination of the knowledge representations that learners draw on when trying to solve 

their language problems (Gutiérrez, 2013).16 

However, a reduced number of studies have claimed that episodes without 

metatalk are also significant for language learning and have therefore payed attention to 

them at different levels of detail (Fortune and Thorpe, 2001; Fortune, 2005; Gutiérrez, 

2008, 2011). Although the discussions have been conducted from different theoretical 

perspectives, each proposal has built on the previous ones and relevant insights have been 

produced along the way. The whole process has eventually resulted in the elaboration of 

more informative and analytical categories, as will be shown below. 

Fortune and Thorpe (2001) reported that explicit discussions on language were 

found only in less than 30% of all LREs identified in their study. This result was 

interpreted by the authors as an indication that implicit knowledge might play a more 

important role in the completion of these tasks than had previously been acknowledged. 

They thus concluded that although metatalk provides researchers with an opportunity to 

analyse L2 developmental processes, it is not the end of the story. Implicit processes 

“though less readily accessible are also at work in some LREs without metatalk” (p. 151). 

In this respect, it is worth mentioning that, in addition to implicit knowledge, the authors 

distinguished between articulated explicit knowledge, which is assimilated to 

metalanguage, and unarticulated explicit knowledge, which a learner may possess 

without the capacity to articulate it (p. 151-152).  

Conceived in many respects as an extension of Fortune and Thorpe’s (2001) study, 

Fortune (2005) concluded that different roles should be assigned to metalinguistic and 

non-metalinguistic grammatical episodes in the language learning process of advanced 

learners. Non-metalinguistic grammatical episodes were generally found to be focused 

                                                             
16 Closely connected with those positions is the issue of the explicitness or implicitness of metalinguistic 
knowledge, and the question of how metalinguistic activity surfaces in learners’ talk (see the section 
“Metalinguistic function of output” above). 
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on lower order, morpho-syntactic items and therefore regarded as more useful for the 

consolidation of existing knowledge than for the learning of new elements. In contrast, 

the items under consideration in metalinguistic grammatical episodes were usually high-

order in nature and quite often involved quite complex form-meaning correspondences. 

Metalanguage was seen as the extra driver (p. 36) or the “tool” that learners used to 

mediate performance in linguistically demanding situations (Ellis, 2009), and was 

therefore regarded as necessary in the co-construction of these complex forms.  

In what may be taken to be a gradual clarification and refinement of Swain’s 

metalinguistic function of output, Gutiérrez (2008, 2011) argued that metalinguistic 

activity in L2 writing may occur in a wide variety of forms. The author claimed that the 

cognitive process in which the learners in his study reflected on language was not always 

overtly expressed in their speech. These processes might in fact be observable in learners’ 

oral productions and then be termed overt metalinguistic activity, if attention to language 

was explicitly expressed through the use of language-related terms (e.g. “word”, “verb”, 

etc.) and/or language-related comments (e.g. “women” is spelled with an “e” because it’s 

plural”), or they might underlie learners’ speech and be labelled as covert metalinguistic 

activity, if such language-related terms and comments were absent in the interaction. 

Epistemologically then, the distinction was not about two different cognitive processes 

or two different types of knowledge representation, but about their visibility, i.e. whether 

they surfaced or not in learners’ speech.  

Using conversational turns as the unit of analysis and following Camps, Guasch, 

Milian, and Ribas (2000), two different criteria were used by Gutiérrez (2008) to classify 

turns with overt metalinguistic comments and turns containing reformulations (these 

being understood as proposed changes to the text). The former were explicit by definition 

and thus contemplated as instances in which the participants overtly discussed language 

aspects of their texts. These aspects were self-evident (and this probably was the reason 

why they were not defined): spelling, punctuation, lexical, morpho-syntactic, meaning, 

discursive, textual and evaluative. In the case of text reformulations, the crucial point was 

whether they contained overt or covert metalinguistic activity. In the first case, the 

reformulation turn might be accompanied by either metalinguistic comments in which no 

technical metalanguage was used or by technical metalanguage. Covert metalinguistic 

activity emerged in the form of (i) simple reformulation (the turn contained a 

reformulation which was not accompanied by a comment); (ii) reformulation with 

acceptance (the accompanying comment accepted the reformulation); (iii) reformulation 
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with rejection (the accompanying comment questioned or rejected the previous 

reformulation). Although “overt metalinguistic comments” and “text reformulations with 

overt metalinguistic activity” coincided in that both involved the overt discussion of a 

specific linguistic aspect, the latter included a reformulation of the preceding proposed 

text.  

However, in spite of these different possibilities, the data showed that most 

reformulation turns containing covert metalinguistic activity were simple, i.e., they were 

not accompanied by additional comments or justifications of any kind for the proposed 

change. In addition, Gutiérrez (2008) claimed that, even though acceptances and 

rejections also had a simple appearance, they could be the overt expression of (complex) 

underlying reflective activity. Bearing in mind that overt metalinguistic activity is by 

definition an expression of explicit knowledge, the crucial task now was to elucidate the 

type of knowledge representation, whether explicit or implicit, involved in covert 

metalinguistic activity.   

With that aim in mind, Gutiérrez (2013) asked 9 triads of university students who 

were learning Spanish as a foreign language in Canada to write a text in collaboration 

based on a picture story they were given (the same for each group) with the researcher 

present during the task. As the participants were writing their texts, the researcher 

identified all the episodes in which a text reformulation was proposed and, after some 

seconds, if the participants did not give any reason for the reformulation suggested (i.e., 

instances of covert metalinguistic activity), he prompted them to elaborate on their 

knowledge sources. The data showed that the knowledge representations underlying 

LREs with covert metalinguistic activity constituted metalinguistic knowledge (explicit 

knowledge) in almost 80% of those episodes. The study thus led to the conclusion that 

“the learners’ reflection about language relied to a great extent on metalinguistic 

representations” (p. 163).  

Different conclusions can be drawn from these findings. A first conclusion is 

related to the fact that learners’ explicit knowledge should not be confounded with their 

ability to verbalize such knowledge. Consequently, absence of verbalization does not 

necessarily mean absence of explicit knowledge; it may rather indicate a lack of ability 

or resources to articulate those representations (Gutiérrez, 2008, 2013). Secondly, 

language awareness does not always involve the use of metalanguage or the ability to 

describe a linguistic phenomenon but the capacity to manipulate the material at hand (Van 

Lier, 1998). Explicit knowledge in the form of control of language is thus visible through 
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performance rather than through talking about language. Consequently, it is necessary to 

acknowledge that “representations might be stored with different degrees of 

consciousness and that learners might vary in their capacity to articulate them” (Gutiérrez, 

2008, p. 532). Thirdly, although explicit knowledge is present in learners’ minds, it may 

be shared or used in such a way that it is not necessary to make it visible for the 

completion of the task because learners assumes that their representations are fully shared 

by the other members of the dyad or the group (Gutiérrez, 2013). Fourthly, although 

explicit knowledge is potentially verbalizable (Ellis, 2004), transformations of 

representations to a conscious and verbalized level are not a given: they largely depend 

on the demands of the task. In this respect, reading and writing are taken to be the two 

types of linguistic tasks that mostly require the transformation of language into an object 

of reflection (Camps et al., 2000; Johns, 2003; Mitchell, 2000). Finally, given the off-line 

nature of writing, one may safely speculate that many writing process are activated on the 

basis of some degree of conscious attention to language and, consequently, with access 

to explicit knowledge (see also Williams 2008). For example, when writers formulate 

their texts by verbalizing different alternatives before writing one of them down is 

because they notice that one of the alternatives is better than the rest. In these cases they 

arguably need conscious attention because only what is attended to may be revised or 

modified if necessary (Gutiérrez, 2011). In this context explicit knowledge should then 

be viewed as a “tool” that learners use to “to mediate performance and achieve self-

control in linguistically demanding situations” (Ellis, 2009, p. 13).  

The main conclusion of this subsection is that the metalinguistic function of output 

in collaborative writing cannot be reduced to the overt use of metalanguage with or 

without technical terms. There are also occasions on which learners engage in LREs 

where they do not apparently use their metalinguistic knowledge. These episodes, which 

normally include the production of alternatives in order to reformulate or revise jointly 

produced texts, are known as episodes with covert metalinguistic activity and are 

basically constituted by metalinguistic representations or, to put it in a different way, 

unarticulated explicit knowledge. Research on L2 writing process and strategies has also 

documented this lack of explicit metalinguistic reasoning on the part of individual writers 

to justify their production and assessment of formulation alternatives, as they are not 

supposed to convince anybody but themselves. The existence, then, of covert 

metalinguistic activity in both individual and collaborative writing may be regarded as a 
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crucial common ground for the transposition of the operationalization of writing 

strategies from the individual to the collaborative writing domain.  

c. Strategies engaged in by learners in collaborative writing 

As compared to individual writing, research into writing strategies in collaborative 

writing is undeveloped. With the exception of Kuiken and Vedder (2002b), most studies 

have looked at strategies in a tangential way.  

To the best of our knowledge, Kuiken and Vedder (2002b) can be credited as the 

only study which has explicitly conceptualized the cognitive operations put to work by 

students during collaborative LREs as strategies. These are defined as “every utterance 

during the reconstruction phase aimed to overcome a communicative or a linguistic 

problem” (p. 175), and classified along two dimensions: “type of strategy” and “type of 

domain”. However, the resulting categories are somehow difficult to apply due to the lack 

of some basic information. For instance, no explanation or definition is given of the 

dimensions “type of strategy” and “type of domain”, nor any theoretical or empirical basis 

is provided for their identification or categorization.  

As mentioned above, other studies have indirectly shed light on the type of 

cognitive activities that underlie learners’ discussions. These activities can roughly be 

assimilated to the notion of strategy and, although they are neither systematically 

classified nor analysed by the authors, they can help us catch a glimpse of the types of 

strategic behaviour students resort to during their joint completion of writing tasks. In 

many cases, strategic categories were not defined and could thus be identified or deduced 

from the examples and explanations provided in the qualitative analyses of students’ 

dialogues provided in the studies. In a more reduced number of cases, explicit 

characterizations were provided by the authors. Generally, strategies referred to lexical 

concerns, grammar rules, use of intuition and analogy, and considerations to discourse or 

textual context and register or style.  

Concerning LREs focusing on lexical items, three main strategic procedures 

across studies can be identified:  
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1. Lexical searches, either in the L1 or the L2 (Alegría de la Colina & García Mayo 

2007; Storch & Wigglesworth, 2007; Swain & Lapkin, 1998; 2001), searching for 

new vocabulary (Fernández Dobao, 2012) and looking for the correct word or 

structure (Kuiken & Vedder, 2002b).  

2. Considering alternative items such as choosing between alternative lexical items 

(Fernández Dobao, 2012; Malmqvist, 2005; Swain & Lapkin, 1998; 2001), 

selecting synonyms or nearly equivalent terms (Alegría de la Colina & García 

Mayo, 2007), or selecting from alternative items (including lexical, homophones, 

collocates or pronouns, semantic markers or modal auxiliaries) (Fortune & 

Thorpe, 2001; Fortune 2005). 

3. Focusing on meaning in several ways (by asking, questioning, negotiating or 

explaining meaning). Even though these categories clearly share common 

characteristics across studies, the labels employed in order to describe them vary 

widely. They range from asking for the meaning of words or expressions (García 

Mayo 2002a) and explaining the meaning of words or phrases (Storch & 

Wigglesworth 2007; Wigglesworth & Storch 2009) to questioning or clarifying 

the meaning of a word (Fernández Dobao, 2012; 2014). 

As for grammar rules, strategies included verbalising morphological rules 

underlying leaners’ decisions (Fernandez Dobao, 2012), using metalanguage including a 

grammatical rule or a generalization as the reason for a decision (Fortune & Thorpe, 2001; 

Fortune 2005), justifying decisions with articulated and non-articulated grammatical rules 

(García Mayo, 2002a), or making use of knowledge about lexical rules like collocations 

of a word or about grammatical rules (Kuikken and Vedder, 2002a). 

Use of intuition referred to the subjective sense of what sounds or doesn’t sound 

right (García Mayo, 2002a; Storch 1998a; 1998b). 

Use of analogy was operationalized as the strategy engaged in by learners to 

deduce a word or structure based on analogy with similar cases (Kuiken & Vedder, 2002), 

refer to memorized or previously heard language chunks or phrases (Storch, 1998a), take 

decisions based on similarities (potential or real) found between items being considered 

(García Mayo, 2002a), or illustrate the meaning of an item through reference to another 

context (Fortune, 2005). 
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As for discourse concerns, strategies included references to text organization or 

text beyond the sentence level (Storch 1998b; García Mayo 2002a, 2002b), or to the 

linguistic devices which connect elements of a text (Fortune & Thorpe 2001; Fortune 

2005).  

Finally, stylistic concerns were limited to avoidance of a word or structure on 

purpose and its replacement with something else (Kuiken & Vedder, 2002a), and 

reference to the relationship between lexical selection and level of formality (Fortune, 

2005). 

The categories presented above may be quite informative about the strategic 

nature of learners’ reflection when engaged in the resolution of their LREs. However, the 

contingent origin of most of those categories makes them only suitable to account for 

isolated or atomized types of behaviour The categories suggested, then, may be regarded 

as a-theoretical in nature and involving important differences in terms of both their level 

of specificity and the way their relationship with learners’ language development has been 

accounted for (see, for example, Macaro, 2006). A theoretically-motivated 

conceptualization of strategies is thus needed that represents a potential advancement in 

the quest for answers to why and how writing in general, and collaborative writing in 

particular, can contribute to language learning. 

 

I.6 Summary and open questions 

 
From the above-mentioned studies, we know that collaborative dialogue during 

written tasks is affected by learners’ proficiency levels and pair dynamics, both of which, 

in turn, influence the quality of written output and the processing of information obtained 

from negotiated interaction. We also know that the analysis of the immediate feedback 

that learners provide to each other, as well as the analysis of individual written production 

after the joint production of texts has allowed researchers in the field to establish some 

relationship between languaging in collaborative writing and language learning. 

Learners’ levels of noticing, their persistence or continuity in the resolution of LREs and 

their level of engagement in the interactions have also been reported as more or less 

conducive to L2 development. Finally, research has shown that the nature of learners’ 

reflection during the joint production of texts can be traced in the knowledge sources they 
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use to justify their decisions, their covert and overt use of metalinguistic knowledge and 

the strategies they engage in to try and resolve their LREs.     

In spite of the contribution of these findings to our understanding of the processes 

involved in the joint construction of texts, when they are confronted with the requirements 

and constraints of writing processes in general (e.g., linearization of propositions, lexico-

grammatical encoding or graphic representation), one realizes that they tell us little about 

those processes and their potential for language learning. One initial procedure to 

transpose the idea of writing process into the cooperative or dialogical mechanisms 

discussed throughout this section is by broadening the perspective of analysis of LREs, 

from one mainly interested in learners’ participation in the interactions (as has typically 

been developed in collaborative writing studies) to another one in which the writing 

strategies involved in those interactions are brought centre stage since, as suggested by 

Macaro (2006), writing strategies are but the external manifestation of underlying writing 

processes. As the conceptualization of strategies in collaborative writing is quite basic 

and a-theoretical (see previous section), the notion of strategy to be used for that 

transposition should be the one developed in individual writing as “strategy cluster” (see 

the section “L2 writing strategies” above). 

On the other hand, there is practically no research into the ability of young learners 

to (i) successfully work together to identify problems in their L2 knowledge while writing 

and use writing strategies to solve those problems; and (ii) attend to corrective feedback 

and then use this knowledge to upgrade their written L2 production. The challenge then 

is how to adapt the notion of strategy cluster, together with its “added value” for language 

learning, to account for younger learners’ writing strategies involved in the collaborative 

construction of texts and in the incorporation of written feedback into their own 

composition processes. 

 

I.7 Written corrective feedback: reformulation  

 
The previous two sections on writing strategies and collaborative writing have 

specifically shown that problems experienced during the course of written production 

may prompt learners to notice forms that are totally (“holes”) or partially (“gaps in one’s 

ability”) absent from their interlanguages (Izumi, 2013) and lead them to reassess, as a 

result, their existing L2 knowledge through processes of hypothesis testing and 
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metalinguistic reflection (Swain, 1985, 1995, 2000). The “Overview of the study” and 

the section on the “Functions of output” have also advanced that, subsequently, written 

corrective feedback can facilitate the noticing and consolidation of new or existing form-

function relationships, and heighten learners’ awareness of mismatches between their IL 

and the TL, encouraging knowledge internalization and restructuring (Williams, 2012). 

In this respect, it has been posited that writing may profitably enhance second language 

learning by connecting learner internal factors (output processing) with external factors 

(feedback processing) via processes of noticing (Hanaoka & Izumi, 2012; Izumi, 2013). 

Providing children with opportunities to engage in writing tasks and to receive corrective 

feedback would, therefore, seem paramount for furthering their second language 

development. 

In what follows, a theoretical model to account for the role played by written 

feedback in language learning is first presented in detail. Next, the main empirical 

findings and limitations of research into written feedback understood as error correction 

are discussed. Finally, a critical review of the most relevant studies on reformulation as a 

feedback technique is provided. Finally, the main gaps the dissertation is intended to fulfil 

are enumerated and the research questions are formulated.  

 

I.7.1 A model of input/output processing 

 
As suggested in the “Introduction” section above, one of the interfaces between 

language learning and writing is represented by interventionist studies which essentially 

look at how written feedback mediates the accuracy of learners’ written products (e.g., 

Bitchener, 2008; Shintani, Ellis & Suzuki, 2014), or their individual or collaborative 

linguistic processing (e.g., Qi & Lapkin, 2001, Adams, 2003; Wigglesworth & Storch, 

2012b). It was also mentioned that written feedback is generally regarded as one 

important tool to help learners progress in their language learning process and that for 

this progress to occur the explicit information provided through feedback must be 

processed and acted upon by the learner until it develops into implicit knowledge 

(Bitcherner, 2012). From a cognitive perspective, this processing becomes effective if the 

information progresses through a number of stages and if repeated retrievals during 

meaningful practice are sustained over time (e.g., DeKeyser, 1998, 2007; Ellis, 2005; 

McLauhlin, 1990; see also Bitchener & Storch, 2016). 
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Multistage feedback tasks like the ones used in the present study are basically 

composed of three stages (writing, feedback processing and rewriting). However, 

although the three functions of output presented above (noticing, hypothesis testing and 

metalinguistic reflection) do justice to the writing and rewriting stages (as shown in the 

“L2 writing strategies” and “Collaborative writing” sections presented above), they leave 

the processing of input/feedback unattended. It is thus necessary to integrate these 

fuctions in a model of language acquisition in which the different stages involved in 

input/feedback processing are also contemplated. The main aim in presenting this 

integrated picture of output and input processing is to provide a theoretical SLA 

foundation for three main areas that constitute the object of the present dissertation, i.e., 

writing strategies, collaborative writing and feedback processing, with a view to 

addressing the main purpose of the study (see the Overview section): analyse how 

reformulation as a written feedback technique mediates learners’ engagement in L2 

writing strategies when producing texts in collaboration and examine how this purported 

mediation is influenced by external and internal factors.  

In framing this discussion, the computational model developed by Gass (1988, 

1997) has been chosen. There two basic reasons for this decision. First, the model has 

previously been used to explain the language learning potential of output production in 

general (Izumi, 2003) and, consequently, it can readily be adapted to account for this  

potential specifically in L2 written composition, itself a form of output. Second, the model 

brings together in a clear and effective manner the hypotheses and constructs that explain 

the processing of input and, on that basis, it has already been used to explain how written 

feedback can be processed by learners (Bitchener & Storch, 2016).  

In the cognitive processing of input/feedback to modified output or new output, 

five main stages are included in the model: (i) attention to and noticing of input 

(apperception), which is influenced by past experiences; (ii) comprehended input, where 

comprehension represents a continuum of possibilities which range from understanding 

the message to detailed structural analysis of the utterance(s) concerned; (iii) intake, 

which is not merely a subset of input but the locus where psycholinguistic processing 

(hypothesis formation and testing) takes place against the backdrop of internalized 

linguistic knowledge; (iv) integration, which includes hypothesis confirmation or 

rejection, and storage of new information awaiting for further confirmation or 

disconfirmation; and (v) output, which in its oral or written form may serve either as a 
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means of hypothesis testing through the feedback that learners may receive, or as a 

prompt for a syntactic rather than solely a semantic analysis of language (see Gass, 1997, 

pp. 3-7). These stages are represented in Figure 2, with the dotted lines representing how 

the different functions of output affect the processing of information across stages. 
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Figure 2  —  Input-output processing (Adapted from Gass, 1988; Izumi, 2003; Bitchener 
& Storch, 2016) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



89 
 

I.7.1.1 Attention and noticing (Stage 1) 

 

In order to benefit from feedback as input, Gass (1997) claims that the learner 

must first attend consciously to the input provided and apperceive or notice that there is 

a gap in his or her L2 knowledge (recall the processes of “noticing the form” and “noticing 

the gap” in the “Noticing” section above). This noticing process involves different levels 

of attention: alertness, which is the lowest level of attention and involves the learner’s 

motivation and readiness to learn; orientation, which refers to the direction of the 

learner’s attentional resources to a specific type of stimuli at the expense of others, i.e., 

form versus meaning; and detection, which is the highest level of attention and is related 

to the cognitive registration of a stimulus (e.g., written feedback) with a view to 

processing it further17.  

 At that point, if the information provided in the input is in the form of feedback, 

the learner is ready to notice that there is a mismatch between his or her own output and 

the target form provided. It should be recalled, however, that noticing, like attention, is 

not a unitary process since it comprises both “noticing with awareness” and “noticing 

with understanding” (see again the “Noticing” section above), and that both are necessary 

to some extent for the effective processing of the new L2 form (Schmidt, 2001). In this 

respect, Bitchener & Storch (2016) suggest that “noticing-with-awareness-and-with-

understanding” would seem to be enhanced in the written mode, given its permanence 

and availability of time for processing purposes.  

 

I.7.1.2 Comprehended Input (Stage 2)  

 

From the input which is apperceived some form of meaning representation is 

derived by the learner as “comprehended input”. Against Krashen’s conception of 

comprehensible input as a dichotomous variable (input is either comprehensible or not), 

Gass views comprehension as a complex process involving a continuum of possibilities 

that range from semantic to detailed structural analyses, the latter being more useful than 

the former for converting input into intake. For this reason, an important aspect in 

                                                             
17 Although Bitchener & Storch (2016) suggest that learners, given the explicit nature of most written 
corrective feedback (whether direct or indirect), should have no difficulties in detecting its intent as 
corrective, rather than just as alternative forms of the utterance concerned, this is not necessarily the case 
with other forms of feedback, such as reformulation and models, which are not so explicit in nature.  
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determining whether comprehended input may subsequently become intake is the level 

of analysis achieved. In Gass’s (1997) own words, “an analysis at the level of meaning is 

not as useful for intake as an analysis made at the level of morphology, lexicon or syntax” 

(p. 23). However, apart from the important theoretical assumption that input is 

comprehended, either semantically or syntactically, through the mediation of prior 

linguistic knowledge (including L1, L2 knowledge or knowledge of any other language 

plus language universals), the specific processes whereby structural levels of analysis 

may be internally achieved by the learner are not explicitly developed in the model.  

It is precisely this lack of attention to internal processing mechanisms leading to 

syntactic analyses of the input in Gass’s model that validates Izumi’s (2003) suggestion 

that the movement from comprehended input to intake may be facilitated by the noticing 

function of output (specifically “noticing a hole” and “noticing the gap in one’s 

ability”)18. The production of L2 output, with the heightened sense of problematicity 

involved in its inescapable syntactic mode of processing, may force learners to process 

subsequent input by paying more focused attention to how “the target expresses the 

intention which they had difficulty in expressing on their own” (Izumi, 2003, p. 186). 

Output production may thus mediate between comprehension and acquisition processes 

by “facilitating the noticing of the mismatches between the learners’ IL output and the 

TL input”19 (p. 188), and thus open up possibilities for the learner to move from mere 

understanding of the message to the activation of processes of syntactic analysis of the 

input.  

For Bitchener & Storch (2016), the extent to which written feedback is 

comprehended semantically and syntactically depends on the type of feedback provided 

and the proficiency level of the leaners. In principle, feedback with explicit metalinguistic 

information, grammar explanations and examples may help leaners at lower levels of 

proficiency comprehend more fully than less explicit types of feedback, which may be 

sufficient for more advanced learners. These learners, in addition to having a richer 

linguistic repertoire, are probably more used to retrieving L2 information from their long-

term memory.  Based on Gass’s principles, Bitchener & Storch also claim that learners’ 

comprehension of feedback may be gradual, beginning with and understanding of its 

                                                             
18 This is represented in Figure 2 with an arrow intersecting between comprehended input and intake. 
 
19 According to Gass (1988), this function of output can safely be associated to constructs such as  “intake 
facilitation” (Terrell, ) or “consciousness raising” (Ruterford & Sharwood-Smith, 1985).  
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meaning and progress to an understanding of its formal and structural components (p. 

22).   

 

I.7.1.3 Intake (Stage 3) 

 

What is comprehended can either serve for immediate communication purposes, 

and then discarded, or it can feed into the intake component. Assuming Chaudron’s 

characterization, Gass (1997) defines intake as “a process of mental activity that mediates 

between input and grammars (or internalized set of rules)” (p. 5). Similarly, Reinders 

(2012) defines intake as “a subset of the detected input held in short-term memory, from 

which connections with long-term memory are potentially created or strengthened.” (p. 

28). According to Van Patten (1996), the conversion of input into intake involves 

establishing form–meaning connections, which are constructed on the basis of input and 

output, and are conceptualized as incremental and recursive. Establishing form–meaning 

connections does not therefore imply automatic acquisition, but a series of processes of 

analysis and re-analysis in working memory at different levels as the learner’s existing 

knowledge in long-term memory is compared with the input or feedback received. In this 

process of cognitive comparison (Doughty, 2001), the learner may engage in the 

formation and testing of new IL hypotheses (Izumi, 2003).  

Although both the oral and the written modes have the potential to engage learners 

with the transformation of input into intake through form-meaning connections, “the 

fixed nature of written input may encourage learners to move beyond the simple 

registration of new items and hence engage in intake processing” (Gilabert, Manchón & 

Vasylets, 2016, p. 127). In addition, the potential step-by-step nature of the written mode 

may offer suitable conditions for learners to engage in hypothesis formation and cognitive 

comparisons because it places lower cognitive demands on working memory than 

hypothesis testing in speaking. As suggested by Bitchener & Storch (2016), these 

processes may in turn be mediated by the processing capacity and language learning 

aptitude of the learner. 

 

I.7.1.4 Integration (stage 4) 

  

Each hypothesis is tested by means of a modification to the learner’s original 

output (see the arrow in Figure 2 connecting output and the intersection between intake 
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and integration). As a result, different possibilities exist in the process of knowledge 

integration (see Bitchener & Storch, 2016). If input/feedback data reject a hypothesis, it 

will not play any role in the development of the learner’s grammatical system, but the 

learner will still have the opportunity to form another hypothesis and have it confirmed 

or rejected when further output or feedback is provided. However, if the hypothesis is 

confirmed, two possibilities exist in the process of integration. If the input data are already 

part of the learner’s interlanguage, the exposure to input/feedback may be used for 

strengthening the existing rules in the learner’s knowledge base. If the input confirms a 

new hypothesis but it may not be immediately incorporated into the learner’s 

interlanguage, it is stored until the learner receives more evidence about the acceptability 

of his/her hypothesis. Then, it may be confirmed or rejected. A final possibility is that the 

learner realizes that his/her hypothesis is incorrect. It may then exit from the processing 

system. As can be inferred from all these different possibilities, the integration stage 

generally includes internalization, modification and consolidation of knowledge (Leow, 

2015) and, more specifically, processes of restructuring which lead to the grammatization 

and syntatization of the L2 (Robinson, 2011).  

The hypothesis testing processes involved in integration would in principle be 

facilitated if the learner has enough time to retrieve existing knowledge and compare it 

with the input/feedback received. In this respect, the written mode gives learners longer 

time for processing than the oral mode, and this certainly is the reason why Williams 

(2012), for example, suggests that learners “have a richer opportunity to test their 

hypotheses when they write than when they speak” (p. 328). Also, in the written mode 

learners may feel more comfortable to test their hypotheses than in more public settings 

where identity and face may be threatened if hypotheses turn out to be incorrect 

(Bitchener & Storch, 2016). 

 

I.7.1.5 Output (Stage 5) 

 

The final component of the model is output. In line with Swain’s (1985 and 

elsewhere) comprehensible output hypothesis, Gass sees output production, on the one 

hand, as providing the learner with opportunities for greater analytic refinement, a 

function which she regards as intimately related to the intake of linguistic forms through 

the levels of analysis of comprehended input (see above). The other function assigned to 
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output by Gass is related to enhancing the strength of knowledge representations through 

an increase in the automaticity in language processing.  

From the point of view of input/feedback processing, output is the overt 

manifestation of whether the learner has begun the process of developing new knowledge. 

For some authors, if the output produced by the learner after his/her processing of the 

input/feedback does not reveal an accurate use of the L2, the learning process must return 

to the initial input/feedback stage (Bitchener & Storch, 2016).  Other authors admit that 

the effect may be delayed and even that if the immediate resulting output is correct, it 

does not necessarily mean that accurate output will be produced on subsequent occasions 

when the form concerned is required (Polio, 2012). However, as shown in the “Overview” 

section and will be discussed below, the incorporation of feedback data into learners’ 

subsequent written output should not be contemplated only as a question of producing 

accurate or inaccurate texts but also as an issue which is mediated by the use of writing 

strategies. This is in fact one of the main themes of the present dissertation. 

 

I.7.1.6 Consolidation phase 

 

It was advanced in the Overview of the study that, from a cognitive perspective, 

the explicit knowledge provided through feedback could only develop into acquired, 

implicit knowledge if, in addition to the initial processing phase discussed above, there 

was also a consolidation phase which involved repeated retrievals of explicit knowledge 

sustained over time. This phase should give the learner the opportunity to become 

progressively less reliant on controlled processing and hopefully allow him/her to retrieve 

and use knowledge in a more automatic fashion (Bitchener & Storch, 2016).   

  Making production automatic or fluent requires frequent practice in 

linking together the diverse components of utterances so that learners can produce them 

without much effort and thus focus their attentional resources on higher level processes 

(Skehan, 1998). This effect of practice is accounted for by some proponents of output (de 

Bot, 1996, Muranoi, 2007) through the notions of declarative and procedural knowledge, 

a distinction directly imported from skilled acquisition theory (Anderson, 1983). When 

learning languages, as it occurs in other forms of skill acquisition, learners are presented 

with information about certain isolated rules and facts (declarative knowledge), e.g., how 

to write a specific type of sentences. This information, under the influence of a number 

of factors such as the difference between L1 and L2 procedures, frequency of use or type 
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of evidence in the input, is progressively incorporated through initial practice into 

behavioural routines (or procedural knowledge) that gradually enable them to use the 

rules faster and at a lower error rate. This process of proceduralization will be reinforced 

if the system does not get negative feedback from the learner’s receptive knowledge. If, 

on the contrary, negative feedback is provided, the process will be prevented or slowed 

down. Once established, procedural knowledge can become automatized, i.e., effortless, 

spontaneous, fast and errorless performance.  

 

I.7.1.8 Mediating factors 

 

The route to language learning presented in the stages above may be facilitated or 

hindered as a result of the intervention of a series of internal and external factors. Learner-

internal factors include cognitive factors, such as working memory and, language 

aptitude, and motivational and affective factors, such as goals and interest, attitudes and 

beliefs. Each of them will be briefly discussed below (the discussion draws heavily on 

Bitchener & Storch, 2016). 

 

a. Cognitive factors  

 

Working memory (WM) is the mental locus where new input/feedback is stored 

and contrasted or integrated with information already encoded in long-term memory 

(LTM). In working memory, therefore, is where key processes such as attention, 

hypothesis testing, practice or metalinguistic reflection occur. Unlike LTM, working 

memory is limited in capacity and therefore constrained by the amount of information 

and processing it can handle at any time. This means that learners with larger WM 

capacity are better equipped to attend to and process input than their lower-level 

counterparts, who may have difficulties in paying attention to more than one aspect 

(meaning and form, for example) simultaneously or in engaging in the analysis and 

reanalysis of input with their existing knowledge in LTM. For some researchers, there is 

a clear relationship between the learner’s working memory capacity and learning aptitude 

(see Robinson, 2005). 

 Language aptitude is a special ability for leaning another language. Out of the four 

components comprising this construct, two are especially relevant for the processing of 

feedback: grammatical sensitivity (the ability to recognize the grammatical functions of 
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the different linguistic elements in sentences) and inductive learning activity (the ability 

to infer or induce the rules governing a set of language materials). If learners are able to 

combine high levels of grammatical sensitivity and inductive activity, they will be more 

likely to notice differences between new input/feedback and their own output, make 

connections between the new input and their existing knowledge, process the input more 

deeply (noticing with understanding), and engage in problem-solving in subsequent 

writing tasks.  

  

b. Motivational and attitudinal factors 

 

In addition to the effect of these cognitive factors on the learner’s noticing of 

input/feedback, there are other learner-internal motivational and affective factors 

moderating learners’ attention and processing. Motivation is a psychological trait related 

to the way people select a particular activity and persist at it over time. Motivation is thus 

inherently related to the goals, whether utilitarian or integrative, that people have, and to 

the level of interest they show towards the task concerned. Learners with well-established 

goals and a high level of interest in learning an additional language may be more likely 

to show a higher level of motivation throughout the different stages on input processing 

than learners with less consolidated goals and a low level of interest. Consequently, the 

former will probably show the three levels of attention identified above (awareness, 

orientation and detection), persevere with hypothesis-testing on what is the correct form 

of the element considered, and sustain that effort over time.   

 Attitudes to language learning, to a focus on form or meaning or to particular types 

of feedback have also been identified in the SLA literature as motivational factors. They 

operate on an emotional level and, in the case of written feedback, they may have an 

effect on learners’ disposition to attend to new input and readiness for processing 

activities such as cognitive comparison or hypothesis-testing. Attitudes are also related to 

the fact that if learners are given a specific type of written feedback and do not believe it 

is helpful, as a result of negative prior experiences, for example, they may overlook it.  

  

c. Learner-external factors  

 

Learner-external factors include a set of contextual factors that are influenced by 

a broad range of social and pedagogical variables. Among the wide range of 
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environmental factors identified in the SLA literature, two are especially relevant for the 

learner’s attention to and cognitive processing of feedback: macro contexts and micro 

contexts. 

 Of the several types of macro contexts identified in the SLA literature, the most 

germane to the present study is the EFL setting because it has long been argued that the 

value of writing activities very much varies and depends on the learners’ experiences in 

this context. In fact, these experiences may shape their writing goals, attitudes to and 

beliefs about writing as well as their orientation to language learning through writing. 

Some authors like Hedgecock and Lefkowitz (1994) have argued that foreign language 

learners are not as oriented to accuracy as their ESL counterparts, because they are 

basically interested in getting a qualification rather than an ability to use the language as 

accurately as a member of the target language community. However, it could also be 

argued the other way round: foreign language learners may be more focused on accuracy 

because their typical instructional activities are more focused on grammatical accuracy 

than on communicating meaning. In any case, although settings may condition 

individuals’ goals and attitudes, it is also possible that individual learners may have goals, 

attitudes and processing orientations that depart from those of the majority. 

 Micro settings such as those formed by teacher and learners and learner and other 

learners have also been found to play an important role in shaping learners’ attitudes to 

and beliefs about learning in general, although little consideration has been given to the 

effect of social relationships in the classroom on learners’ feedback processing. Another 

micro contextual factor that might have an effect on learners’ response to feedback is the 

instructional focus of the classroom. If the learners receive feedback on a regular basis, 

they may be more interested and experienced in processing the feedback given to them. 

The type of writing task that learners are given in the classroom may also affect their 

motivation to complete the task and engage in written feedback. A learner may be 

unmotivated to engage with a writing task for a variety of reasons that include, for 

example, lack of knowledge to complete the task, lack of understanding of task 

requirements or task value for learning. In all these cases, the learner’s attention may be 

taken away from the task of writing and of responding to written corrective feedback. 
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I.7.2 Empirical research into error correction (EC) 
 

Written feedback, from a cognitive perspective, has mainly been explored from 

the perspective of error correction (EC), which is defined as “any explicit attempt to draw 

a learner’s attention to a morpho-syntactic or lexical error” (Polio 2012 p.375). The EC 

strand has given rise to a great deal of empirical research, especially after the controversy 

arguments put forward by Truscott about its usefulness and validity. Truscott (1996) 

claimed that grammar acquisition is not a one-shot discovery and that the memorization 

of corrections should be considered only as a superficial and provisional activity. He even 

went so far as to claim that error correction should be abandoned because it may lead 

learners to take fewer risks in order to make fewer errors (Truscott, 2004).  

 As a response to these arguments, different strands of research have opened up in 

recent years, the most important ones being related to the relative effectiveness of 

different feedback types and to the quantity and type of errors that should be corrected. 

As for feedback type, direct feedback (learners are provided with a correct version of 

faulty linguistic forms or grammatical structures in their output) has usually been 

compared with indirect feedback (learners’ errors are indicated on the text using codes, 

underlining or highlighting, but an explicit correction is not provided). Arguably, direct 

EC has the advantage of explicitly indicating to the learners what their mistakes are and 

how they are solved. For this reason it has been considered specifically advisable for low-

proficiency learners. However, explicit error correction has also been criticized on the 

grounds that it requires minimal processing on the part of the learner and may, therefore, 

lead them to commit the same errors in subsequent pieces of writing. Indirect EC, in 

contrast, has been praised on a number of advantages such as encouraging learners to 

reflect upon the errors committed and helping them store the new language information 

in their long-term memories (Ellis, 2009). Interestingly, when the claims in favour of each 

feedback type have been put to the test, the research conducted has reported that there is 

not one type of written CF than can be identified as the best for all learners on all 

occasions. Rather, the findings suggest that the effectiveness of a particular feedback type 

may vary from one individual learner to the next as a function of a range of internal and 

external factors (Bitchener, 2012; Bitcherner & Sorch, 2016). 

 A second area of research has looked at the focus of corrections, i.e, whether all 

error types should be corrected (unfocused position) or whether only some types should 

(focused position). In principle, learners’ processing of corrections would be more 
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difficult in unfocused EC (they are required to attend to such a wide range of errors that 

they will not probably be able to reflect on them in depth) than in focused EC (they are 

supposed to examine multiple corrections of the same error type and to obtain more 

linguistic evidence of the error committed for subsequent productions). As a result, 

focused EC would give them more possibilities of consolidating hypothesis as well as 

constructing new ones in relation to specific linguistic features (Ellis, 2009). However, 

empirical data show that the effectiveness of selecting particular linguistic features on 

which to provide feedback is still an open question. While focused studies (e.g. Bitchener, 

2008; Bitchener & Knoch, 2008; Lapkin, Swain & Smith, 2004; Ellis et al., 2008; Sheen, 

2007) show that the effects of corrective feedback on the short-term learning of particular 

linguistic features are generally positive (although these findings seem to be influenced 

by the degree of explicitness of the technique used and the learners’ processing of the 

corrections), research into unfocused WCF (e.g. Adams, 2003; Swain and Lapkin, 2002; 

Santos et al., 2010; Tocalli-Beller & Swain, 2005) has reported that output practice 

fostered in collaborative writing with the use of WCF emphasizes students’ noticing 

processes (noticing the hole and noticing the gap), and that  resulting learners’ deeper 

processing results in more durable learning. It may therefore be concluded that the 

question of whether focused on unfocused corrective feedback is more effective needs 

further examination (Bitchener & Storch, 2016).   

The review of the studies above has generally shown conflicting results. As 

suggested by Bitchener &Storch (2016), one reason that might account for this state of 

affairs is the interaction of different variables. One type of corrective feedback might be 

more suitable for a certain group of learners but not for another group, and the same might 

occur with focused and unfocused feedback. Another reason that might account for these 

results is that the processing of information that occurs from initial feedback processing 

to modified output has not generally taken into account in these studies, which are mainly 

pedagogical in orientation (see the “Overview of the study” section). The analysis of this 

information flow might aid in the understanding of why some learners appear to benefit 

from EC while do not seem to benefit as much. 

 Adding to those arguments, the usefulness of explicit error correction has been 

criticized on a number of accounts. Researchers have questioned the lack of clarity, 

precision and consistency with which EC has generally been used (Ellis, 2009); the sense 

of discouragement or confusion it can cause among learners (Hyland, 1998); the fact that 

it may lead to a passive response from learners (Adams, 2003) or the superficial 
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processing of the errors corrected by the teacher, so that learners often fail to internalize 

and retain the linguistic evidence over time (Truscott, 1996). Finally, the occasional lack 

of sensitivity on the part of teachers to students’ needs and ability levels (Conrad & 

Goldstein, 1999; Hyland, 1998; Hyland & Hyland, 2001) and the unfavorable conditions 

in which teachers often provide feedback on learners’ errors (Qi & Lapkin, 2001) have 

also been suggested as practical factors that may also have a negative impact on the 

effectiveness of written corrections.   

In spite of these drawbacks, it has been attested that learners generally welcome 

feedback on their writing, especially from the teacher (Leki, 1991; Zhang, 1995; Zhao, 

2010). Thus, if learners are to be helped to notice the gap between their interlanguage and 

the target language and pushed to test their hypotheses through the information they 

receive, other forms of feedback should be used at least as partial alternatives to 

traditional written corrective feedback. One of these alternatives is reformulation, which 

will be discussed in the next section.  

 

I.7.3 Reformulation as a feedback technique 
 

In the light of the criticism directed at the more traditional feedback techniques 

mentioned above, alternative feedback strategies such as reformulation (Adams, 2003; Qi 

& Lapkin, 2001; Swain & Lapkin, 2002, etc.), or model texts (Cánovas, Roca de Larios 

& Coyle, 2015; Hanaoka, 2006; Hanaoka & Izumi, 2012; Yang & Zhang, 2010) have 

gained ground in recent years. In contrast with the specific and detailed nature of EC, 

reformulations and models are based on the idea of providing learners with complete and 

well-written texts as feedback (Adams, 2003; Hanaoka, 2006, 2007; Hanaoka & Izumi, 

2012; Qi & Lapkin, 2001; Yang & Zhang, 2010).  

Reformulation is a feedback technique whereby a native or accomplished L2 

speaker rewrites the learner’s piece of writing preserving the ideational content, but 

correcting cohesive, rhetorical, stylistic, grammatical and lexical inaccuracies and errors 

so that it appears as native-like as possible (Levenson, 1978; Cohen, 1983; Allwright, 

1988; Thornbury, 1997). When confronted with a reformulated version of their own 

written output, learners are supplied with more native-like forms and expressions that 

they can draw on to convey their intended meanings in the specific contexts created by 

their original texts (Leki, 1990; Qi & Lapkin, 2001; Yang & Zhang, 2010). Besides, 

reformulation, provided specifically as tailored input using learners’ original output as a 
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starting point, may lead learners' to search the reformulated texts for solutions to the 

problems they experienced as holes in the course of their original compositions. 

Alternatively, it may provoke cognitive conflict by presenting information that 

contradicts students’ beliefs (Tocally-Beller & Swain, 2005). However, if the information 

is attainable, motivational and awakes the curiosity of the learner, reformulation may 

enhance learning (Tocalli-Beller & Swain, 2005; Williams, 2001). Given these premises, 

one of the main advantages associated with reformulation (for some disadvantages, see 

Ferris, 2010) is that it may constitute an ideal scenario from which to foster learners’ 

relevant and effective comparison of their interlanguage forms with the forms provided 

in the input, thus leading to noticing and improved subsequent productions or at least 

short-term changes in language production (Qi & Lapkin, 2001; Adams, 2003; Swain & 

Lapkin, 2003; Tocalli-Beller & Swain, 2005).  

 

I.7.3.1 Empirical research on reformulation 

 

The language learning potential of reformulation as a feedback technique has been 

tested empirically in a variety of studies. So far, researchers have explored the use of (i) 

reformulation with English as a second language (ESL) Mandarin speakers (Qi & Lapkin, 

2001), French immersion students (Lapkin, Swain, & Smith, 2002; Swain & Lapkin, 

2002; Tocalli-Beller & Swain, 2005), university students of Spanish in the United States 

(Adams, 2003) or, alternatively, they have compared (ii) the use of models and 

reformulations with Japanese university EFL students (Hanaoka, 2006; Hanaoka & 

Izumi, 2012; Yang & Zhang, 2010) or (iii) traditional EC and reformulations with adult 

learners of English in American universities (Sachs & Polio, 2007) and with adolescent 

learners in high schools in Spain (Santos, López Serrano, & Manchón, 2010). While the 

results have not always been straightforward, collectively considered, this research has 

shown that reformulation can play a potentially useful role in providing learners with 

solutions to overt problems in their written output (Hanaoka & Izumi, 2012) and in 

helping them improve the quality of their written texts by promoting language-related 

noticing and metalinguistic reflection (Adams, 2003; Lapkin & Swain, 2002; Qi & 

Lapkin, 2001; Tocalli-Beller & Swain, 2005). In what follows, a more in-depth 

examination of these studies will be presented. 

In an early exploratory study on academic writing, Allwright, Woodley and 

Allwright (1988) analysed the effects of reformulation on the written performance of non-
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native speakers at a British university. These authors devised a three-stage writing task, 

now the common denominator of most reformulation studies, with the aim of analysing 

the linguistic aspects participants notice in the output-only stage of the task (stage 1), as 

well as when comparing their own productions to the reformulated versions (stage 2), and 

of establishing to what extent such noticing influences the changes produced in the 

rewritten text (stage 3). These authors highlighted the importance of class discussion of 

the reformulation as the key feature of the technique. While they concluded that 

“reformulation strategy is a viable way of helping non-native writers move nearer to 

native-writer norms”, they also stressed that discussion was perhaps more influential than 

the reformulation itself (Allwright et al., 1988, p 252). 

 

I.7.3.1.1 Research on reformulation with individual learners 

 

More recent research has analysed the usefulness of reformulation as a feedback 

technique with second language learners of different proficiency levels working on 

writing tasks both individually (Hanaoka, 2006; Qi & Lapkin, 2001) and collaboratively 

(Adams, 2003; Lapkin, Swain & Smith, 2002; Storch & Wigglesworth, 2010; Swain & 

Lapkin, 2002; Tocalli- Beller & Swain, 2005). From an individual writing perspective 

and using reformulation as the only feedback technique, Qi and Lapkin (2001) asked two 

adult Chinese ESL learners to perform a three-stage L2 writing task with a three-fold 

objective: to establish what the participants noticed while composing, to identify what 

they noticed when comparing their own productions to the reformulated versions and, 

finally, to determine to what extent such noticing influenced the revisions made to their 

original texts. The data indicated that, in stage 1, both learners noticed language-related 

problems when composing their original texts and were able to resolve some of them 

correctly, although the writer with a higher level of L2 proficiency seemed more capable 

of engaging in LREs and of solving them on his own than his lower level counterpart. In 

the second stage, both participants noticed in the reformulation the solution to many of 

the problems they had noticed but resolved incorrectly in stage 1. However, the noticing 

process was not found to be uniform, as two types of noticing were identified, namely, 

perfunctory noticing (noticing only and without giving reasons) and substantive noticing 

(noticing and providing reasons) with the higher proficiency learner providing reasons 

for accepting the reformulation more frequently than his counterpart. 
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I.7.3.1.2 Comparing reformulation and other feedback techniques with 

individual learners 

 

From an individual perspective, reformulations have also been compared to more 

traditional methods of corrective feedback, such as error correction (Sachs & Polio, 2007) 

and to other discursive feedback techniques such as models (Hanaoka, 2006; Hanaoka & 

Izumi, 2012). In two separate studies by Sachs and Polio (2007), EC was found to be 

more beneficial than reformulations in promoting accuracy gains in the revised written 

output of mixed-nationality university students. Arguably, the saliency of the corrected 

errors in the original texts made it easier for the learners to memorize and recall the 

linguistic changes provided in the form of EC in comparison to having to search for 

differences in the reformulated versions. Reformulation, on the other hand, was found to 

be more effective in helping writers produce more accurate revisions when they were not 

required to simultaneously verbalize their thoughts while processing the feedback.   

The differential promotion of noticing processes was also reported by Hanaoka 

(2006) in his analysis of the potentially different roles that reformulation and models as 

feedback strategies might play in enhancing learners’ noticing. Although his two 

Japanese EFL students engaged in a similar number of noticing processes in stage 1, they 

differed substantially in stage 2, with the high-proficiency learner noticing far more 

features from the reformulated texts than from the model, and more than her low-

proficiency counterpart. As for the incorporation of features in their rewritten texts, the 

majority of the features incorporated by the higher-level writer were drawn uniquely from 

either the model or the reformulation, while the lower-level learner needed to be exposed 

to the same features more than once (once in the model and a second time in the 

reformulation) before she was able to incorporate them into her rewritten text. This led 

Hanaoka (2006) to hypothesize that surface noticing (detection) from the reformulation 

may have been easier than actively seeking out differences in the model, which seemed 

to involve a deeper level of processing and, as a result, may have left a stronger memory 

trace. 

Hanaoka and Izumi (2012) compared the strengths of reformulations and models 

with a group of Japanese EFL university students by looking at how these two feedback 

techniques played a role in two different types of problems, which they termed overt and 

covert. Overt problems were regarded as those instances where the learners tried out their 

hypotheses while writing, while covert or unarticulated problems referred to those cases 
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in which participants did not make their hypothesized forms visible in their written output. 

Starting from the consideration that feedback has generally been conceptualized as the 

information provided to learners for the errors that are visible in their texts and, 

consequently, that noticing usually occurs when learners produce observable output, 

these authors add a new dimension to the issue by suggesting that noticing may also occur 

as covert problems that do not show up in writers’ texts. The authors concluded that while 

reformulations were useful for helping learners identify solutions to overt problems in 

their writing, models seemed to provide them with solutions to both overt and covert 

problems, although both feedback types did lead to similar amounts of uptake in the 

learners’ revised texts. The study suggests that reformulations and models may play 

complimentary roles in addressing learners’ linguistic needs. 

 

I.7.3.1.3 Research on reformulation only with learners writing in 

collaboration 

 

The research discussed above is based on individual writing, but another set of 

studies have examined the effects of reformulation as the only feedback technique used 

on noticing and revision processes by asking learners to work collaboratively in stages 1 

and 2, and/or individually in stage 320 (Adams, 2003; Lapkin, Swain & Smith, 2002; 

Swain & Lapkin, 2002; Tocalli-Beller & Swain, 2005). With the aim of documenting the 

relevance of meta-talk as a part of the process of L2 learning, Swain and Lapkin (2002) 

examined the collaborative dialogues that occurred in the context of a multistage task 

where two French immersion adolescents made use of multiple opportunities to notice 

and talk about the differences between their original text and its reformulated version, 

before completing an individual writing task. Most of the changes produced by each 

student in the texts written in stage 3 were correct and many of these changes were related 

to the learners’ acceptance of the reformulations, although other correct changes also 

occurred even when the reformulations had been rejected. This apparent anomaly was 

interpreted by the authors as an indication of the learning opportunities afforded by the 

collaborative dialogue learners engaged in when analysing the reformulations. The 

                                                             
20 Recall that this technique was labelled “micro-genetic” because it allows the researcher to document the 
development of mental functions over a short period of time (see the subsection entitled “Direct relationship 
between languaging and language learning gains” in the general section on Collaborative writing). 
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process of “talking it through” or “languaging” (Swain, 2006) allowed learners to end up 

with a jointly constructed pool of linguistic resources they could draw on when it came 

to individual writing. 

Adams (2003) replicated and extended Swain and Lapkin’s (2002) exploratory 

research with over fifty university students of L2 Spanish and isolated the effects of 

reformulation, noticing via stimulated recall, and task repetition on learner uptake by 

incorporating two treatment groups and a control group into her research design. Results 

indicated that when completing their individual rewritings, the learners from the two 

groups that had participated in the noticing sessions (noticing from the reformulation and 

noticing plus stimulated recall) used more than half (60%) of the forms they had 

previously noticed in the feedback in a target-like manner. In addition, the control group, 

who was only asked to repeat the task, was found to improve around 30% of non target-

like forms from their original texts when they used them again in their subsequent 

rewritings. The lessening of pressure at the rewriting stage and the beneficial effects 

associated with task repetition may have enabled the participants in the control group to 

avoid committing some previous errors. Adams concluded that while stimulated recall 

reinforced the positive effects of noticing from the reformulation by allowing learners 

greater time to discuss and process input, reformulations of the learners’ writing also led 

to a higher rate of uptake than task repetition alone. Two important implications can be 

drawn from the findings of this study: firstly, the importance of interpreting with some 

caution the effects of feedback in those studies in which a control group is not included, 

and secondly, the need to approach stages 1 and 3 in a more process-oriented manner 

from the perspective of the writing processes deployed by the learners. This perspective 

would ensure the comparability of the performances between treatment and control 

groups.  

Lapkin, Swain and Smith (2002) and Tocalli-Beller and Swain (2005) coincided 

in reporting the effectiveness of reformulations in providing French immersion students 

with an occasion to firstly, identify changes in their texts, and then to engage in reflective 

metatalk about those changes in stimulated recall sessions, thus advancing their 

understanding of French pronominal verbs. Interestingly, Tocalli-Beller and Swain 

(2005) highlighted the positive impact on learning of episodes of cognitive conflict in 

which learners disagreed or questioned the changes made to their texts during their 

collaborative discussions. The reformulation-induced conflicts that learners confronted 
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when comparing both texts ultimately enabled them to re-analyse their language use, 

mostly towards greater accuracy. 

 

I.7.3.1.4 Comparisons of reformulation with other feedback techniques in 

collaborative writing 

 

Another focus of research attention within the collaborative writing strand has 

been to compare reformulations with other feedback techniques including models, error 

correction and editing symbols. Yang and Zhang (2010) sought to explore the combined 

effects of reformulations and modelling on learners’ noticing and uptake in a study 

conducted with five pairs of Chinese EFL learners at different proficiency levels (low-

intermediate to high-intermediate). The authors found that the learners’ collective 

attempts to describe a picture prompt raised their awareness of the limitations and 

problems (holes) in their interlanguage and primed them for feedback processing, with 

both feedback techniques stimulating different attentional processes. Whereas models 

helped learners identify alternative ideas and content for their writing, reformulations 

enabled them to recognize the linguistic inadequacies in their own texts. In this respect, 

Yang and Zhang (2010) conclude that reformulations may provide learners with samples 

of good writing on particular sentences, whereas model texts can offer them “a good 

sample of native writing for not just the specific sentence but the whole discourse as well” 

(p. 480). 

Storch and Wigglesworth (2010) investigated the efficacy of reformulation and 

indirect error correction (editing symbols) in the collaborative dialogues of ESL learners 

in Australia. The data indicated that, as compared to reformulation, editing led to more 

immediate revisions (uptake), and elicited deeper levels of engagement with the feedback 

both during the processing and the rewriting sessions. From a process-product perspective 

and with the help of case studies of specific dyads, the authors also found that, within the 

reformulation condition, the relationship between processing, uptake and retention was 

to some extent error dependent. While mechanical errors gave rise to little feedback 

processing but led to uptake, this trend did not apply to word choice. In this case, extended 

engagement led to uptake and retention while lack of engagement or resistance to 

reformulation did not. Learners’ goals and attitudes were also found to affect both uptake 

and retention, with learners’ orientation toward improving accuracy leading to higher 

levels of uptake than when they disapproved of the reformulations, which ultimately led 
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them to disregard the feedback. These results, however, should be taken with caution 

since they were obtained from the examination of four case studies rather than from the 

relationship between the processing of feedback and the resulting products (uptake and 

retention) in an integrated manner. 

Wigglesworth and Storch (2012b) further developed the integration of data 

analysis by comparing reformulations and editing symbols with the use of an identical 

research design, but with more specific measures, including the identification of LREs of 

single and multiple turns21. In consonance with the previous study, editing symbols 

elicited more uptake, operationalized here as accepted changes, more LREs during 

feedback processing and more LREs at an extensive level of engagement. However, this 

deeper level of engagement with the feedback did not lead to greater accuracy, since 

learners in the reformulation condition were found to write more accurate texts than those 

in the editing condition. The authors hypothesized that this result might be connected to 

memorisation strategies when dealing with the reformulated feedback, as well as to 

learner agency, which influenced what learners noticed and retained in accordance with 

their beliefs and attitudes. 

In a study based on Sachs and Polio’s (2007) comparison of reformulation and 

EC with four pairs of high school learners writing collaboratively, Santos, López-Serrano 

and Manchón (2010) reported positive results in favour of explicit error correction over 

reformulation, especially as regards lexical improvements in learners’ revised texts. They 

coincide with Sachs and Polio (2007) in highlighting the saliency of explicitly corrected 

errors as a facilitator of noticing and uptake. 

In general terms, the research reviewed above has provided mixed support for 

reformulation as a feedback technique. While EC seems to make errors more salient, the 

use of editing symbols appears to encourage greater learner involvement with feedback, 

whereas models provide a source of alternative ideas and content for writers beyond their 

own output. However, it is still true that reformulations have been consistently found to 

promote the noticing of overt errors in learners’ original texts, which, as a result, has 

contributed to improving the accuracy of their subsequent written output, at least in the 

short-term. It remains to be seen whether this holds true with younger learners. 

                                                             
21 Recall that Storch (2008) distinguished between LREs with limited and elaborated engagement (see the 
subsection entitled “Levels of involvement in the interaction” in the general section on Collaborative 
writing above). 
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I.7.3.2 Operationalization of writing, feedback processing and revising in 

reformulation studies  

 

The review above has shown that reformulation studies target problems that 

emerge from learners’ attempts to produce written texts both before and after receiving 

their reformulated texts. These problems have been conceptualized and operationalized 

in different ways in the research carried out to date. While some studies have limited the 

analysis of text production in stage 1 to the identification of errors or the assessment of 

the accuracy and complexity of learners’ written texts (Adams, 2003), other studies, more 

oriented to the analysis of processes, have relied on categories such as language-related 

episodes (LREs) (Swain & Lapkin, 2002; Yang & Zhang, 2010) or the difference between 

overt and covert linguistic features (Hanaoka & Izumi, 2012) in their attempts to examine 

learners’ searches for form-function mappings. The incorporation of feedback into 

writers’ revised texts in stage 3 has been explored by ascertaining, for example, (i) how 

perfunctory and substantive LREs were linked to changes that represented improvements 

in the revised product (Qi & Lapkin 2001), (ii) whether changes in the revised text 

corresponded to the reformulated version (Swain & Lapkin, 2002), (iii) how the LREs 

that involved cognitive conflict related to correct and incorrect incorporations of feedback 

(Tocalli-Beller and Swain, 2005), or (iv) how the level of interaction shown by the LREs 

identified in the revision stage related to their correct or incorrect resolution (Storch and 

Wigglesworth, 2010). Finally, some studies have also focused more on the extent to 

which learners actively engaged with feedback in stage 2, using the notion of depth of 

processing (e.g., Qi & Lapkin, 2001; Sachs & Polio, 2007). All these issues are discussed 

in detail in the following sections.   

 

I.7.3.2.1 Operationalizing learners’ noticing of problems at stage 1 

 

The rationale for looking at the analytical procedures used to explore the problems 

noticed by learners while writing their original drafts stems from the output hypothesis, 

one of whose main tenets is that, by its very nature, output production involves cognitive 

processes such as lexical access and retrieval, grammatical encoding and monitoring 

(Izumi, 2003). When engaged in these processes, learners have no option but to become 

fully aware of the possibilities and limitations of their interlanguages (ILs), and it is this 

heightened sense of problematicity that may alter subsequent input/feedback processing 
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by leading them to notice language forms they would not normally pay attention to in 

their ordinary comprehension-oriented receptive processes (see the “Noticing” section 

above). This attention to form when learners are struggling with their existing means of 

expression to produce an intended meaning is expected to have favourable effects on L2 

learning (Izumi, 2002; Uggen, 2012), since learners’ ILs are arguably more open to 

change (Tarone & Liu, 1995, in Hanaoka & Izumi, 2012).  

In spite of these assumptions, however, not all reformulation studies have 

attempted to examine writers’ struggles to express themselves in stage 1. As reflected in 

Table 2, some studies have adopted a product-oriented approach by limiting their focus 

of attention to the analysis of errors (Adams, 2003; Sachs & Polio, 2007; Storch & 

Wigglesworth, 2010; Tocalli-Beller 2005) or the complexity and accuracy of the texts 

produced (Wigglesworth & Storch, 2012b). Other studies have attempted to do justice to 

the problems addressed by learners by favouring a process-oriented approach which is 

reflected in the use of think-aloud procedures (Hanaoka, 2006; Qi & Lapkin, 2001) or 

note-taking (Hanaoka & Izumi, 2012) in individual writing, or in the analysis of learners’ 

interactions in collaborative writing (Lapkin, Swain & Smith, 2002; Swain & Lapkin, 

2002; Tocalli-Beller & Swain, 2005; Yang & Zhang, 2010).  

In those studies where the analysis of stage 1 has been reduced to the identification 

of errors or the assessment of the accuracy and complexity of the written texts, very little 

information can be found as to how problems were noticed or handled by learners, 

although in some cases researchers have been aware of the important processes occurring 

in the composition of initial drafts. Adams (2003), for example, admitted that, although 

noticing the gap was the main focus of her research, the students in her study might have 

experienced other types of noticing (i.e. noticing the hole) when writing their original 

texts. Sachs and Polio (2007), in turn, observed that, although some of their participants 

did not think-aloud during the initial composition stage, some of their comments at the 

comparison stage seemed to refer to problems that had emerged in their own output 

production. 

On the other hand, process-oriented studies have not been uniform in the data 

collection procedures used or in the conceptualization of the analytical categories 

employed (see Table 2). Within the group of studies focusing on collaborative writing, 

Lapkin, Swain & Smith (2002), Swain and Lapkin (2002) and Tocalli-Beller & Swain 

(2005) analysed initial composition processes by means of LREs intended to illustrate 

how the hesitations and uncertainties they captured were subsequently addressed by the 
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learners when processing the reformulated texts. These LREs, therefore, were then 

interpreted as the point of departure for the development of noticing processes across 

stages, processes which, in line with the main aims of the study, provided learners with 

multiple opportunities to “reflect on the language point in question and come to a deeper 

understanding of the proposed change” (Swain & Lapkin, 2002, p. 299). A similar 

triggering function of LREs in stage 1 was acknowledged by Yang and Zhang (2010) 

who, in addition, saw these episodes as mainly related to meaning-form mapping 

processes. 
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Table 2 —Stage-based categories in reformulation studies 

Study 
Stage 1 

(Original 
text) 

Stage 2 
(Comparison with 

reformulations) 

Stage 3 
(Incorporation of 

changes) 

Stage 4 
delayed 
postest 

Process-oriented data 

Adams (2003) 
 

Dyads: 
Number and 
type of 
errors 

Dyads: 
1.Noticing only: LREs 
2. Noticing+Stimulated 
recall. 
3. Control group. 
 
 

Checking whether 
each individual got 
each reformulated 
item right or wrong 
when rewriting the 
original text. 

NA 
LREs in stage 2 classified as (i) agree with 
reformulations and (i) disagree with 
reformulations. 

Hanaoka (2006) 
 

Individuals: 
Think-aloud, 
Problematic 
Features 
noticed 
(PFNs) 

Individuals: 
Think-aloud, 
Differences noticed 
between original text 
and reformulations and 
models 

Individuals: 
Uptake: Incorporation 
of solutions to stage 1 
PFNs from 
reformulations and 
models into their 
revised texts 

NA Stage 1: PFNs 
Stage 2: Noticed differences  

Hanaoka & Izumi 
(2012) 

Individuals: 
Notes of 
problematic 
features 
noticed 
(PFNs) 

Individuals: 
Notes of everything 
writers noticed when 
comparing  original 
texts with 
reformulations and 
models 

Individuals: 
Uptake: Incorporation 
of solutions to stage 1 
PFNs from 
reformulations and 
models into their 
rewritten texts 

NA 

Stage 1 PFNs: overt and covert. 
Covert: total avoidance, partial avoidance, 
paraphrasing 
Stage 2: differences noted 

Lapkin, Swain & 
Smith (2002) 

Dyads: 
LREs 

Dyads: 
1.Noticing: LREs 
2.Stimulated recall: 
LREs 

Checking whether 
each individual got 
each reformulated 
item right or wrong 

NA 

LREs in Stage 1. Lack of systematic 
classification. 
LREs in stage 2 classified as (i) agree with 
reformulations and (i) disagree with 
reformulations.  
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when revising the 
original text  

Qi & Lapkin 
(2001) 

 

Individuals: 
Think-aloud, 
LREs 

Individuals: 
Think-aloud + 
Stimulated recall, 
LREs 

Individuals: 
Changes in revisions 
of original texts in 
relation to stages 1 
and 2 

NA 

LREs in S1: occasional illustrations, lack of 
a systematic classification. 
LREs in S2: classified as perfunctory and 
substantive. 

Sachs & Polio 
(2007) 

Individuals: 
Number and 
type of 
errors 

Individuals: 
-Error correction and 
reformulation 
conditions: notes 
(allowed) 
-Reformulation + think-
aloud condition: 
writers’ verbalizations 
-Control group (in 2nd 
study) 

Individuals: 
Number and type of 
corrections in the 
direction of the 
feedback when 
rewriting their texts 

NA 

Verbalizations in S2: reading the correction 
aloud, mentioned only or read again with 
emphasis, misspelling, use of metalanguage 
without reasons, oversight, reason, new 
lexical item, old lexical item, lack of reason, 
repetition o change, wrong reason.   

Swain & Lapkin 
(2002) 

Dyads: 
LREs 

Dyads: 
1.Noticing: LREs 
2.Stimulated recall: 
LREs 

Checking whether 
each individual got 
each reformulated 
item right or wrong 
when revising the 
original text  

NA 

LREs in Stage 1. Lack of systematic 
classification. 
LREs in stage 2 classified as (i) agree with 
reformulations and (i) disagree with 
reformulations.  

Storch & 
Wigglesworth 

(2010) 

Dyads: 
LREs 

Dyads: 
LREs 

Dyads: 
Uptake (immediate 
revisions) 

Individual 
rewriting 
Retention 
(23 days) 

LREs in Stage 1. Lack of a systematic 
classification. 
LREs in stage 2: extensive level of 
engagement and limited level of engagement 
in pair discussions. 

Tocalli-Beller & 
Swain (2007) 

Dyads: 
LREs 

Dyads: 
1.Noticing: LREs 

Checking whether 
each individual got NA LREs in Stage 1: Lack of a systematic 

classification. 
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2.Stimulated recall: 
LREs 
 
 

each reformulated 
item right or wrong 
when revising the 
original text 

LREs in stage 2 (stimulated recall): agree 
with reformulations and disagree with 
reformulations (cognitive conflict episodes, 
CCEs). 
Qualitative analysis of only six CCES; LREs 
in stage 1 are not analyzed. 

Yang & Zhang 
(2010) 

 
LREs  Noticing: LREs and 

CREs in pair talk  

Changes in revised 
texts which either 
matched or were 
similar to the feedback 

NA 
LREs and CREs in Stages1 and 2 coded as 
being solved correctly, incorrectly or 
avoided.  

Wigglesworth & 
Storch (2012b) 

 

Dyads: 
LREs 

Dyads: 
LREs 

Dyads: 
Uptake (immediate 
revisions) 

Individual 
rewriting 
Retention 
(23 days) 

LREs in Stage 1. Lack of a systematic 
classification. 
LREs in stage 2: extensive level of 
engagement and limited level of engagement 
in pair discussions 
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Within the individual writing strand, note-taking (Hanaoka & Izumi, 2012) and 

think-aloud procedures (Hanaoka, 2006; Qi & Lapkin, 2001) have been used as data 

collection procedures. The handwritten notes and the original texts produced by the 

participants allowed Hanaoka and Izumi (2012) to identify the problematic features they 

had noticed (PFNs) in stage 1. These features were coded either overt or covert with a 

view to assessing the usefulness of the two feedback strategies used in the study 

(reformulation and models), but the use of note-taking as a measure of noticing was 

acknowledged as an important limitation of the study. Although it was useful in 

identifying the focus of learners’ attention when dealing with the problems they 

experienced during the writing processes, it was not well suited to capture the dynamic 

nature of thought processes when addressing those problems, i.e., how writers moved 

from initial to final hypotheses when handling the different problems they noticed in the 

course of the composition. Using think-aloud as a data collection procedure, Hanaoka 

(2006) also labelled problems in stage 1 as “problematic features noticed” but, rather than 

paying attention to the procedures used by the writers to solve those problems, the study 

focused basically on the linguistic representations underlying them, i.e., lexis, grammar 

and content. In contrast, Qi and Lapkin (2001) used LREs to account for the problems 

encountered by learners in the output stage and, accordingly, emphasized two main 

dimensions of this type of episodes. First, unresolved LREs, as a result of the sense of 

frustration they provoked in learners, were credited as promoters of noticing in the 

comparison stage. This claim was consistent with the notion of cognitive comparison 

(James, 1998), which holds that, in order to be effective, learning processes must be based 

on previous experiences, especially if these experiences are negative. The second 

dimension of LREs, namely the role they play in form-function mappings, was held to 

trigger writers’ noticing of forms and promote their search for appropriate matches 

between the ideas to be expressed and the linguistic forms available in memory, a process 

regarded as “essential to improving L2 writing proficiency or even L2 proficiency in 

general” (p. 290).   

Globally considered and spite of their differences in data collection and coding 

procedures, three important conclusions may be drawn from the review of the analytical 

procedures used in Stage 1 by the reformulation studies discussed above. First, written 

output is not only considered by some studies as a product but also as a production process 

that involves an important noticing or triggering function. The process of producing 
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written output is viewed as a stimulator or priming device (Gass, 1987) that allows 

learners to process subsequent feedback (in the form of reformulations) in a focused way 

and to use that feedback to confirm or reject information about the specific problems 

encountered during the initial production of their texts. Second, these problems do not 

always surface in the written texts, as many of them may remain hidden or covert and are, 

therefore, impossible to capture with product-oriented methods based on error counting 

or accuracy assessment. Covert problems are also very difficult to address with 

reformulation techniques which, by their very nature and like most WCF types, operate 

on observable errors in the text. This limitation highlights the need to consider the active 

mental processes occurring during the writing stage, as well as their visible 

manifestations, as crucial elements potentially leading to language learning (Hanaoka & 

Izumi, 2012). Finally, these mental processes, which are related to the search for 

appropriate form-function mappings, have been explored in some studies by means of 

LREs. Although the characterizations of these episodes range from considering them, in 

individual writing, as verbalizations of linguistic problems encountered while writing (Qi 

& Lapkin, 2001) or, in collaborative writing, as those parts of a dialogue where learners 

talk about and reflect on the language they produce and use (Swain & Lapkin, 2002; Yang 

& Zhang, 2010), in all cases LREs have basically been classified as a function of their 

underlying linguistic representations (lexis, form or discourse) and their resolution 

(correct, incorrect, unresolved).  

These classification criteria, however, are rather limited. In none of studies 

reviewed is there an attempt to establish a systematic classification of those LREs, which, 

in line with L2 writing process studies, might include, for example, the problem-solving 

strategies or procedures used by the writers, as well as the orientation of those strategies. 

There is, therefore, a need to move beyond vague and a-theoretical formulations of LREs 

as “verbalization of language-related problems” or “a part of a dialogue in which learners 

talk and reflect on their uses of language”, and begin to contemplate these episodes as 

theoretically-motivated units of analysis which integrate strategies such as re-readings, 

evaluations, metalinguistic reasoning, use of analogies, formulation of pre-texts, etc., all 

of which have been previously documented in the literature on L2 writing as crucial for 

the production of written texts (see the “writing strategies” and the “collaborative writing” 

sections above. Bearing these assumptions in mind, we suggest below (see the Method 

section) that the notion of problem-space (Manchón & Roca de Larios, 2007, 2009) might 
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be used to reconceptualize LREs as more comprehensive units of analysis, which may 

harbour some language learning potential. 

 

a. Operationalizing feedback processing at Stage 2 

 

Although the main aim of the present dissertation is not related to the analysis of 

what learners report noticing while comparing their original writing to a reformulated 

version (stage 2), but rather to the processes and strategies they engage in when writing 

their texts both before (stage 1) and after (stage 3) processing the feedback received, the 

importance of this processing makes it necessary to review how it has been addressed in 

reformulation studies. Some studies loosely coded noticing as either Language and/or 

Content-Related Episodes (Adams, 2003; Swain & Lapkin; 2002; Yang & Zhang, 2010), 

or as Features Noticed in the input (Hanaoka, 2006). In these studies, the notion of depth 

of processing was largely ignored and noticing was operationalized either explicitly as 

“verbally stated awareness of differences between interlanguage and target output” 

(Adams, 2003, p. 358), or by using descriptive examples of pair talk showing learners 

reading or commenting on feedback (Yang & Zhang, 2010). Learners’ collaborative 

dialogue and self-reports via techniques of stimulated recall or think-aloud protocols were 

used as a window through which to access their engagement with feedback. Although the 

focus of analysis in all these cases was on describing what learners’ did in response to 

feedback (accepting or rejecting it) rather than on how they did it, Adams (2003) did 

acknowledge, without going into much detail, that the learners in her study “used a variety 

of strategies to process the feedback” (2003, p. 364). Similarly, Hanaoka (2006, p.185) 

suggested that deeper processing of feedback through “positive assessment” of the 

linguistic features noticed would seem to be necessary to ensure retention. Both of these 

caveats suggest the need for research to tap into the nature of the mental processing 

activated by feedback.  

Fewer studies have taken up the challenge of attempting to capture the nature of 

learners’ engagement with feedback, mainly because of the difficulty involved in linking 

internal phenomena such as awareness and depth of processing to observable behaviours. 

Using think-aloud introspective data in combination with retrospective interviews, Qi and 

Lapkin (2001) highlighted the importance of the quality of noticing learners engaged in 

by differentiating, as mentioned above, between perfunctory and substantive noticing. 
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This distinction provided some evidence that active engagement with feedback through 

metalinguistic reasoning and understanding (substantive noticing) seemed to be 

associated to deeper levels of awareness than surface noticing without stating a reason 

(perfunctory), and that this ultimately had a greater impact on improvements in learners’ 

written texts. As the authors suggest: ‘noticing without understanding or noticing for no 

articulated clear reason does not have the same impact on learning in L2 writing 

performance as does noticing with understanding’ (Qi & Lapkin, 2001 p 294). Sachs and 

Polio (2007), however, were more cautious about claiming that improvements in writing 

are unequivocally caused by what learners claim to have noticed and understood, 

preferring to refer instead to associations between reported noticing and accuracy gains. 

They sustain that when learners notice and provide reasons for errors there is a greater 

likelihood of this carrying over to improvements in writing performance.  

Elaborating further on learners’ thought processes during feedback analysis, 

Sachs and Polio (2007) attempted to examine in greater detail learners’ reported levels of 

awareness using concurrent think-aloud protocols. In doing so, they produced a 

descriptive classification of eleven levels of awareness based on the kind of verbal 

comments made by learners in relation to noticed errors. These included categories that 

essentially described the linguistic focus of learners’ attention (misspelling, oversight, 

use of new and old lexical items), as well as others that attempted to account for how 

learners actively processed the feedback. The procedural categories ranged from those 

involving simple observable actions (reading feedback aloud, mentioning with emphasis, 

failure to provide a reason) to the more complex attempts learners made to analyse what 

they had noticed, thus revealing deeper levels of processing (using metalanguage without 

a reason, providing an incorrect reason or reasoning successfully).  

Although there is some degree of overlapping with Qi and Lapkin’s (2001) 

findings in that substantive noticing and the categories of metalanguage and reasoning 

were more likely to lead to improvements in learners’ subsequent writing, Sachs and Polio 

(2007) also pointed out the difficulty in establishing a clear-cut relationship between 

noticing and language gains due to the high-inference nature of coding verbalization data. 

Learners did not always incorporate errors they had clearly understood into their revised 

texts; nor did they verbalize reasons for all the errors they identified, which the authors 

suggest may also be dependent on the complexity of the error itself or on how easy an 

error is to verbalize. In this respect, they suggested that between perfunctory and 
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substantive noticing there may be differing degrees or levels of awareness, and that 

evidence of learners’ meta-awareness or subjective insight into language might be a more 

fruitful indicator of the quality of noticing they engage in.22  

The link between learner engagement and depth of processing has usually been 

analysed from a purely cognitive dimension by focusing on learners’ deployment of their 

attentional resources when handling feedback. However, more recent studies on 

collaborative writing conducted within a sociocultural framework have expanded this 

conception of engagement by addressing learners’ emotional reactions and beliefs about 

feedback, as well as the extent to which they then incorporate corrections during the 

revision process (Storch & Wigglesworth, 2010; Wigglesworth & Storch, 2012b). Using 

LREs and the acceptance or rejection of feedback as units of analysis, the authors focus 

on the extent to which learners’ engagement with feedback, operationalized as the length 

and quality of interactive discussions and coded as extensive (multiple turns in which the 

speakers discussed or explained aspects of the feedback to each other); limited (single 

turn in which one of the pair reads the feedback while his/her partner simply agrees, 

repeats the feedback or remains silent), or inexistent, was related to improved accuracy 

and complexity in subsequent writing. Although failing to find a clear connection 

between extent of engagement and uptake, these studies provide us with insights into the 

cognitive strategies used by pairs when processing feedback (memorization), as well as 

their individual differences (more or less extrovert) and attitudes towards the type and 

content of the feedback they received (lack of confidence in feedback considered as 

wrong or irrelevant), which undoubtedly influenced what they noticed and whether they 

were likely to learn from it. 

While the research reviewed so far has accounted for cognitive and attitudinal 

dimensions of learner engagement with feedback, Han and Hyland (2015) presented a 

multidimensional framework of engagement, adapted from Ellis’s (2010) componential 

framework for corrective feedback, which integrates cognitive, behavioural and affective 

aspects. It is their contention that a thorough understanding of the complexity of learners’ 

responses to feedback can only be uncovered by the combined analysis of all three 

perspectives. To this end, the framework comprises three main categories with their 

                                                             
22 Recall our discussion above of Gutiérrez’s (2008, 2011) notion of covert metalinguistic activity (see the 
subsection “Explicit and implicit knowledge in collaborative writing” above). 
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corresponding sub-categories. Cognitive engagement entails both metacognitive (eg 

planning) and cognitive operations (eg. reasoning, writing down a correction, analysing 

sentence structure), which learners deploy to self-regulate and process feedback. Within 

the cognitive dimension, depth of processing is operationalized as two levels of 

awareness, i) as noticing: when a corrective intention is recognized, and ii) as 

understanding: when errors are successfully diagnosed and explained. In this sense, the 

model coincides with the substantive/perfunctory dichotomy described by Qi and Lapkin 

(2001), but fails to contemplate a possible grading or ranking of learners’ processing 

operations as suggested by Sachs and Polio (2007). Affective engagement brings in the 

individual dimension of processing by including learners’ emotional responses to 

feedback and their developing attitudes towards the feedback provided. Behavioural 

engagement focuses specifically on the results of feedback processing since it emphasizes 

the revision operations (correct, incorrect, deletion, etc.) performed by learners on 

subsequent written texts. It would seem important, then, that future attempts at explaining 

the interaction between learners’ minds, observable actions and the language input to 

which they are exposed should contemplate the dynamic relationship between cognitive, 

affective and behavioural responses to feedback, while attempting at the same time to 

account for noticing from feedback along a continuum of depth of processing behaviours. 

 

b. Operationalizing the effects of feedback on language use at Stage 3 

 

The underlying principle guiding feedback studies is that for reformulations to be 

effective, in addition to being noticed by learners, they must subsequently be incorporated 

to a greater or a lesser extent into their immediate language use in revised output. These 

immediate incorporations, generally defined as uptake, have mostly been explored by 

asking individual learners to make any revisions they wanted to their original drafts after 

processing the reformulations (e.g., Hanaoka, 2006; Qi & Lapkin, 2001; Swain & Lapkin, 

2002; Tocalli-Beller & Swain, 2005; Yang & Zhang, 2010) or, alternatively, by 

instructing them to rewrite their texts once again using the same prompt as in stage 1 

(Adams, 2003; Hanaoka & Izumi, 2012; Sachs & Polio, 2007). In two studies (Storch & 

Wigglesworth, 2010; Wigglesworh & Storch, 2012b), the same learners who revised their 

texts in pairs immediately after receiving the feedback (so as to measure their level of 
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uptake) were also asked to write the texts individually again after some time had elapsed 

(so as to measure their level of retention). 

The studies that asked learners to revise their original texts included those in 

which reformulation was the only feedback treatment employed and those in which it was 

compared to other feedback strategies. In the first case, the incorporation of feedback was 

measured by ascertaining (i) how perfunctory and substantive LREs were related to either 

no changes or changes that represented improvements in the revised product (Qi & 

Lapkin 2001), (ii) whether changes in the revised text corresponded to the reformulated 

version or could be regarded as acceptable alternatives (Swain & Lapkin, 2002), and (iii) 

how the LREs that involved cognitive conflict (CCEs) and those that did not (non-CCEs) 

related to correct and incorrect incorporations of feedback, and whether CCEs were 

related to revisions that either matched the reformulations or were considered acceptable 

alternatives (Tocalli-Beller & Swain, 2005). When reformulations were compared to 

model texts, a distinction was established between (i) those incorporations that were 

uniquely traceable to one feedback treatment or to both (Hanaoka, 2006); and (ii) those 

that matched or were similar to each feedback treatment, the former being identified as 

better changes and the latter as acceptable ones (Yang & Zhang, 2010). When 

reformulations were compared to editing symbols, a complex approach was used that 

included the analysis of (i) the number of LREs elicited in the revision session, the level 

of engagement (simple or extensive) showed by these LREs, their resolution (correct, 

incorrect or unresolved) and their linguistic focus (lexis, form and mechanics) (Storch & 

Wigglesworth, 2010); or (ii) the relationship of each learner between their level of 

engagement with the feedback (classified as high, medium or low, as a function of the 

percentage of LREs regarded as extensive), their degree of acceptance of the feedback 

provided (classified as high, medium or low, as a function of the percentage of 

acceptances), and the accuracy improvement of their revised texts (classified as high, 

medium, average, low and worse, as a function of the percentages achieved) 

(Wigglesworth & Storch, 2012b). Finally, retention in these two studies was measured 

by comparing the texts written in stages 1, 3 and 4. 

Within the group of studies that prompted learners to rewrite their texts, different 

procedures were used to assess learners’ incorporation of feedback. Adams (2003) 

distinguished between (i) those incorporations that had previously been reformulated, 

which were coded as more or less target-like; (ii) those that remained unchanged, which 
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were regarded as less target-like, and, finally, (iii) those that were avoided, which were 

coded as non-attempted. Sachs and Polio (2007) measured uptake by using a scale of 

revisions of T-units, defined as an independent clause and any subordinate clause attached 

to or embedded in it, and distinguished what proportion of these units were revised in the 

direction of the corrective feedback, i.e., fully revised, partially revised, no revision or 

not applicable. Finally, Hanaoka and Izumi (2012), compared the effects of model texts 

and reformulations by analysing the incorporations of solutions to the overt and covert 

problems previously addressed by their participants. 

Although most studies reported that there were always incorporations into revised 

or rewritten texts that had not previously been reported as noticed in stage 2 (e.g., 

Hanaoka, 2006; Hanaoka & Izumi, 2012) and the other way round, that is, features that 

were noticed but not incorporated (e.g., Qi & Lapkin, 2001; Sachs & Polio, 2007), it may 

globally be observed that, in spite of the differences across described above, uptake (and 

retention) has generally been operationalized in terms of the changes that either matched 

(better changes) or were similar (acceptable changes) to the feedback previously 

provided. In terms of accuracy, some studies have also allowed for more or less-target 

like incorporations. This means that some indication can be detected in this research 

strand of a move away from a black and white (all or nothing) conception of language 

learning, which is one of the defining characteristics of error correction (EC) studies23, to 

one in which some, albeit small, kind of progression or development is to be expected. 

These indications hinted at so far, however, are not sufficient if we pay attention to Sachs 

and Polio’s (2007) recommendations regarding the way language development might be 

operationalized in feedback studies. Taking Norris and Ortega’s (2003) views as their 

point of departure, these authors suggest that acquisition “might refer to various sorts of 

gradual and nonlinear changes in both linguistic and metalinguistic behaviour”, and that 

these changes not only include the appropriate use of language forms “but also, for 

example, the constructs of emergence, detection, restructuring and awareness” (p. 75). 

The authors complete their argument by claiming that a range of psychological processes 

(supposedly including those mentioned above) “might be seen as constituting steps 

toward L2 development” (p. 75). This leads us to sustain that the scope of phenomena to 

be considered within the realm of L2 learning or potentially leading to L2 learning is 

                                                             
23 Recall that, in the Overview section of the present dissertation, EC studies were characterized as more 
interested in measuring the accuracy of the final product than in looking at developmental issues.  
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much wider than that which is currently contemplated in existing research on 

reformulation.    

 Furthermore and in close correspondence with the previous point, most studies 

have operationalized incorporations in terms of linguistic units (lexis, form, mechanics 

or discourse), i.e., the what of learners’ linguistic representations, leaving aside how these 

linguistic representations were strategically handled by learners. Although it is true that 

some authors have claimed that students’ learning should not be only assessed by 

comparing their texts before and after the feedback treatment but rather by identifying 

their improvement in each stage of their writing process (Yang & Zhang, 2010) or that 

some process-product approaches have been attempted for the first time in reformulation 

studies (see Wigglesworth and Storch, 2012b), if a multifaceted conception of L2 

learning, as described in previous sections of this dissertation, is intended to guide 

research, a much wider and theoretically driven process-oriented approach should be 

adopted. As mentioned in the previous section, the present study attempts to address this 

issue by reconceptualising LREs as problem-spaces.      

 

I.8 Limitations of research to date 
 

It might be concluded from the analyses outlined above that, although 

reformulation studies have elaborated different analytical categories and procedures to 

document the promotion of noticing from the generation of written text, and the 

incorporation of linguistic features noticed in their subsequent texts, these studies have 

not fully specified the nature of these text generation and incorporation processes. This 

limitation, however, is at odds (i) with the hypothesis that if feedback plays an effective 

role in redirecting learners’ concerns, some change in the nature of composition processes 

and strategies engaged in by writers prior to and after the provision of feedback may be 

expected; and (ii) with most recent claims of research into L2 writing, which hold that 

the problems involved in the course of the composition process and the strategies 

deployed by writers to try and solve those problems involve some degree of language 

learning potential (Kormos, 2012; Macaro, 2014; Ortega, 2012). In the light of these 

claims, it is our contention that if the analysis of composition processes and strategies is 

overlooked, an important source of information about the language learning potential of 

reformulations will be lost. There is a need, then, to provide a systematic account of the 
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hypotheses produced and put to the test by L2 writers while strategically producing their 

texts or attempting to incorporate the feedback in their own written products, the cognitive 

processing this may involve and the evaluative decisions taken along the way.   

Secondly, the degree of difficulty involved in both learner-initiated noticing of 

problems while writing and having to proactively seek out and locate the corrections and 

changes made in the reformulated text, and whether this is successfully accomplished or 

not, is likely to be influenced not only by the quantity and quality of noticing that learners 

engage in, but also by as well as their level of L2 proficiency, both of which are held to 

determine the potential benefits of reformulations to a large extent (Hanaoka, 2006; Qi & 

Lapkin, 2001; Santos, López-Serrano & Manchón, 2010).  Hence, another important area 

of concern in writing and reformulation research pertains to the fact that, in spite of the 

potential role played by L2 proficiency in promoting or hindering the benefits associated 

with feedback, very few studies have specifically looked at this issue. In some cases, high 

levels of L2 proficiency have been found to allow (i) adult learners to better understand 

the nature of noticed gaps and, as a result, to make more improvements in their subsequent 

written products (Qi & Lapkin, 2001), or (ii) immersion students to engage in longer sets 

of LREs and more detailed noticing processes (Lapkin, Swain & Smith, 2002). In other 

cases, however, proficiency did not seem to have any effect on the amount of problematic 

features adult learners noticed in the output-only stage or on the number of features they 

incorporated from feedback texts into subsequent revisions (Hanaoka, 2006). The 

inconsistency of these findings as well as the populations involved in the studies so far 

conducted (mainly adult or adolescent learners at intermediate or upper-intermediate 

levels of proficiency), seem to warrant further research aimed at determining how young 

learners’ level of proficiency mediates their noticing processes and responses to feedback. 

Thirdly, a further limitation of research to date concerns the lack of attention paid 

to the way instruction might enhance learners’ cognitive processing during writing and 

their efficient use of reformulation. On the assumption that both writing in a second 

language and the processing of reformulations constitute complicated tasks even for adult 

learners, it is likely that younger learners may not know how or where to distribute their 

attention during collaborative writing and feedback processing if they are not duly trained 

beforehand. As mentioned in the “Overview” section of the present study, suggestions 

have been made regarding the importance of the teacher’s intervention in raising learners’ 

awareness of gaps in their linguistic knowledge and the importance of using this 
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awareness in subsequent feedback analysis and revisions. Such proposals have included 

engaging in whole-class discussions (Yang  & Zhang, 2010), or in stages of pre-noticing, 

while-noticing and post-noticing, which aim at instructing learners on how feedback 

functions and helping them reflect on what they learn throughout the process (Barnawi, 

2011). To date, however, pedagogical recommendations such as these have not been put 

to the test, especially over prolonged periods of time.   

Fourthly, a number of additional factors might also influence children’s cognitive 

processing during writing and feedback analysis. In their multidimensional framework of 

engagement with feedback, Han and Hyland (2015) argue for the analysis of learners’ 

reactions to feedback from a triple perspective, which should include not only the 

examination of learners’ cognitive processing of feedback, but also their attitudinal and 

behavioural responses. Individual factors such as learners’ attitudes towards writing, their 

acceptance or rejection of the feedback provided by the teacher and their ability to 

participate effectively in collaborative dialogue with age and proficiency-matched 

partners are all areas which have yet to be explored with children in the field of second 

language acquisition research.  

Fifthly, as suggested by Leow (1999, 2015), any research based on the 

identification of attentional processes should aim to measure them directly. In consonance 

with this contention, most of the studies reviewed above have used online measures such 

as think-aloud reports to tap into learners’ thought processes while composing and 

analyzing feedback, either exclusively (Sachs & Polio, 2007) or in combination with 

additional follow-up measures including immediate retrospective interviews (Qi & 

Lapkin, 2001). Think-aloud data have the advantage of providing the researcher with 

evidence of conscious noticing by learners while on task. However, it also entails 

important drawbacks including reactivity, when increased or diminished attention to 

language affects the depth of processing engaged in (Jourdenais, 2001), and non-

veridicality, when, under communicative pressure, learners may either fail to verbalize 

everything they notice, or they may report noticing that has not actually taken place 

(Jourdenais, 2001; Mackey, 2006). Other researchers have employed alternative online 

measures of learners’ noticing, including note-taking (Hanaoka, 2007; Hanaoka & Izumi, 

2012) and audio recordings of learners’ collaborative dialogue (Santos, López-Serrano 

and Manchón, 2010; Swain & Lapkin, 2002; Storch & Wigglesworth, 2010; Yang & 

Zhang, 2010; Wigglesworth & Storch, 2012b). Swain (2000) defined collaborative 
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dialogue as that in which “speakers are engaged in problem solving and knowledge-

building” (p. 102) while Swain and Lapkin (2002) added the concept of ‘metatalk’ to 

describe collaborative talk in which peers reflect together on language itself. More recent 

research carried out within a sociocultural framework (Storch & Wigglesworth, 2010; 

Wigglesworth & Storch, 2012b) has explored the degree of learner involvement with 

feedback through the analysis of the length and quality of their interventions in 

collaborative discussions. It would seem worthwhile, then, for our research to look further 

into the possibilities afforded by collaborative dialogue as a methodological tool by 

having child learners in a formal learning context engage in discussions of the problems 

which emerge during writing and analysis of feedback. 

Finally, with the exception of Adams (2003) and Cánovas, Roca de Larios & 

Coyle (2015) none of the research carried out to date on the role of reformulations as a 

written corrective feedback technique was designed in such a way that a control group 

was included. This constitutes an important limitation in studies of writing and feedback 

processing insofar as the results reported in the majority of studies remain largely 

speculative. 

Bearing these assumptions in mind, the present study attempts to (i) 

systematically analyse the problems noticed and addressed by young EFL learners during 

the composition process, both before and after comparing their texts to reformulated 

versions, and (ii) ascertain the influence of learners’ L2 proficiency level and instruction 

on feedback processing on the strategies they used to try and solve those problems.  

 

The following research questions were formulated: 

 

1. What problem-solving strategies, if any, do young EFL learners engage in 

when composing picture-based narrative texts in collaboration? 

2. Are there any changes in the problem-solving strategies used by the children 

after receiving feedback in the form of reformulations? Are these changes (if 

any) mediated by the children’s level of proficiency and the type of instruction 

received? 
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CHAPTER I 

Method 
 

In this chapter a description of the main metholodological aspects of the present 

study is provided.  First, the research context, the participants who took part in it and the 

research design will be presented. A detailed account of the data collection process, 

including an explanation of the tasks that the participants were asked to perform as well 

as a detailed characterization of both the different instructional treatments used and the 

audio-recording sessions conducted, can also be found in this section. Finally, the data 

analysis process will be discussed. 

 

I.1 The research context 
 

This research was conducted in a school located in a residential area in a town 

near the capital city of Murcia. It was a big school with 3 groups in each level from 

nursery school to secondary school and about 1100 students. In general terms, the 

children who attended this school had a medium-high socio-cultural level.  

This school did not belong to a bilingual program when this study took place. In 

principle, the type of teaching that children received had some traits of the communicative 

method (the teacher would use the L2 in class all the time so that English was presented 

as a real tool for communication, and many of the activities implemented sought to show 

the use of English in different everyday contexts). However, a number of determining 

factors made real instruction a little more traditional. On the one hand, the classes were 

crowded with 30 pupils on average, which prevented the students from participating 

frequently 'precluded high participation rates on the part of the students. Besides, the 

classrooms were very small so there was no way to easily reorganize the class design 

(pupils were arranged in rows) into a layout (pairs, groups) that fostered interaction 

among students. Consequently, the children barely had the opportunity to speak in the 

L2. On the other hand, the text book used in this school, and more specifically in Years 5 

and 6, had a strong grammatical orientation. This greatly shaped the teaching method, 

which many times consisted of explanations of explicit grammatical aspects. These 

factors were detrimental for the development of oral skills.  
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As for reading and writing, the former was mainly addressed through the use of 

different types of texts close to the students’ experiences and interests (cartoons, emails, 

fact files about relevant topics, etc.). Such texts were mainly approached through the use 

of translation. The development of the writing skill basically involved highly grammatical 

tasks (e.g., changing some given sentences either into the negative, the interrogative of 

the affirmative form, using unscrambled words to make sentences, writing sentences 

using some given words), answering questions, or writing short texts following models 

previously discussed in class (and devised in a way that the relevant grammatical aspect 

studied in the unit was practised). Most of the times, these texts required changing some 

words from the model suggested while using the same basic structures. Autonomous 

creation of texts hardly ever took place.  

 

I.2. Participants 
 

The participants in this study were 60 EFL primary school child learners at two 

different proficiency levels. They belonged to three Year 6 classes who were taught by 

the same English teacher, and were aged between eleven and twelve years old at the time 

of the study. For the sake of convenience, the three classes will be referred to as Classes 

A, B and C. As stipulated in the Spanish Education Bill LOE 2/2006, the children had 

been learning English as a foreign language for eight years since pre-school. Initially, the 

amount of time devoted to English was one hour per week. This exposure time gradually 

increased throughout primary school (two hours per week in Years 1 and 2 and three 

hours per week from Year 3 to Year 6). 

The choice of participants was not randomly made, but carried out in such a way 

that the final selection met two main criteria. The first criterion was that children of both 

high and low proficiency levels from all three classes were represented. A meeting was 

held with their English teacher and participants were selected by taking into account both 

the teacher’s personal observations, as well as the children’s test scores in English at the 

end of Year 5 and in the first term of Year 6 school year (see Coyle & Roca de Larios, 

2014, for similar procedures). The tests, which were taken by the students at the end of 

each didactic unit (once every five weeks approximately) were divided into three main 

parts (each of them corresponding to the skills of reading, writing and listening). In the 

first part, that of reading, children were usually asked to locate specific information in a 
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text and to answer to a number of questions using vocabulary and structures previously 

covered in class. In the writing part of the test, children produced a brief text in response 

to another text (a letter, for instance), a picture or instructions (“write a short text about 

your family”, “invite a friend to come to your birthday party”). In the last part of the test, 

the students listened to a recorded text or conversation and were asked to identify some 

specific information and complete a number of related activities (answering questions, 

multiple choice activities, true or false activities, choosing the right picture or correcting 

sentences). These tests, together with the teacher’s personal observations in class, 

provided reliable information on the children’s proficiency level in the L2 at the time of 

the study.  

 The second criterion for participant selection was the children’s perceived 

communication abilities. Given the characteristics of the procedure to be followed for 

data collection (see further details below), it was of the utmost importance that the 

participants were not reluctant to talk to each other and had no difficulty in expressing 

themselves spontaneously. Children who were considered too shy or quiet were excluded. 

Again their English teacher’s assessment was the basis for the selection.  

As for the first criterion, it was originally planned to select participants from Class 

A, Class B and Class C in order to place them into proficiency-matched pairs so that five 

pairs of high-level learners and five pairs of low-level learners per class were formed. 

However, it was soon evident that such a clear cut distinction between high and low levels 

of proficiency in each of the three classes was extremely difficult to achieve, given that 

many learners belonged to a middle or average proficiency range. As a result, the decision 

was taken to include those children that were estimated as properly high or high-average 

in the high-level group, and those regarded as properly low or low-average in the low-level 

group. By doing this, the researcher hoped to do justice to the different proficiency levels 

found in the three classes. Regarding the second criterion, the pairs were formed to ensure 

a high degree of familiarity between the participants, so that they felt at ease with each 

other and their willingness to communicate and spontaneity were not hindered. By doing 

so, it was hoped that the children’s involvement in the task, as reflected in their 

collaborative dialogue, would be as high as possible in terms of equality (learners’ level of 

contribution and control over the task) and mutuality (learners’ level of engagement with 

each other’s contribution) (Storch, 2002, 2013). This was considered important in order to 

avoid a potential imbalance in each child’s individual contribution to the writing task, a 
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phenomenon that can occur when an asymmetrical relationship between the two members 

impacts negatively on their interaction (Storch, 2013). An additional criterion of equality 

was also included. This meant that the resulting pairs from each class were equal to those 

pairs from the other two classes in terms of proficiency in each of the levels described 

above, so that possible effects from class membership were minimized (Adams, 2003). In 

order to meet this requirement, some specific adjustments were made once the pairs were 

designed. Gender was not considered a relevant variable in this study, and so was not taken 

into account.  

Pairs from Class A constituted the Reformulation Group (RG, henceforth) and 

pairs from Class B, the Reformulation Group with Instruction (RIG), while those from 

Class C were the Control Group (CG). These roles were randomly assigned. Each group 

was made up of ten pairs. In each group, five pairs were high level and another five, low 

level. No change was made in the pairing of the students throughout the different stages 

of the study. 

 

I.3 Research Design 
 

The present empirical study, which is exploratory and longitudinal in nature, was 

intended as an attempt to examine in close detail the effects of reformulation and 

instruction on children’s use of L2 writing strategies over an extended period of time. It 

was thus felt that looking at the developmental patterns of the three groups mentioned 

above under different instructional conditions together with the comparison of their 

written output across four different time periods (their original texts and rewritten 

versions in two writing cycles) would be a suitable procedure for the goals of the research. 

It would allow the researcher to combine statistical analyses with qualitative descriptions 

of children’s performance, obtain insights into their writing and processing of written 

corrective feedback and, hopefully, further knowledge of the language learning potential 

afforded by both. Consequently, an intervention was designed with two multi-stage 

writing cycles of 1 week (writing initial text, comparing the text to feedback and rewriting 

the text again), 2 months apart (6 weeks of instruction + 2 weeks of Easter break), and a 

six-week teaching period between both cycles which was implemented and addressed 

only to the RG and RIG. Data were collected over a period of 4 months (from early 

February to late May) as shown in Table 3. 
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Pairs in the RG and RIG were asked to perform the first of these multi-stage 

writing tasks based on a picture prompt and, after the treatment period of six weeks, both 

groups were asked to perform a second writing task using a different picture prompt. Pairs 

assigned to the CG only completed stages 1 and 3 of each multistage writing task under 

the same conditions as the RG and RIG and also on both occasions. However, in order to 

isolate instructional and feedback effects (see, for instance, Adams, 2003; Cánovas et al., 

2015), they received no treatment nor were they given feedback on their written output. 

In this respect, it should be pointed that, although excluding children from potentially 

beneficial instructional treatments might be regarded as ethically controversial, it is also 

true that the inclusion of a control group in classroom-based research plays an important 

role in providing evidence that can drive innovation and progress in the field of education. 

On top of that, and bearing in mind the aforementioned ethical controversy, the English 

teacher at the school where this study took place was asked to conduct a number of 

delayed teaching sessions for the children included in the control group and dully 

instructed to do so. These sessions would take place once the data collection period was 

finished. This decision guaranteed that this group would also benefit from the positive 

effects of the treatment (if any). 

 During the instructional period, the children in the RG and the RIG were taught 

by the researcher to make use of reformulations as a feedback technique through two 

different types of procedures (see below). Also, as a part of the design, the children were 

asked to write and rewrite their texts and process the feedback in collaboration. This 

decision was based on available research with adults which, as mentioned in previous 

sections (see, above all, the section on “Collaborative writing”), has shown that 

discussing problems with peers during the writing process seems to promote noticing of 

linguistic elements (Swain & Lapkin, 2002), provide opportunities for metalinguistic 

reasoning (Swain, 2000, 2006), involve interactional processes of deliberation of 

linguistic alternatives (Storch, 2008) and lead to gains in accuracy while also creating a 

context for language learning (e.g., Storch, 2005). Collaborative work was also thought 

to provide the support that children of this age need to use their metacognitive knowledge 

appropriately (Englert & Raphael, 1988, cited in Yarrow & Topping, 2001). All these 

considerations, together the evidence that child L2 learners are capable of writing 

collaboratively (Cánovas et al., 2015; Coyle & Roca de Larios, 2014), led the researcher 

to ask the children in the present study to work in pairs, and to try to identify and find 
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solutions for any problems they might encounter during the different tasks: writing their 

original texts, comparing their text to a reformulated version of them and rewriting their 

original compositions. 

 

I.4 Data collection 
 

Prior to the data collection process, the children’s parents were asked to sign 

permission forms that would allow the researcher to use the recorded dialogues and the 

written texts produced by the children. The data collection procedures consisted of two-

multistage writing cycles and a teaching period with two different types of instructional 

procedures (one for the RIG and a different one for the RG). These are shown in Table 3 

and explained below.  

 

Table 3 —Data collection schedule 

Group Condition Cycle 1 
(3 weeks) 

Instruction  
(An initial writing session + 6 

weekly sessions) 

Cycle 2 
(3 weeks) 

Reformulation 
Group (RG) 
N= 10 pairs 

Picture prompt: "The 
witch" 

 Stage 1: Initial 
writing 

 Stage 2: 
Comparison with 
feedback 

 Stage 3: 
Rewriting of 
original text 

 Comparison of the 
previous week’s written 
text and its reformulation 
in pairs. 

 Production of a new text 
based on a different 
picture prompt. Picture prompt: "The 

Scientist" 
 Stage 1: Initial 

writing 
 Stage 2: 

Comparison with 
feedback 

 Stage 3: Rewriting 
of original text  

Reformulation + 
Instruction Group 

(RIG) 
N= 10 pairs 

 Guided whole class 
comparison of an 
anonymously written text 
from another group and 
its reformulation. 

 Comparison of the 
previous week’s written 
text and its reformulation 
in pairs. 

 Production of a new text 
based on a different 
picture prompt. 

Control Group (CG) 
N= 10 pairs 

Picture prompt: 
"The witch" 

 Stage 1: Initial 
writing 

 Stage 2:---- 
 Stage 3: 

Rewriting  

Self-editing of the previous 
week’s written text (no 
corrective feedback ) and 
production of a new text based 
on a different picture prompt 

Picture prompt: 
"The scientist" 

 Stage 1: Initial 
writing 

 Stage 2---- 
 Stage 3: Rewriting  
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The entire data collection process took place over a period of 16 school weeks. 

The initial three-stage task was carried out over 5 weeks (cycle 1). This was followed by 

the treatment period, which was implemented with the RG and RIG groups over a period 

of 6 weeks. Participants in CG also wrote a weekly text using the same picture prompts 

as their peers in RG and RIG, but without access to any feedback. The second multi-stage 

task took place immediately afterwards and lasted a further 5 weeks (cycle 2). Within 

each cycle, the time span between each of the three stages of the writing task and the time 

of day chosen to implement the tasks were exactly the same for all groups. Stage 2 took 

place two days after stage 1. To minimize the potential effects of memorization, stage 3 

took place four days after stage 2 (one week after the initial stage).  

 

I.4.1 Cycle 1 

 

The first cycle was carried out in the second term of the academic course 2011-

2012, from early February to mid-March, and consisted of three stages: stage 1 (writing 

task), stage 2 (comparison to the reformulation) and stage 3 (rewriting task). The first 

stage of each task involved pairs from all three groups working collaboratively in order 

to write a narrative in response to the picture prompt. In stage 2 the participants in the RG 

and RIG were given the same picture prompt along with their initial drafts and a 

typewritten reformulated version of the story. The original handwritten drafts were 

handed back to the learners so that they might recognize them more easily and any 

potential confusion might be avoided. In stage 3, pairs in all three groups were asked to 

rewrite their texts in collaboration.  

All instructions for task completion were given in Spanish to ensure that they were 

understood by all the children. These, in turn, were allowed to use the mother tongue in 

the course of their interactions so that they should not worry about having to use English 

to communicate their ideas when doing the tasks. In fact, the children’s use of English 

was very limited and it was practically reduced to the language required to complete the 

stories. All discussions at every stage were audio-recorded in the presence of the 

researcher and, as time was not an issue in the study and it is generally posited that 

learners must be given enough time to facilitate their feedback processing (see Sachs & 

Polio, 2007), the children were allowed to spend as much time as they needed to complete 
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the tasks. Most pairs spent an average of 13 minutes on task 1, 8 minutes on task 2 and 

12 minutes on task 3 (see section “The audio-recording sessions” below for more details 

on the recording sessions).  

 Two six-frame picture story prompts, "The Witch" (used in cycle 1) and "The 

Scientist" (used in cycle 2) (see Appendix A), were specifically designed for this study 

by the researcher. These writing prompts aimed to deal with topics that were related to 

the children’s experience so that they might find the task motivating and easy to discuss, 

given their limited range of vocabulary. In order to achieve this, the curricular content for 

both Years 5 and 6, as set out in the Regional Education Decree 286/2007 of 7th 

September, was consulted, as well as the EFL content their class teacher was currently 

working on at the time of the research. In an attempt to avoid the children’s written output 

being determined exclusively by class instruction, some potentially challenging elements 

(such as objects or actions relevant in the plot and unconnected to the high-frequency 

vocabulary covered in class) were also introduced into the picture prompts. These 

elements were only likely to be solved by resorting to more creative strategies other than 

simply reproducing language acquired in class. When piloted with learners of the same 

age as the participants in the present study, this balance between the old and the new 

proved to be a valid instrument to elicit a written narrative from children. 

At Stage 1 (Writing stage), the children were asked to collaboratively write a story 

in response to “The witch” picture prompt (examples of written texts are offered in 

Appendix B). The children were not given any indications on the use of specific 

vocabulary or verb tenses but were encouraged to comment in the language of their choice 

on any difficulties they experienced while attempting to write their picture stories. When 

any of the pairs faced a problematic linguistic item or had a doubt that led to a long pause, 

the researcher intervened to encourage them to explain what they were thinking about, 

although they were always free to complete the task in English the best they could.  

 At Stage 2 (comparison stage), 2 days after the first stage was completed, each 

pair was provided with their own text and a reformulated version of it. They were then 

asked to revise their original text and write down, underline or verbalize any differences 

they noticed as they compared it to the reformulated version. No instructions were given 

to the participants regarding what they were supposed to notice (Yang and Zhang, 2010). 

Some examples of what the children underlined or wrote in note form are provided in 

Appendix B.    
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 Children’s original texts were reformulated by the researcher with the main 

purpose of correcting their syntactic, lexical and morphological errors, and removing any 

inadequacies in lexis or logical sequencing, while preserving their intentions and original 

ideas (Qi and Lapkin, 2001)24. An example follows in Table 4: 

 

Table 4 — Examples of original written texts and their reformulated versions 

Original Output Reformulated Version 

 Cycle 1  Cycle 1 

Some day a witch was dinner a sandwich 

and a juice* 

One day, a witch was having a sandwich 

and some juice for dinner. 

Cycle 2 Cycle 2 

The invention is very eficality and 

repercut in the cientific. ¡The cientific 

mutation in one cat!* 

The potion is very effective and instantly 

it turns the scientist into a cat.  

 

While reformulations at lexical, syntactic and morphological levels were quite 

straightforward, errors in logical sequencing were taken to be those affecting the 

coherence or cohesion of the texts produced by the children. As shown in Table 5 below, 

the participants wrote about a cat stealing the witch's lunch (frame 2). However, no cat 

had been mentioned in the previous frame (frame 1), where the context and main 

characters should have been introduced: 

 

Table 5 — Reformulation for cohesion (I) 

 Original Output 

Cycle 1 

Reformulated Version 

Cycle 1 

Frame 1 The witch is in her house. Because 

she is hungry and thirsty, she eats 

a sandwich and orange juize.* 

There is a witch in her house. She is 

eating a sandwich and drinking orange 

juice because she is hungry and thirsty. 

Frame 2 Her cat drinks the orange juize 

with the witch.* 

There is also a cat. This cat secretly 

drinks the witch's orange juice. 

                                                             
24These criteria, as well as the ones mentioned below, guided the reformulations written by the researcher 
in both cycles. The examples that follow are thus indistinctively drawn from cycle 1 or cycle 2.  
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In the next example (see Table 6), the bat that participants wrote about in frame 6 

had not been mentioned so far. In the reformulation it is made clear that the bat did not 

appear earlier in the story because it was sleeping (as depicted in the picture prompt): 

 

Table 6 — Reformulation for cohesion (II) 

 Original Output 

Cycle 1 

Reformulated Version 

Cycle 1 

Frame 6 And the other bat loves its. Now, 

the witch eats and drinks happily.* 

Another bat that was sleeping falls in 

love with it. Now the witch can finish 

her dinner happily. 

 

In addition to the different types of correction included in the operationalization 

of reformulation propounded by Qi & Lapkin (2001) which, as shown above, were the 

ones basically followed in the present study, the reformulated texts also included at times 

the description of those frames that the children had overlooked or described only 

partially in their original written output (see frames 2, 3 and in the table below). In these 

cases, the children’s incomplete output was expanded or elaborated on the basis of the 

reformulator’s own ideas. An example can be found in Table 7. 

 

Table 7 — Elaborated reformulations 

 

            Original Output 
                 Cycle 2 

             Reformulated Version 
                    Cycle 2 

Frame 1 One day, a cientific was in his  

Laboratory whith his pet it was a  

dog. He was experiment whith a  

potion* 

One day, a scientist was in is laboratory 

with his pet. It was a dog. This dog was 

sleeping and the scientist was making a 

new potion. 

Frame 2 - Then, the scientist drank the potion, 

Frame 3 - but he didn't like it. 

Frame 4 Now he change into a cat.* Suddenly, there was a flash of light and 

the dog woke up. After that, the 

scientist changed into a cat. 
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On a few occasions the presence of the researcher in the different writing sessions 

(see below) made it possible to take stock of commentaries and ideas contributed by the 

children in stage 1 which were eventually discarded or not fully developed for a variety 

of reasons (difficulty involved, failure to remember a given word, etc.). These ideas 

would be the basis of subsequent reformulations, especially when the children, searching 

for manageable alternatives, strayed from the picture prompt. This is shown in the excerpt 

below. The participants were struggling over how to write "The cat has six lives" in frame 

6. After performing an unsuccessful lexical search, they proved to be unable to recall the 

noun "life". This led them to renounce to their whole initial plan and to engage in the 

production of a message based on words they had recently learnt in class (“toothache, 

“stomache”, etc.). In doing so, they deviated from the storyline depicted in that particular 

frame. An instance in shown in Table 8: 

Table 8 — Reformulation based on participants' interaction 
 

Original Output Reformulated Version 

Finally, the cat was tootache, 

stomachache and erache.* 

Finally, (...) the cat died. Now it has only 

got six lives. 

 

It may be argued that these elaboration-oriented reformulation procedures are in 

contrast with those usually reported in previous studies, where reformulations are usually 

aimed to improve the lexical, syntactic, and stylistic expression of the ideas already 

formulated by the learners, but not to add new ideas that the writer did not express in the 

first place (e.g., Allwright et al., 1988; Sachs & Polio, 2007; Swain & Lapkin, 2002; 

Wigglesworth & Storch, 2012b; Yang & Zhang, 2010). It must be pointed out, however, 

that the elaborations described above were primarily intended by the researcher as a way 

to add missing information and, in doing so, provide the children with samples of 

supplementary and more sophisticated vocabulary and structures, seeking to upgrade their 

interlanguage. Care was taken so that these additions would always remain within or 

slightly beyond the perceived scope of what the learners could currently handle (see 

Ortega, 2009). 

At Stage 3 (Rewriting stage), one week after having completed the task in stage 

1, each pair was given the picture prompt again and asked to rewrite their story (examples 

of rewritten texts are offered in Appendix B).  As one of the main purposes of the present 
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study was the analysis of L2 writing strategies in this stage, the decision not to give the 

children their original draft was taken to reduce their possibilities of relying only on 

copying as their main strategy. Having to rewrite the texts might increase their chances 

of searching for new solutions to the problems noticed (Hanaoka, 2007) and, on the basis 

of the reformulated texts, take advantage of new opportunities to engage in their broadest 

possible strategic repertoire. 

 

I.4.2 Instructional period  
 

After the completion of cycle 1, a period of 6 weeks (from mid-March to late 

April) was devoted to training the RIG and the RG on how to use reformulations. The 

teaching programme consisted of two procedures which, for want of a better name, could 

be called implicit and explicit. The RG were repeatedly provided with reformulated 

versions of their written output for comparison purposes, and the RIG received explicit 

instruction on how to use reformulations as a feedback technique. As mentioned above, 

the children in the control group (CG) did not receive any instructional treatment.  

Not only the participants selected for the study, but also the rest of the children in 

each of the three reference classes (who were equally arranged in pairs) took part in the 

instructional period.  

An initial session was held prior to beginning the treatment with children in all 

three classes. This session was different in structure from the sessions held during the 

instructional period (see sections “Treatment with the reformulation group (RG)”, 

“Treatment with the reformulation plus instruction group (RIG)” and “Control Group” 

below for further details on the structure of the treatment sessions), given that children in 

this particular case were simply asked to produce a written text following a picture 

prompt. In the case of the pairs in RG and RIG, their writing was reformulated by the 

researcher. A week later, these reformulated texts constituted the basis for the first session 

of the treatment in the sense that they were handed out to the participants for comparison 

purposes. 

Additionally, in the interim between this initial session with each class and the 

beginning of the treatment, the researcher held a further meeting with the RIG during 

which these children were instructed on how to approach a reformulation. This session 
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will be referred to as training session for the sake of clarity (see section “Treatment with 

the reformulation plus instruction group (RIG)” for more details). 

 

I.4.2.1 Instructional Materials 
 

The picture story prompts used during the treatment period were the same for the 

RG, RIG and CG and, although slightly different in terms of plot, their characters and 

lexical content were similar to those used during the data collection in both cycles (see 

Appendix C for examples). They were made up of six frames and the pictures were not 

accompanied by any written text or signs of any kind that could give a clue as to the 

meaning conveyed in the images themselves. They all dealt with topics close to the 

children’s experience and the end of the story generally involved the use of some kind of 

magic on the part of the characters. These picture prompts were not designed by the 

researcher, but taken from different school textbooks which had been recently published 

at that time (Cook Kids and Explorers, by OUP). So, none of the participants were familiar 

with the stories. The picture prompts were the same for all three conditions. The first story 

dealt with daily routines showing a girl’s busy life. The second one was about the genie 

in the lamp who used his magic to make two children smaller. The third one was a version 

of the three little pigs in which the wolf ended up eating fruit. The last three stories dealt 

with a magic pencil that turned drawings into real objects and how a group of children 

used it to solve some given problems. 

 

I.4.2.2 Treatment with the Reformulation Group (RG) 
 

The RG was included in the study for the purpose of isolating the effects of 

practicing reformulation tasks without explicit instruction on children’s production of 

texts. With this purpose in mind, participants in the RG completed six writing tasks, one 

task per week over the six-week period. After completing each task, they had their texts 

reformulated by the researcher and were instructed to find all the differences they could 

between their own texts and the reformulated versions. They were also asked to verbalize 

and discuss their findings in pairs, but they were not given any further guidelines on how 

to perform this comparison task (note taking, underlining, etc.). Due to time constraints, 
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all the dyads in the group had to compare both text versions at the same time and in the 

same classroom, and for this reason this stage was not recorded.  

The treatment sessions were organized as follows: 

 

i. Feedback comparison (15 minutes): The children’s original text written the 

previous week along with the researcher’s reformulated version was handed 

out and the pairs were asked to compare them. They were not instructed to 

attend to any specific categories or to provide a reason for each noticed item 

so that any possible gains from the instructional treatment implemented with 

the RIG group (see below) could be isolated. When the 15 minutes had 

expired, the children handed in both texts (original text and reformulation) to 

the researcher. 

ii. Written Production (20 minutes): After that, they were given a different 

picture prompt and asked to write a new text. When the session finished, the 

written texts were collected and reformulated by the researcher before the 

following session. These new reformulations became the starting point for the 

following session. 

 

After the treatment session (35 minutes), the participants resumed their daily 

routine with their ordinary teacher. 

 

I.4.2.3 Treatment with the Reformulation plus Instruction group (RIG) 
 

The RIG pairs were also asked to perform a weekly written task during the 

treatment period and to compare their texts with a reformulated version of them each 

time, but, as compared to the RG, they were additionally instructed on how to approach 

reformulation tasks and make the most of them.  

As explained above, prior to beginning instruction, the researcher (who was also 

the instructor) met with the RIG children for a training session (which was similar in 

length and structure to the rest of the instructional sessions, as outlined below). This 

involved comparing an original first draft, written by a pair of students from the 

researcher’s school as a response to a picture prompt, with a reformulated version of it. 

The anonymity of the writers was preserved. Both texts, together with the picture prompt, 
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were projected on an interactive digital whiteboard. The learners were invited to inspect 

the two versions, verbally note differences and then consider a plausible reason for the 

changes that had been introduced in the reformulation (Allwright, Woodley and 

Allwright, 1988). Also, they were encouraged to do so by engaging in discussion and 

pooling their ideas together.  

 This session was sufficient to determine that the instructor’s original intention, 

which had been to ask learners to focus on three broad categories as they compared the 

texts, namely, text structure, grammar and vocabulary, would not work. It was evident 

that the children were not familiar with these distinctions, not even in their L1. It was also 

apparent that trying to implement this method could increase their perception of task 

difficulty, which might, in turn, deter them from actively taking part in class discussion. 

Therefore, the instructional treatment was adjusted to suit the learners’ abilities (see 

Ortega, 2009). In the subsequent treatment sessions, pairs were trained to approach a 

reformulated text bearing in mind a number of indications: 

 

 Read both texts from start to finish. The training session had given the 

researcher the opportunity to observe that some children had a general 

tendency to approach the reformulated text in a rather chaotic way, focusing 

on isolated lexical items and randomly moving from one line to the other. As 

the main consequence of this tendency was that some of these isolated items 

might not be properly understood, the aim of this activity was to promote the 

analysis of each noticed item in context.  

 Write down every noticed item rather than simply verbalizing or underlining 

them. On the one hand, it was thought that this activity would help participants 

become more aware of the actual spelling of these items. On the other hand, 

writing down words and sentences might also facilitate later retrieval by 

promoting retention (see Uggen, 2012). 

 Suggest a reason for each difference noticed between the original output and 

the reformulated version. The intention behind this guideline was to foster 

deeper processing in participants by pushing them to move, if possible, from 

simple detection to understanding (see Qi & Lapkin, 2001; Suzuki, 2012; 

Simard, Génette & Bergeron, 2015). 



140 
 
 

 

Each instructional session was held in the participants' own classroom in every 

case, as the researcher had a laptop and a digital interactive whiteboard at his disposal. 

Given, on the one hand, that participants' level of the L2 did not allow them to make an 

instrumental use of English and, on the other hand, that time constituted a constraint, 

sessions were conducted in the learners' L1 (Spanish). Each session was structured as 

follows: 

 

i. Instruction (20 minutes): Group discussion based on the comparison of a real 

draft projected on the whiteboard together with its subsequent reformulated 

version. This draft had been randomly selected among the ones produced by 

the pairs in the RG in the previous session. The anonymity of the writers was 

preserved. At this point, the pairs had not been provided with their own 

reformulations yet. 

ii. Feedback Comparison (15 minutes): The pairs’ initial drafts produced in the 

previous session along with their reformulations were handed out for 

comparison purposes. Each pair was also asked to provide a written reason for 

each of the differences they noticed between both texts in order to avoid their 

natural tendency to simply spot the differences. 

iii. Written Production (20 minutes): The pairs handed in their comparisons. 

After that, they were given a different picture prompt and asked to write a new 

text. When the class finished, the new texts were collected and reformulated 

by the researcher before the next session. These texts were used for pair 

comparison in the following session.  

 

I.4.2.4 Control Group (CG) 

The children in the CG did not receive any treatment. They were simply asked to 

perform a weekly writing task during the six weeks in which the RG and the RIG 

participated in their respective treatments. For the control group, the sessions were 

organized as follows:  
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i. Written Production (20 minutes): Pairs were given a picture prompt and asked 

to write a text.  

ii. Self-editing (15 minutes): Pairs were asked to carefully revise their text so that 

their final written text represented their best possible performance (see Lázaro, 

2009; Santos et al., 2010). The revised texts were collected at the end of the 

session. 

 

A time limit of 20 minutes for written production (in all three conditions) and 15 

minutes for comparison (in the case of RIG and RG) was set during the treatment sessions 

in order to maintain consistency between groups. However, although participants in the 

CG actually had more time at their disposal than those in the RG and RIG, whose 

treatment involved a greater number of tasks, this time limit was more than sufficient for 

their requirements and never supposed a constraint for them. 

 

I.4.3. Cycle 2 
 

Once the instructional period had finished, cycle 2 was initiated. In this cycle, 

which was implemented in May, the same three-stage task (writing, comparing and 

rewriting) as in cycle 1 was carried out by the children in the RG and the RIG, with those 

in the CG only completing stages 1 and 2. On this occasion, the children had to complete 

the writing task using a different six-frame picture story prompt, “The Scientist”, which 

was similar to the one used in cycle 1 in the level of difficulty involved and the inclusion 

of an element of fun. In this cycle, it was expected that any possible gains from the 

instruction provided during the teaching period could be observed, i.e., if the children 

were able to use their experience with reformulation to improve their noticing and 

ultimately the quality of their L2 writing strategies (see Appendix D for examples of 

original texts, comparison worksheets and rewritten texts in cycle 2).  

 

I.4.4. The audio-recording sessions 
 

The recording sessions developed as follows. In every stage, one pair at a time 

were asked to talk to each other in the language of their choice while performing the task 

so that their problems, doubts and mutual explanations could be audio recorded (e.g., 
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Swain & Lapin, 2002; Yang and Zhang, 2010). The researcher, who was responsible for 

carrying out the collaborative dialogue sessions, used a digital recorder that was placed 

on the table together with the picture prompt.  

Possible psychological reactivity effects, such as shyness, reluctance to talk or 

lack of spontaneity caused by the use of the audio recorder or the presence of the 

researcher did not occur, since the researcher had been the participants’ former English 

teacher for two years. As a result, the researcher knew all the participants very well, knew 

how to handle them and what to expect from them, and they in turn felt reasonably at ease 

with him. The pairs were instructed to pose questions to each other when necessary, but 

not to the researcher. However, questions related to practical details related to the task 

(e.g., leaving blank spaces, crossing words out) were permitted. In each stage the 

participants were reminded to proofread their texts before submission, so that every text 

represented their best possible performance and that errors were not ‘slips’ that could be 

easily self-corrected by the writers themselves (Qi and Lapkin, 2001; Yang and Zhang, 

2010).  

There were, however, a number of external factors that impinged on the way the 

data were collected in the recording sessions. These factors, which played the role of 

limitations, did not affect the data collection process to a great extent during cycle 1, as 

conditions were good in general terms although not always optimal. Still, the data 

collection conditions only became truly unfavourable during cycle 2, when such 

limitations exerted a greater influence. In what follows, these external factors and the way 

their influence increased across cycles will be described. 

 

I.4.4.1 Space 

 

The first limitation was the lack of a specific room designated for the recording 

sessions, which means that the researcher had no option but to work with the children in 

whatever location was available at the time. Not all of the four spaces that were finally 

used during cycle 1 offered reasonably good recording conditions.  

One of these spaces used for data collection was a classroom only available when 

the children who were usually taught there moved to the playground for their Physical 

Education (PE) session. Sometimes, they returned before the participants could finish the 

task, so the researcher had to pause the recording and continue somewhere else.  



143 
 
 

In excerpt 1 one of the participants noticed the growing noise going on in the 

corridor and the contiguous classrooms, which meant that sessions had finished and 

learners where waiting for the next teacher to come. He asked the researcher the time 

because he was concerned that they had not finished their task and he knew that his mates, 

once the PE lesson was over, were already on their way back to the classroom where the 

recording session was taking place. 

 

Excerpt 1 — Pair 6 (RG) Cycle 1, Stage 225 

 

A: The cat… 

B: The cat... 

A: Is… 

B: Is… 

A: ¿Qué hora es? 

R: Y cinco. 

A: Pues van a venir estos ya. 

R: Si vienen cortamos y seguimos en otro sitio. No os preocupéis. 

Seguid tranquilamente. 

B: Is…El gato está…eating… comiendo…a… 

A: Sandwich. Sandwiches.  
 

During the second cycle, and due to the organizational needs of the school, a 

further classroom was added to the four ones used in cycle 1 for the recording sessions: 

an old classroom that had been reconverted to a storeroom. This means that the school 

janitor or any child would knock at the door and come into the room in the middle of a 

recording session in search for a given item. Besides, this room did not foster 

concentration in the sense that it was not a place that children regularly visited. In 

addition, it was full of stuff likely to distract their attention. 

The excerpt below belongs to a recording session that took place in the 

aforementioned storeroom. The participants in pair 10 (RIG) could not help making a 

                                                             
25 The researcher is aware of the fact that the recording sessions took place after the “method” used in the 
study was specified. However, these examples were considered relevant and illustrative enough and 
therefore included so that the aspects discussed above were clearer for the reader. See section “Data 
Analysis”, for details on the conventions used for the transcriptions. 
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remark on a cake that someone had put on a shelf. It had caught their eye as soon as they 

got into the room and they kept on glancing at it from time to time as they performed the 

task.   

 

Excerpt 2 — Pair 2 (RIG) Cycle 2, Stage 2 

 

B: Incluido en el texto. (Writes in silence) Qué buena pinta tiene la 

tarta. 

A: Ya ves. 

B: No puedo parar de mirarla. (There is a cake on a shelf right next to 

our desk.) He made… 

A: He made, porque… estaba… ¿cómo? 

 

 

I.4.4.2 Noise and distractions 

 

Most of the places described above were located between two classrooms and, 

although the quality of recordings depended to a great extent on what was going on in 

these adjacent classrooms, the conditions they offered were overall fairly good. However, 

the recordings became more complicated in the intervals when one class finished, the 

teacher left and the children, alone in the classroom, were waiting for the next teacher to 

come. In cycle 1, as shown in the example below, the teacher would see the need to ask 

the participants to speak a bit louder. 

 

Excerpt 3 — Pair 7 (RG) Cycle 1, Stage 2. 

 

B: ¡A bat! Lo tenía en la punta de la lengua. También sabía que era 

eso. 

A: Hay cosas. que… now she can happily finish her dinner.    

R: Un poquito más fuerte. 

B: Yo pienso que lo de, en vez de…looking at the juice. Mira al zumo. 
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In cycle 2, and as a result of a number of reasons (e.g., doors and windows were 

open due to high temperatures, there was a growing general excitement derived from the 

unusual activities going on — such  as preparations and rehearsals for the imminent 

graduation ceremony —, the comings and goings of children that these preparations 

involved), the noise in the corridors and classrooms as the participants performed the task 

was greater and, as a consequence, the quality of the recordings was worse. In the excerpt 

below, the researcher considered it necessary to remind the participants several times that 

they should speak louder so that their interactions could be duly recorded over the noise 

coming from outside the classroom.  

 

Excerpt 4 — Pair 7 (RG) Cycle 2, Stage 3. 

 

B: Science, no cience. 

R: Hablamos un poquito más fuerte, porque con este jaleo… 

B: Pon, one day… 

R: Cuéntame, José María. 

A: One day, the dog… 

(...) 

B: Sleeping. Espérate, se me ha olvidado. Slipyn. 

R: (There is a lot of noise in the corridor) Un poquito más fuerte. 

A: The dog is sleeping… and the science drink the posion. 

 

However, the aforementioned preparations did not only bring about more noise, 

but also more interruptions and situations that caused distraction on the participants.  On 

one occasion, the participants' classmates were standing in the corridor talking excitedly 

right at the other side of the door. They were waiting their turn as the photographer called 

them one by one to take the graduation photograph. In the example below, someone 

comes into the room to inform the children that the photographer is waiting for them. The 

participants, who were already rather distracted, quickly finished the episode they were 

working on, eager to join in the preparations. 
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Excerpt 5 — Pair 8 (RG) Cycle 2, Stage 3 

 

B: Hombre, si lo sabes ponlo, pero… 

A: Le… le…Su efecto es malo. Efecto.  

(Silence) 

R: No os preocupéis, cuando vayan a echar la foto os avisan. 

A: Su efecto es malo y… (A boy opens the door) Ahí está la foto. 

R: Salen en un minuto. 

A: Su efecto es malo y el… el…y el científico… El 

científico…mutó… ¡Ah! creo que era of… bueno, no sé.  

B: In the… in the cat, ¿no? 

A: Mutation…en el gato, sí. Mutó… mutaciones… El científico 

mutación en el gato, buaf. 

B: Da igual. Tú ponlo. 

 

 On some other occasions, the children in every classroom around the place where 

the recordings were taking place were rehearsing their performance for the graduation 

ceremony with their recorders. Needless to say, these preparations were disturbing not 

only because of all the noise and interruptions they involved, but also because the 

participants wanted to join their classmates. On top of that, at this stage of the data 

collection process the participants in general were no longer thrilled about taking part in 

the research, the feeling of novelty that this activity involved having long gone. 

Consequently, the participants who had not minded (or even looked forward to) coming 

with the researcher to take part in the recording sessions at any time in cycle 1, even 

though it was time for PE - their undeniably favourite subject -, were at times openly 

reluctant now (which, on occasions, resulted in misbehaviour).  

In this excerpt, participant B did not hesitate to express his desire to quickly finish 

the task so that he could attend the French lesson:  

 

Excerpt 6 — Pair 3 (RG) Cycle 2, Stage 1 

 

A: Vamos a ver. Dice the cat ha muerto. Now the cat has six. 

B: ¿Patas, no? ¿O vidas? 
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A: Tiene seis. 

B: Pero es que eso… ponemos… 

A: O ponemos… así (crosses out). The cat ha muerto. 

B: Venga, que quiero ir a francés. 
 
 

In the following excerpt, participants in pair 6 (CG) - especially A - grew more 

distracted and disruptive and the researcher considered necessary to tell him off. 
 
 

Excerpt 7 — Pair 6 (CG) Cycle 1, Stage 2 

 

A: Has dicho las manos. Sería…lo ponemos en francés. 

B: Pues pon el brazo, ya está. 

A: Espera, espera. (He opens a Spanish Language textbook and 

pretends he is looking up some information in it.) 

R: No pone nada ahí. Vamos, no te despistes. 

B: No busques. No busques. 

(...) 

A: La bruja se pregunta quién se habrá comido… 

B: ¿Quién…quién…o qué? 

R: Quién o qué se habrá comido su bocadillo, ¿no? 

B: (A stands up) Acho, ¿a dónde vas? 

R: Alberto, no te despistes. 

A: Ahora, cuando terminemos, nos das un poco. 

R: No. No es mío (They are referring to a sandwich). Chicos… 

B: Venga, vamos. 

 

I.4.4.3 The Time  

 

Likewise, it should be noted that the data collection process took place in the 

afternoon, from 3 pm to 5 pm, after most of the participants - who had lunch in the school 

refectory on a daily basis - had spent almost three hours in a row in the playground 

(classes ended at 12 pm and did not restart until 3 pm). It is not only that the children 

went back to their classrooms highly excited and physically tired, but also that anything 
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could happen during that span of time (if it rained, participants were soaked; if they 

fought, participants were not willing to talk to each other). 

The excerpt below belongs to a recording session that took place on a rainy day. 

One of the children was too wet and cold to suitably focus on the task.  

 

Excerpt 8 — Pair 10 (CG) Cycle 1, Stage 1 

 

A: Vale. ¿Escribimos ya? 

R: Cuando queráis. 

A: Vale. Uy, qué frío que hace. 

R: Es verdad, estás temblando. 

A: Es que tengo bastante mojados los zapatos. 

R: Ah, que es por eso. 

 

Thus, their capacity to sustain attention and focus on a challenging task was 

reduced, as compared to the attention levels that children would most likely show at the 

beginning of the day. Unfortunately, the researcher, who was a teacher himself in a 

different school, could not carry out the data collection at this more desirable time of the 

day.  

As metioned above, the second cycle occurred in May. It was very hot not only in 

the different rooms where the data collection took place, but also - and most importantly 

- in the playground, where, as stated above, the children spent a long time after lunch 

before going back to class. As a result, the participants, sweaty and uncomfortable, grew 

restless and were less focused. In the next example, one of the learners, who had just 

come back from the playground, was still too excited and eager to tell the researcher about 

the great time he had had with his friends. 

 

Excerpt 9 — Pair 2 (RG) Cycle 2, Stage 3 

 

A: Dream…¿dreamt? 

B: No, era con ing. 

A: The dog… 

B: Me ha hecho una asistencia. 
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A: Is… 

B: Me ha hecho una asistencia jugando al fútbol en las pistas. 

A: José, no estamos en eso. 

R: Luego me lo cuentas. The dog is dreaming. 

 

The excerpt below belongs to the beginning of the recording session with pair 2 

(RIG). The researcher instantly noticed that something had happened during the lunch 

break between the two participants that made them reluctant to talk to each other. 

 

Excerpt 10 — Pair 2 (RIG) Cycle 2, Stage 3 

 

(Silence) 

R: Hoy nos despedimos, así que no vamos a estar enfadadas la una 

con la otra, ¿verdad que no? 

A: Yo no. 

R: Y Natalia tampoco. 

B: No. 

R: Ah. 

 
 

In this last example, one of the participants did not look as involved in the task as 

usual. After the researcher made a remark about this fact, learner B explained that he felt 

sick. 

 
Excerpt 11 — Pair 3 (RIG) Cycle 2, Stage 3 

 
A: A ver. Then the effects of the pocion…are in the boy. Eh… ahora 

the dog, ¿no?, is sleeping. (She writes in silence) 

R: Jesús, estás participando poco. 

B: Me duele la barriga. 

 

Additionally, there was an internal factor that conditioned the way the data were 

collected, namely the limited verbalization abilities that some participants showed during 

the recording sessions.  
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It has already been discussed (see section “Noise and distractions” above) that the 

noise coming from outside exerted a negative influence during the recording sessions. 

However, at times the problem was not so much the noise coming from the classrooms 

around, but the fact that participants' interactions, despite the researcher's instructions 

regarding the need to verbalize in a reasonably loud tone (repeated many times before 

and during each recording session), remained barely audible. Sometimes the children 

would even write in complete silence (fortunately, this was not the case in general terms). 

An example is provided below that illustrates how participants, due to several reasons— 

they were too focused on the task, children are used to working and writing in silence—, 

failed to properly verbalize their thoughts and at times faced the task without saying a 

word, apparently undeterred by the instructions provided by the researcher. 

 

Excerpt 12 — Pair 5 (RG) Cycle 1, Stage 2 

 

R: Un poquito más fuerte, Youyang. Habla fuerte. 

B: Eso intento. Hay que cambiar un poco el texto. 

A: This is a witch that lives in a castle, eso lo han cambiado.  

(...) 

 (Inaudible) 

R: Un poquito más fuerte. 

B: Sí. 

(...) 

 (Inaudible) 

R: Tenéis que hablar un poquito más fuerte. 

A: The cat is hungry… 

(...) 

B: ¿Dónde estamos? Aquí… (Muttering as she reads for herself). 

Desde (inaudible word. ¿Day?) hasta… the. Y de is…no…y having. 

Ya está.  

(...) 

 (Inaudible) 

R: Fuerte. Fuerte. Id contándome lo que hacéis. 
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In cycle 2, and arguably due to weariness, the unfavorable external factors and the 

lack of the feeling of novelty mentioned above, children seemed to forget more frequently 

or to exert themselves less to think aloud as they had been instructed to do. In the example 

below, the researcher repeatedly asked the participants to verbalize their thoughts in vain. 

Excerpt 13 — Pair 6 (CG) Cycle 2, Stage 1 

 

B: A ver. Eh… el doctor bebe la poción. ¿No? (A writes in silence) 

R: Alberto, ¿me cuentas lo que escribes? 

A: Espera. 

R: Me refiero a medida que escribes, no que me lo leas después. 

A: Ah, vale. 

(...) 

A: The doctor is… 

R: Alberto, cuéntame lo que escribes. 

A: Lo he dicho. 

R: Lo has dicho tan flojo que no te oigo. 

A: Ya, es que me he quedado afónico. 

R: ¿Qué has escrito? 

A: The doctor is sorprendily. 

(...) 

B: ¿No hemos dicho poción? Ahora es poción y ya está. (A writes in 

silence) 

R: Alberto, cuéntame. 

A: The potion fall. 

(Silencie) 

B: Y el perro se despierta. (A writes in silence) 

R: Alberto… 

A: And the dog… ¿cómo es se despierta? 

(...) 

B: At the doctor. (A writes in silence) 

R: Alberto, que no me cuentas nada. 

A: Doctor. Punto. ¿No? 
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I.5 Data analysis 
 

As mentioned above, each collaborative dialogue session was audio recorded and 

the resulting protocols were transcribed for analysis. Each pair in the RG and RIG 

produced 6 collaborative dialogue protocols throughout cycles 1 and 2 (n=120) and each 

pair in the CG, a total amount of 4 protocols (n=40). The primary data for the present 

research thus comprised the audio recordings and their corresponding transcribed 

protocols (n=160) as well as the participants' written texts (n=120) produced in all three 

conditions as they collaboratively performed the multi-stage task described above, both 

before and after the treatments. However, for the present study the process of analysis 

was primarily focused on the dialogue protocols, while the written texts were mostly used 

for clarification and interpretation purposes.   

 Given the nature of the research and the type of analysis to be conducted, the entire 

audio recordings were transcribed using ordinary writing conventions. Any extreme 

deviations from normal pronunciation were transcribed between brackets, but normal 

features of mother tongue influence in phonology were transcribed as if they were 

Standard English. In addition, as verbal reports are but instances of oral production, every 

effort was made to transcribe those features of speech production which, if eliminated, 

could have obscured “crucial interpretative resources” (Kasper, 1998: 359) as to writing 

processes. So, all utterances were transcribed, even false starts and repetitions. Pauses of 

more than three seconds were indicated by dots. Filled pauses were transcribed as “um” 

or “er”, as they sounded. Where speech was unintelligible, the segment was transcribed 

as “inaudible”. Questions were indicated with question marks at the end. Paralinguistic 

features, as well as any other occurrences of interest, were included within brackets, e.g. 

(laughs). 

 A number of steps were then taken to prepare the transcriptions for coding. As for 

the protocols collected in the writing and rewriting stages (stages 1 and 3) of each cycle, 

the first step was to distinguish the written text from the processes which generated it. 

This was done on the basis of those verbalizations in which it was clear that the text being 

written was produced in short bursts, with slower enunciation and intonation, or because 

a child was dictating to another child. Following these criteria, the written text was usually 

identified in the protocols by underlining (e.g., the doctor is). The second step in the 

process was to isolate the rereadings of the already written text, as these could be taken 
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to be signs that the children were moving backwards for diverse purposes. Instances of 

backtracking were signalled in the transcriptions by using italics (example). The final step 

involved marking in the protocols any revisions made to the written text. These were 

easily identified in many cases as they were often accompanied by explicit verbalization 

of the changes made, as well as by changes in the written text itself (crossings-out, 

additions etc.). Revisions were indicated in the protocols by describing in brackets the 

actions carried by the participants while they performed changes in their texts (“crossing 

out”, “going back to line (number of the line)”, “adding”). As for the protocols collected 

in the comparison stage (stage 2) of each cycle, the preparation for coding basically 

consisted in using discontinuous underlining (example) to indicate the fragments that the 

participants underlined in the reformulated text, and italics (example) to indicate that the 

participants were reading (their own notes, if any, or the reformulated text). 

Bearing in mind the research questions guiding this study, which had children's 

problem-solving processes and strategies as their main focus, the recursive procedure 

used in the design of the coding scheme involved a number of passes through the data 

until no more changes were required in the shaping of the categories (Kasper, 1998).  A 

first phase of the analysis was constituted by a characterization of the linguistic problems 

that children faced as they wrote (stage 1) and rewrote (stage 3) their texts. The output of 

this first phase was the differentiation in the protocols between language-oriented 

problems, i.e., episodes directly related to the linear production of text, and episodes 

related to other concerns. A subsequent, and more crucial, stage in the data analysis 

process was related to the type of searches that participants implemented in order to 

overcome the aforementioned problems. This involved a review of the most relevant 

approaches to the study of L2 writing strategies so as to decide the perspective to be 

adopted in this particular context, as well as a a decision-making process on the categories 

that, in consonance with the data, should finally be adopted. Finally, the application of 

the coding scheme to the whole set of data in the protocols led to the identification of the 

L2 writing strategies used by the children when writing their initial narrative texts as well 

as those used when rewriting them after being reformulated. 
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I.5.1 Language Related Episodes as initial units of analysis  
 

For the analysis of the participant’s noticing processes, noticing was 

operationalized in the writing and rewriting stages of both cycles as the children’s 

engagement in a linguistic problem when attempting to produce written output in the L2 

(“noticing the hole” and “noticing the gap in one’s ability”, see Izumi, 2013). On the basis 

of this operationalization, the researcher and one of his supervisors conducted a 

preliminary reading of the protocols which resulted in the selection of twelve of them 

(four protocols per group: two from stage 1 and two from stage 3) for being particularly 

rich in the children’s verbalizations they contained. The first step in the analysis of these 

protocols was to isolate the verbalization of linguistic problems from other types of 

verbalizations that, according to the literature on L2 writing processes (e.g., Roca de 

Larios, Marín & Murphy, 2001), were likely to show children’s concerns with activities 

not directly related to the linear production of text, such as making sense of the sequence 

of pictures, generating ideas or managing the task. 

Following Yang & Zhang (2010), the identification of these latter concerns was 

carried out with the aid of the category “content-related episode” (CRE), which has been 

defined as “any segment in pair talk concerning content clarification or idea generation 

other than language-related problems” (p. 469). The application of this category to the 

twelve selected protocols showed the following non-linear concerns on the part of the 

children: 

 

a. Task interpretation. A segment in which the children try to understand what the 

task demands from them. In the following example, participants were discussing 

about what they had to do in Stage 3 after they have had access to the reformulated 

version of their initial output. 

 

Excerpt 14 — Pair 4 (RIG) Cycle 1, Stage 3 

 

B: Tenemos que poner lo que había en el texto, más o menos lo que 

aprendimos en el texto ése que nos enseñó. 

A: Pero todo no, Lara, hay que…es un ejemplo, pero no hay que 

poner todo. 
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b. Interpreting the meaning of pictures. A segment in which the children try to 

understand the meaning of pictures either in isolation or in a sequence. In the 

example below, participants in Pair 3 (RG) did not agree on their interpretation of 

frame 3 (picture prompt 2). 

 

 

Excerpt 15 — Pair 3 (RG) Cycle 2, Stage 3 

 

B: Ahí no representa que tenga dolor de barriga. Es como si le hubiese 

sentado mal. 

A: Sí, porque le sienta mal. Le… pero ¿qué tiene? ¿Dolor de qué? 

B: De garganta. 

A: De barriga. ¿Cómo que de garganta? Le sienta mal, tiene dolor de 

estómago. Se lo toma y le sienta mal. 

B: Le sienta mal. 

A: ¿Pero qué le sien…? Que no. ¿Qué le sienta mal? La barriga. 

Cuando te tomas algo ¿qué te siente mal, el pie? No, te sienta la 

barriga. Dolor de estómago porque le ha sentado mal lo que ha 

bebido. 

 

c. Generation of ideas. A segment in which the children retrieve or generate ideas 

without the purpose of immediately incorporating them to the emerging text. The 

next excerpt shows participants in pair 3 (RG) generating ideas as the go through 

the picture prompt at the beginning of the task.  

 

Excerpt 16 — Pair 3 (RG) Cycle 1, Stage 1  

 

A: Está comiendo.  

B: Y luego éste se lo roba.  

A: Sí…y ya la tres sería que se lo roba lo otro y éste se…la cuatro 

sería que se da cuenta de que se lo está robando y tiene una idea la 

bruja. 

B: Lo transforma. 



156 
 
 

A: Y…Le pega ¿En la cinco? 

B: No, le transforma en un murciélago. Y que luego se enamora de 

éste. 

 

d. Rereading the already written text. A segment in which the children reread long 

stretches of the written text. In the example below, participants in pair 3 (RIG) 

reread their text to confirm it was complete.  

 

Excerpt 17 — Pair 3 (RIG) Cycle 1, Stage 1   

 

B: A ver, ¿pero dónde…? 

A: Ahí. It’s drinking the juice of the witch. The witch understand if the 

cat drink her juice and she looking the glass and the cat eating the 

sandwiches. 

B: Voy a leer yo. 

A: Ah, vale. Sigue por aquí.  

B: She think an aidya. The cat it’s under the cat on a bat. A bat over 

the witch, the bat love other bat. End.  

 

e. Task-related comments. A segment in which the children comment on decisions 

concerning task progression, such as moving onto a new picture, finish the text, 

and so on. As shown in the next example, participants in pair 5 (CG) were not 

satisfied with the end of their text and considered the possibility of expanding 

their output beyond the events depicted in the picture prompt. In the end, however, 

they decided not to do it.  

 

Excerpt 18 — Pair 5 (CG) Cycle 1, Stage 1 

 

B: No sé. Hemos terminado así muy… 

A: Muy raro. 

B: Tenemos que hacer como un final. 

A: ¿Tiene que ser lo que pasa en estas viñetas? 

R: Sí. 
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B: Ah, pues entonces ya está. 

A: Yo pensaba que la chica…la bruja había ido a la cocina y había 

traído más comida. Pero no. Punto. 

 

Once the episodes mentioned above were identified and the existence of linguistic 

problems was ascertained in the protocols, the following step was to select the perspective 

from which these problems would be analysed. Due to its flexibility and use in research 

on individual writing (e.g., Swain and Lapkin, 1995), collaborative writing (e.g., Fortune, 

2005; Storch and Wigglesworh, 2007) and reformulation (e.g., Tocalli-Beller & Swain, 

2005; Yang and Zhang, 2010) the decision was taken to choose the language-related 

episode (LRE) as the initial unit of analysis (see the section on “Collaborative writing” 

above). Following Swain and Lapkin’s (2002), an LRE was defined as “any part of the 

dialogue where learners talk about the language they produced and reflect on their 

language use” (p. 292). 

 In order to isolate LREs in the protcols, the researcher relied on the problem 

indicators that appeared in children’s verbalizations. Most of the times these indicators 

were made visible through explicit formulations (“es que no sé cómo decir….”), 

metalinguistic comments (“¿cómo podemos introducir lo del murciélago?”) or alternative 

candidates (“¿cómo se dice xxx o xxx”?), but on a few occasions they were more implicit, 

such as when the children verbalized expressions like “vamos a ver ..”, which were 

usually followed by long pauses indicating that the they were probably engaged in 

reflection processes. 

 Every time a problem indicator was found, the linguistic unit that constituted its 

area of concern (lexis, grammar, etc.) had to be identified. In order to carry out this 

identification process in a systematic fashion, Yang and Zhang’s (2010) classification of 

LREs was adopted and, in consonance with that scheme, three main categories were 

initially distinguished: lexical (L-LRE) (including adjectives, adverbs, nouns, 

prepositions, conjunctions, pronouns and verbs), form (F-LRE) (including comparative 

adjectives, superlative adjectives, plurals, possessive markers, possessive pronouns, 

punctuation, spelling, subject-verb agreement, verb forms and verb tenses) and discourse 

(D-LRE) (including achieving logical sequencing such as cohesion, coherence, achieving 

inter-sentential clarity and stylistics). “Phrase” was added under the category of L-LRE 

and “determiner” and “article” under the category of F-LRE, as the problems involved in 
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their accurate production were quite frequent in the protocols. A fourth category, labelled 

sentence language-related episode (S-LRE), was also added to the list as it could be 

observed that in some cases the children approached whole sentences at a time, a process 

that led them to engage in problem-solving discussions that transcended the lexical level. 

Examples of the four categories are presented in Table 9. 

 

Table 9 — Initial Categorization of LREs 

 Example 

L-LRE 

(adverb) 

B: ¿Cómo se diría mientras? Pondría: mientras ella 

comía el sándwich un monstruo se estaba bebiendo el 

zumo. 

A: Mientras…No caigo yo ahora mismo. Podíamos 

poner…eh…Cuando estaba…Cuando estaba 

comiéndose el bocadillo… 

B: Sí. O el sándwich, sí. 

A: Eh, eso, el sándwich…eh…un monstruo se bebió su 

zumo. 

B: Sí. Venga. Eh… ¿qué hemos dicho, cuándo? 

A: Sí, cuando. 

B: Vale. 

F-LRE 

(verb tense) 

A: In a house a witch…¿lo ponemos en presente mejor 

por si hay algún verbo que…? 

B: Claro. Pero… 

A: ¿Lo podemos poner en presente también? 

R: Como queráis. 

B: Es eating, ¿no? Si es presente. Si está… 

A: Is…eating. Vale. A ver. Is eating and drinking, ¿no? 

B: Eating and drinking. 

 

D-LRE 

(avoiding repetition: 

stylistics) 

A: Entonces pongo…eh…en vez de otra vez la bruja 

pongo she, ¿no? 

B: También. 

A: Sí.  
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B: Sí, porque…ya habías puesto muchas veces la bruja. 

S-LRE 

A: Vale, luego la tercera…a la bruja le extraña que no 

haya bebida. O que no quede comida. Es que, que no 

le quede comida no… 

B: No sé. 

A: O ve que no… que no le queda comida. Que no le 

queda comida. 

B: Vamos a poner…porque ahora mismo esas palabras 

no las sabemos… qué significan. 

A: Extrañarse lo sabemos, ¿no? 

B: ¿Extrañar? 

A: Sí, el verbo miss. 

B: Ah, ¿pero cómo lo ponemos? 

A: Bueno, pues vamos a poner lo que tú has dicho. 

B: Eh…a ver qué iba a decir… 

A: A ver…la bruja ve que no hay bebida… 

B: La bruja mira el vaso… 

A: Y no hay bebida. 

B: Y se sorprende. 

A: Sí. 

B: Vale, vamos a poner eso. The witch looking the glass. 

She is surprise. 

 

 Following this classification of possible LREs, it was considered that each LRE 

was focused on only one particular language problem and that it ended when the children 

found a solution to the problem at issue or left it unresolved and moved on with the writing 

process. If the children, while trying to solve a specific problem, directed their attention 

to a different area of linguistic concern, this was considered a different LRE which was 

also isolated and analysed. This shift of attention when a given LRE was still under 

discussion caused therefore the occurrence of embedded LREs, i.e., LREs that were dealt 

with at the same time (see the “Collaborative writing” section above). An example of 

embeddedness can be found below. On this occasion, children in Pair 5 (RIG) started 

dealing with a lexical LRE (they were looking for the conjuction “since” [“como”]) and, 
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before they solved it, they addressed a second lexical LRE (the verb “to be”) and did not 

go back to the first one until they ended the latter. 

 

 

Excerpt 19 — Pair 5 (RIG) Cycle 1, Stage 1 

 

B: Pero es que…¿Como? Como tiene hambre… 

A: No. 

B: He has got… 

A: No, eh… 

B: He’s hungry. 

A: No… 

B: Sí, ella está. Ser o estar. 

A: Ella… 

B: El to be. Ser o estar. She is… 

A: O because. Porque ella tiene hambre, se come un sandwich. 

B: She is hungry, and she… 

A: Pon: because… 

 

Following these criteria, the two coders mentioned above individually isolated the 

LREs in the twelve protocols selected according to the four categories mentioned above 

and then conducted a reliability analysis which showed 92% of inter-coder agreement. 

Any discrepancies were discussed and collaboratively resolved. Once the LREs in these 

twelve protocols had been identified, the researcher took on the coding of the remaining 

148 protocols and obtained a total pool of 1492 episodes.  

Although these analyses turned out to be useful in that they showed that children 

were able to notice linguistic problems of various kinds when producing their written 

texts, they were also limited in one very important respect: they provided little 

information on how the children tried to solve those problems. From a problem-solving 

perspective, the analyses were very informative about the linguistic representations 

noticed by the children but very little about the processes or strategies that acted on those 

representations (see the section on “L2 writing strategies” above).  In order to fill this 
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gap, a review of the most relevant proposals related to the formulation or generation of 

texts in the literature on collaborative and individual writing was conducted.  

 

I.5.2 Categories used to code L2 writing strategies related to the 

formulation of texts 
 

The review of relevant collaborative writing studies showed that, as mentioned in 

the section on “Collaborative writing” above, the analysis of strategies, although not 

particularly developed in this research strand26, has been associated to learners’ reflection 

on language and focused on three main domains: (i) the linguistic focus of LREs; (ii) their 

resolution; (iii) the characteristics of this reflection on language. 

   The linguistic focus of LREs was not a problematic area to be coded in our data 

since, as mentioned above, a classification of LREs in the protocol data according to the 

linguistic unit involved had just been conducted. Resolution of LREs, in contrast, was an 

aspect that had not been initially contemplated. Also known as outcome, the resolution 

of a LRE is supposed to represent, in collaborative writing, the learner’s successful 

reflection on form and their mutual support to co-construct knowledge (e.g., Adams, 

2006; Alegría de la Colina & García Mayo, 2007; Storch, 1998a, b, 2001, 2007; Swain, 

1998). Resolution has thus been considered as indirect evidence of learning and, guided 

by these considerations, we decided to analyse the final resolution of each episode in 

order to gain further access to the children’s ability to find solutions to their linguistic 

concerns. For this purpose, each episode was coded as correct (an acceptable grammatical 

form is produced) or incorrect (an unacceptable grammatical form is provided as solution 

to the episode). The final decision on correctness was based on the characteristics of the 

text written down, i.e., without considering whether other forms previously verbalized 

within the LRE could have been correct or acceptable.  

The exploration of learners’ reflection on language in collaborative writing has 

been conducted through the analysis of the cognitive activity that is evident in the 

verbalizations and actions of writers. Although this analysis has not usually been carried 

out in a real systematic fashion and there is, as a result, a considerable heterogeneity of 

                                                             
26 Recall that collaborative writing studies have mainly explored learners’ reflection on language by looking 
at their levels of noticing (e.g., Kuiken and Vedder, 2002) or their level of engagement in the interaction 
(Storch, 2008). The analysis of writing strategies has thus been a secondary issue in this research strand.  
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terms and labels, sometimes not even defined, to measure this cognitive activity, the 

research has nevertheless produced different sets of categories intended to describe the 

strategic nature of reflection (García Mayo, 2002).  

Following López Serrano (forthcoming), these categories are EITHER 

specifically oriented to the:   

(i) Generation, selection and evaluation of alternatives, and include, for example, 

searching for words in L1 or L2 (Alegría de la Colina & García Mayo, 2007; Storch & 

Wigglesworth, 2007), searching for words or structures (Kuikken & Vedder, 2002), 

selecting synonyms or equivalent terms (Alegría de la Colina & García Mayo, 2007), 

choosing among competing terms (Swain & Lapkin, 1998, 2001), or selecting alternative 

items (Fortune, 2005; Fortune & Thorp, 2001).  

OR are more general in nature and thus intended to capture how learners use their 

knowledge sources to defend and justify their linguistic decisions by means of:   

(ii) Intuition, which is related to a subjective sense of what sounds/doesn’t sound right 

(García Mayo, 2002; Storch, 1998) or what makes/does not make sense (Storch, 1998).  

(iii) Analogy, which is related to decisions based on similarities (potential or real) 

found between items (García Mayo, 2002), processes of deducing words or structures 

based on analogy with similar cases (Kuiken & Vedder, 2002), reference to learnt, 

memorized or previously heard language chunks or phrases (Storch, 1998) or use of 

another context to illustrate meaning (Fortune, 2005). 

(iv) Use of metalinguistic knowledge, which is related to the articulation and/or 

application of grammatical rules or generalizations (García Mayo, 2002; Kuiken & 

Vedder, 2002; Storch, 1998; Fortune, 2005), or to the explicit justification of 

reformulations (Gutiérrez, 2008).  

(v) Speech actions involving the repetition, acceptance, rejection or questioning of 

the alternatives proposed throughout the collaborative dialogue (Gutiérrez, 2008).   

As shown in the section on “L2 writing strategies” above, research into individual 

writing processes has been fully interested in the analysis of strategies. Particularly 

relevant for this study with children were the following categories propounded in the 

literature to account for formulation processes:  

(i) Retrieval of set phrases from long-term memory (Macaro, 2007). 

(ii) Generation and selection of lexical alternatives through strategies such as 

rehearsal (Raimes, 1987), seeking out words or phrases (Cumming, 1990), rhetorical 
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defining (Sasaki, 2000, 2002, 2004), lexical searches (Murphy & Roca de Larios, 2010; 

Swain & Lapkin, 1995), or recombining and restructuring constituents (Macaro, 2007). 

(iii) Generation and selection of syntactic alternatives though strategies such as 

rehearsal (Raimes, 1987), restructuring (Roca de Larios et al, 1999), reformulation or 

recombining and restructuring constituents (Macaro & Griffith, 2007). 

      (iv) Producing and comparing cross-linguistic equivalents through word searches 

involving the L1 and the L2 (Cumming, 1990; Murphy & Roca de Larios, 2010), 

translation (Cumming, 1989; Swain & Lapkin, 1995; Whalen & Ménard, 1995; Berae & 

Bourdages, 2007), producing synonyms (Wang, 2003), or generating ideas via translation 

(Macaro, 2007). 

      (v) Using transfer strategies such as borrowings or literal translations (Navés et al., 

2005; Celaya & Ruiz de Zarobe, 2008; Llach, 2010).  

      (vi) Use of implicit metalinguistic knowledge through strategies such as reasoning 

through linguistic choices through intuition (Cumming, 1990) or makes sense/ doesn’t 

make sense verbalizations (Swain & Lapkin, 1995) 

      (vii) Use of explicit metalinguistic knowledge through strategies such as reasoning 

intuition or knowledge of linguistic rules (Cumming, 1990), applying grammar rules 

(Swain & Lapkin, 1995). 

      (viii) Use of evaluation and revision strategies such as assessing in relation to a 

criterion, standard or rule (Cumming, 1989), conceptual and on-line revisions (Stevenson 

et al., 2006), evaluating the formulation cluster (Macaro,2007) 

With these sets of categories in mind, the researcher and one of his supervisors 

took up the analysis of each episode previously identified in the twelve protocols cited by 

means of collaborative coding procedures (Smagorinsky, 2008). This was a long, iterative 

and laborious process of contrasting the LREs in the data with the definition of strategies 

and examples provided in each study. The main purpose was checking whether these 

categories, which had mostly been elaborated to account for adult writing, could also be 

applied to children. Care was also taken to categorise every possible sub-category that 

emerged and to avoid overlaps or duplicity.  As a result of this process of analysis, it was 

found that the children in the present study made use of the following main strategies to 

formulate their narrative texts both in stages 1 and 3 of each cycle:  

 

 



164 
 
 

a. Generate alternatives through the L1 & the L2. Example: 

 

A: ¿Cómo se dice MURCIÉLAGO? 

B: Murciélago no lo sé. Podríamos poner the MONSTER is a… 

A: Sí, pero es que no sabemos cómo es murciélago.  

B: Hombre, a lo mejor podría ser un PÁJARO MUTANTE, y… 

A: Si es que… 

B: Podríamos poner en vez de murciélago, PÁJARO, y así es como si 

fuera pájaro mutante. 

A: Si es que es un murciélago. Si es que aquí ya te pone… 

B: Ponemos monster pajar…MONSTER BIRD. 

 

b. Compare cross-linguistic equivalents. Example:  

 

A: See. Mirar. 

B: Yo creo que look es mejor, ¿no? Look es mirar y see es ver. 

 

c. Translate words and phrases.  

 

Example (word): 

 “Y ha creado una pócima, que era potion”. 

 

Example (phrase):  

B: Sí. Como siempre. Venga, un día…One day… eh… 

 

d. Retrieve set phrases. Example:  

 

A: And…¿cómo era refresco? 

B: ¿Orange juice? 

A: No, eso es zumo de naranja…bueno, zumo, venga. 

B: A orange juice. 
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e. Analyze words for morphemes and spelling.  

 

Example (morpheme):  

“¿Esto va junto, no? La -ing. Porque como va el verbo…”.  

 

Example (spelling):  

B: Felt. Era feel con dos E y… era F-E-E-L-T… no. Sí, era F-E-E-L-

T…no, sin la T y luego era felt. 

A: Felt, sin la E. 

B: Sí. 

 

f. Analyze set phrases. Example:  

 

A: Have dinner. 

B: Having a lunch, ¿no? 

A: Have…dinner es cenar. Lunch no puede ser. 

B: Ah, es verdad. 

 

g. Rehearse constituents of clauses. Example: (alternatives of one of the 

constituents) 

 

B: Y pudo cenar TRANQUILA.  

A: Eso lo he pensado yo también, pero…¿tranquila? 

B: Y pudo cenar.  

A: Y pudo… 

B: Cenar FELIZ.  

A: Cenar SOLA. 

B: Y pudo cenar feliz, porque está feliz.  

A: Sí. 
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h. Reformulate clauses. Example: 

 

B: Ahora decimos que SE ATRAGANTA. Atragantarse… o 

ahogarse… 

A: No…. 

(...) 

B: Didn’t…¿respirar sabes cómo es? 

A: ¡Ah! Respirar era… 

B: ÉL NO PODÍA RESPIRAR. 

A: Eh… 

B: No, o directamente no es que se estaba atragantando, sino que LE 

HA SENTADO MAL LA PÓCIMA, ¿no? (...) 

(...) 

A: (...) A lo mejor podemos poner sit, ¿no? Sat, que es sentarse.  

B: Espera un momento. O podemos decir que LA PÓCIMA ESTÁ 

HACIENDO SU EFECTO. 

 

i. Explicit use of metalinguistic knowledge. Example:  

 

“Eva, lleva “s”, ¿no? “Changes”. Porque es tercera persona.” 

 

j. Semantic clarification. Example: 

 

B: The witch…se convierte en un gato… Es que no sé si become… 

pero eso no sé…no sé si es convertirse en alguna persona buena o en 

una mala o algo así. 

A: ¿Cómo que malo? 

B: Sí, por ejemplo…eh… convertirse…que tú eres, por ejemplo, malo 

y te conviertes en bueno. 

 

k. Use analogies. Example:  

 

B: An idea. Una idea. A idea. 
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A: Venga, ponlo. 

B: Es an o… 

A: A 

B: Yo creo que es an. (...) Igual que apple. Como empieza por vocal, 

an apple. 

 

l. Use of transfer (code switching, foreignizing, etc.). Example:  

 

“En inglés las palabras siempre se hacen igual...se le quita la última 

letra y ya    está..líquido..liquid”.  

 

m. Sounding out/ trying out in context. Example:  

 

“The witch is eating.... No me suena”. 

 

n. Writing out. Example: 

 

B: “Into” era junto. Yo siempre lo pongo junto. 

A: (Turns the page over) Into. Sí, es junto. 

 

o. Repeat words or phrases. Example:  

 

“Into a bat. Into a bat…estamos aquí. Y ahora...” 

 
p. Reread short parts of their texts. Example: 
 

A: A ver...Yesterday the witch was breakfast in the kitchen. 

B: Sí. 

A: Eh…la dos (they refer to picture number two in the story). 
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q. Backtranslate. Example:  

 

“Then he had a stomachache, creo que era así. Él tiene dolor de 

barriga…dolor de estómago…” 

 

r. Appeal to memory. Examples: 

 

A: ¿Cómo era murciélago? 

B: Bat. Piensa en la película de Batman. 

B: ¿Clean no es limpio? 

A: No, clean es… lo dimos…¿no te acuerdas cuando lo dimos en el 

tema ese de inglés que era listo, en Robin Hood? 

B: No sé. 

A: A clean… 

 

 

A: Cena.  

B: The witch... ¿have dinner o…? 

A: Sí, have dinner, que en cuarto lo dimos… 

 

s. Asking for confirmation. Example:  

 

“Con una P nada más, ¿verdad?” 

 

t. Providing feedback. Example: 

 

A: Bad. 

B: Y así no se escribe. Es T no una D. Ay, Adrián. 

A: Jo, vale. 
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u. Detecting and correcting errors. Example: 

 

A: Bueno, vamos a revisar. Un día, un científico was in his laboratory 

whith he’s… his…¿ves? Eso ya está mal. Es his. 

 

v. Use the L1 for task management. Example:  

 

“Bueno, ahora cuando lo escribamos nos sonará mejor”. 

 

w. Awareness of limitations. Example: 

 

 “Si es que no sabemos cómo poner eso”. 

 

x. L1 formulation. Example:  

 

“Y aquí ponemos que el perro y el gato se pelean, ¿no?” 

 

y. Evaluation. Example:  

 

A: Yesterday…the witch…con T. 

B: Creo que sí…Espérate…Sí. 

 

z. Asking for help. Example: 

 

“¿Idea en inglés sabes cómo es?” 

 

aa. Analysis of truth value. Example: 

 

A: Es que estoy pensando cómo es… discutir.  

B: Pero es que no están discutiendo, no están hablando. Se están 

peleando. 
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I.5.3 The reconceptualization of LREs as problem-spaces 
 

The data thus showed that the children, in their joint search for solutions to their 

linguistic problems, engaged in the abovementioned individual strategies. But the 

protocols also revealed that they did so by combining those strategies within each LRE. 

This led the researcher to posit that each combination of strategies, taken as a whole, 

could be accommodated within the notion of problem-space. LREs were thus 

reconceptualised as language-related problem spaces. Following Newell (1980), a 

language-related problem space was conceived of as a gap between an initial state (the 

way the children represented the linguistic problem to themselves in the first place) and 

a goal or final state (the possible solution to the problem), and a sequence of strategic 

operations or steps leading from the initial state to the goal state which, in turn, define the 

specific search process learners engage in. In line with this definition, we considered that 

there was a linguistic problem in stages 1 and 3 when the protocols indicated the existence 

of a hole or a gap (of various types and at a variety of levels) between an intended meaning 

(already constructed or in the process of construction) and the spelling, morphological, 

lexical, syntactic or discourse-related elements needed to express it. By way of illustration 

and for clarification purposes, the example shown in Table 10 below has been broken 

down into its different steps or strategies: 

 

Table 10 —  Reconceptualization of a LRE as a problem space. 

Turn 

number 

Dialogue between dyad members (A and 

B) when trying to describe frame 5 in 

“The witch” 

Strategies per turn 

1 
A. The witch lanza  

Initial state: Formulation of 

lexical unit in L1 (“lanza”) 

2 B. Lanza, ¿cómo es?  Asking for help 

3 

A. Lanza es… ¿vampiro no lo hemos dado? 

¿Murciélago no lo hemos dado? 

 

Appeal to memory in relation to 

two new lexical units 

formulated in L1 which would 

supposedly be necessary for the 

completion of the intended 
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sentence (probably “lanza un 

hechizo al gato para convertirlo 

en vampiro”, or along those 

lines). 

4 
B. Sí, me parece que sí lo dimos 

Appeal to memory: 

confirmation. 

5 
A. Eh… la bruja…¿spork? No sé...the 

witch..la bruja 

 

Attempted translation of 

“lanza” (“spork”). Awereness 

of limitations (“no sé”).  Back 

translation.  

6 
B. Vamos a intentarlo de otra forma 

 

Use of L1 for management. It 

indicates that the clause is going 

to be reformulated. 

7 

A.La bruja.. 

 

Repetition of clause subject in 

L1 (“la bruja”). It indicates that 

the subject of the old clause (“la 

bruja lanza”) is going to be 

preserved in the new clause.  

8 
B.La bruja ataca al gato ladrón 

 

Formulation of an alternative 

clause in L1 including a cognate 

(“ataca” for “lanza”)  

9 A.The witch, es verdad, atack…¿atack no 

es con dos k? 

Asking for confirmation of a 

spelling formulation. 

10 B. Sí, es así, me parece Confirmation provided 

11 A.Yo creo que es con dos k ¿eh? The witch 

attack…a 

Acceptance of spelling form  

12 

B…A the cat  

Rehearsal of verb complement 

involving code-mixing (“a the 

cat”) 

13 A. The witch attack of the…no…of, con. 

The witch attack of…esto está mal. Of 

magic ball. No. No, esto está mal, ¿eh? 

Rehearsal of prepositions (“of”, 

“con”) to be used with the 

instrument (“magic ball”). 
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 Wrong backtranslation (“of, 

con”). Negative evaluations. 

14 B. Sería la bruja ataca con… 

 

Backtranslation  

15 
A. ¿Con, cómo es? 

Asking for help: translation of 

“con” 

16 

B. A…la bruja ataca…esto está mal 

también. 

 

Negative evaluation of the 

preposition (“a”) which was 

used as forming part of the 

rehearsed complement (“a the 

cat”) of the verb (“atacakk”) in 

turn number 12. 

17 

B. At the cat robber 

Final state. It involves (i) 

abandoning the message related 

to the instrument used (“magic 

ball”); and (ii) two literal 

translations: “a” for “at”, and 

“gato ladrón” for “cat robber”.  

 

As can be seen in Table 10, between the initial state and the final state of the 

language-related problem space (LRPS) shown above, the children engaged in a number 

of strategies (out of the whole set of strategies identified in the previous subsection) that, 

following Macaro (2006), were operationalized as small units of goal-oriented mental 

activity that came in clusters. The small units in the cluster of strategies above included, 

reformulation of clauses, asking for help, formulation of problems, attempts at translation, 

literal translations, appeals to memory, rehearsal of L2 items, evaluations, 

backtranslations, formulation of alternatives in L1 and L2, metalinguistic comments, 

message abandonment, confirmations and repetitions. Within this large cluster, some 

strategies could in turn be contemplated as forming smaller clusters of varied length and 

size corresponding to embedded problems such as, for example, the translation of the 

clause “ataca al gato ladrón” or, on an even smaller scale, the spelling of “attack”. Bearing 

these considerations in mind, two additional criteria were followed in the 

reconceptualization of LREs as language-related problem-spaces: (i) a problem space was 
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taken to come to an end when the learner either produced a string of written text, as was 

the case above with “the witch attack at the cat robber”, or when the solution was 

postponed or the learner abandoned the idea; and (i) each individual problem space was 

coded as a unit, that is, as a cluster of strategies, regardless of the number and quality of 

strategies (evaluations, backtranslations, evaluations, etc.) interspersed between the 

initial and the final state.  

This conceptualization of the language-related problem space as a combination of 

strategies, which will be termed problem-solving strategy cluster (PSSC) henceforth, 

allowed us, on the one hand, to depart with a theoretically-motivated conceptualization 

of strategies which represented a potential advancement in the quest for answers to why 

and how writing, in general, and children’s collaborative writing, in particular, can 

contribute to language learning (see the theoretical discussion on this issue in the section 

on “L2 writing strategies” above). On the other hand, it made possible to add a new 

dimension to the analysis: the exploration of whether the children problem-solving 

episodes evidenced a particular orientation, whether compensatory or upgrading (e.g. 

Roca de Larios et al., 1996, 1999, 2006; Murphy & Roca, 2010). Although the orientation of 

writers’ strategic behaviour has not been explored in traditional analyses of LREs, we 

considered that this dimension might provide valuable insights on the purported language 

learning potential of children’s writing. We speculated that the semantic, stylistic and 

linguistic concerns involved in the upgrading orientation of strategy clusters, as compared 

to their compensatory orientation, might trigger the expression of more complex or 

precise ideas. In this respect, we assumed the theoretical claim that these ideas are 

supposed to activate lexical items associated to more complex or precise syntactic 

encoding procedures and that, as a result, they are taken to foster vocabulary, 

morphological and syntactic development (Kormos, 2011).  

We thus considered that the children’s joint approach to the task would 

presumably lead them to engage in different types of problem-solving episodes and that 

each episode would foster the activation of certain strategy clusters (with a certain 

orientation) which would, in turn, give shape to and characterize the specific episode in 

hand. Equipped these assumptions and the coding decisions and categories reported 

above, the researcher and one of his supervisors selected another twelve protocols with 

similar characteristics to those previously analysed. Each of us, acting as an individual 

coder, attempted to identify and characterize the different types of problem-solving 
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strategy clusters (PSSCs) in the data by taking into account the linguistic units that were 

problematic for the learners in conjunction with the dominant strategies (as well as their 

orientation and resolution) they had used to address the problem. A reliability estimate 

was then conducted which showed 87% of inter-coder agreement. As with the previous 

analysis, any discrepancies were discussed and collaboratively resolved. Once the PSSCs 

in those twelve protocols had been identified, the researcher took on the coding of the 

remaining 148 protocols, the result of which was the basis for the answers to the research 

questions of the study.  

 Although a thorough description of the strategies used by RG and RIG pairs when 

comparing their original texts to their reformulated versions was not one of the aims of 

the present dissertation, the researcher tried to provide some account of how the children 

attempted to process the feedback they had been provided with. On the one hand, attention 

was paid to the procedures that participants used to access the written corrective feedback 

(translation, metalinguistic reasoning, etc.) as well as to the aspects they noticed or left 

unnoticed. It was observed whether the participants marked or not in any way 

(underlining the reformulation or taking notes) those items they noticed and to which 

extent, judging from their notes (if any) or commentaries, their interpretation of such 

noticed mismatches between both texts were accurate. Finally, any possible incorporation 

of the feedback that might take place in stage 3 was traced. 
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CHAPTER II 

Results  

 
In this chapter the results corresponding to the two research questions included in 

the study will be presented. As shown below, the answer to the first question only 

involved a qualitative analysis of the data, while that of the second question entailed both 

a quantitative analysis and an extensive qualitative analysis of the data in relation to all 

the issues this research question is supposed to shed light on.  

 

Research Question 1: What problem-solving strategies, if any, do young 

EFL learners engage in when composing picture-based narrative texts? 

 

The first research question was intended to identify the problem-solving strategies 

deployed by young EFL learners when writing picture-based texts. Using the notion of 

PSSC from the previous section as the unit of analysis, we identified five main types of 

strategy clusters the children engaged in upon noticing holes and gaps in their L2 

knowledge. These included Spelling searches, Morphological searches, Lexical searches, 

Restructuring and Decomposition & Translation. A further analysis showed that each 

strategy cluster could also be classified in terms of its orientation (compensatory or 

upgrading) and its resolution (correct or incorrect) (see Figure 3 below). In what follows, 

a characterization and illustration of each problem-solving strategy cluster will be 

presented and, in the case of lexical searches and decomposition and translation (the most 

common types of clusters, see next section), a more in-depth qualitative analysis of their 

deployment will be offered due to their relevance in the data. It must be noted that the 

present analyses are supplemented with those in the next section, which are mainly related 

to the frequency and orientation of strategy use detected in the data. 
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Figure 3 — Types of problem-solving strategy clusters 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  
 

 

 

As mentioned above, the following types of problem-solving strategy clusters 

were identified in the data: 

 

a. Spelling search  

 

This PSSC involved searching for the correct orthographic form of a problematic 

linguistic item by means of different strategies such as segmenting the word into letters, 

sounding out, appeal to memory or producing and assessing alternatives.  

In the example below, participants in pair 6 (RG) successfully retrieve in stage 3 

the right spelling of a word they had correctly written back in stage 1.  

 

Types of  
PROBLEM SOLVING STRATEGY CLUSTERS 

 Spelling search 
 Morphological search 
 Lexical search 
 Restructuring 
 Decomposition and translation 

Orientation of the 
PROBLEM SOLVING STRATEGY CLUSTERS 

PSSCs with an 
UPGRADING ORIENTATION 

PSSCs with an 
COMPENSATORY ORIENTATION 

Correct 
resolution 

Incorrect 
resolution 

Correct 
resolution 

Incorrect 
resolution 
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Excerpt 20 — Pair 6 (RG) Cycle 1, Stage 3  

 
B: Sandwich. Espérate, ¿cómo era?  

A: S-A-N- … 

B: W… 

A: W…No…sand…es D. Sand, con D. 

B: En vez de W, D, ¿no? 

A: Sí. Sand-W-I-C-H. 

B: C-H. Sandwich. 

 
b. Morphological search 

 

This PSSC involved the production and assessment of alternative morphological 

options in search for the most suitable one from a linguistic or textual point of view. The 

scope of strategies employed in these searches was quite limited, since learners frequently 

resorted to sounding out, repeating the forms at hand, translations and rehearsals, 

although they sometimes complemented their evaluations with explicit metalinguistic 

comments.  

Pair 5 (RG), below, used their recollection of the reformulated text to solve a 

morphological problem they had unsuccessfully addressed in stage 1. For that purpose, 

they relied on repetitions, L1 formulations, metalinguistic comments, translations, 

evaluations and L2 rehearsals.  

 

Excerpt 21 — Piar 5 (RG) Cycle 1, Stage 3 

 

Intended message: Ella puede hacer magia  

Original message: *She can does magic 

Reformulation: She can do magic 

Final output: She can do magic.  

 

A: She can…she can…ella puede hacer magia... 

B: Ya, pero sin, sin, sin….-es (she refers to the verb “do”). 

A: ¿Sin es? 

B: Sí, sin es.  
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A:  She… 

B: She do…Do, solo do.  

A: She do magic. 

B: She can do… 

    A: She can does magic.  

B: No, does no, porque anterior, en la ficha anterior hemos puesto does 

y no está bien.  

A: Does…she can do magic.  

B: Eso. She can do magic. 

A: She can do magic. 

 

c. Lexical search  

 

This PSSC involved the production of a number of semantically related items in 

L1, L2 or in both languages in order to bridge a perceived gap between a meaning the 

children had in mind and the items -either a word or a phrase- that were required to 

express that meaning. As compared to spelling and morphological searches, lexical 

searches usually involved learners’ frequent engagement in strategies aimed at achieving 

adequate meaning-form mappings. At times they also included embedded problems 

related to spelling.  

In the following excerpt, the children in pair 2 (RIG) unsuccessfully tried to 

translate the lexical item “poción”, which led them to look for alternatives by means of 

awareness of limitations, analysis of truth value, generation of L1 formulation and 

evaluation. They finally reduced their initial plan to the less specific circumlocution “agua 

mágica” which was directly translated into English.. 

 

Excerpt 22 — Pair 2 (RIG) Cycle 2, Stage 1 

 

Intended message: Poción  

Final output: Magic water 

 

B: O podemos poner también con una poción. O, bueno… o no sabemos 

cómo se escribe. 
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A: Poción… 

B: A ver… 

A: Como con una bebida. Bueno… 

B: Es que eso no es una bebida. 

A: Sí, porque luego se la bebe. 

B: Vale. 

(…) 

B: O una bebida mágica también podemos poner. 

A: Sí. A ver. (…) O un agua… agua mágica. 

B: Vale. 

A: A magic… 

B: Vale. Water. 

A: Water.    

 

Children’s concerns with lexis were so powerful and persistent that even some 

high-proficiency pairs, in the process of planning the content of their texts, appeared to 

be more interested in checking the lexical items they could access, rather than in 

generating complete ideas. The next excerpt clearly depicts this tendency, which was 

common at the writing and rewriting stages of both cycles. As shown in this interaction, 

pair 1 (RG) checked that they had the main content words at their disposal in their 

interlanguage (“scientist”, “laboratory” and “potion”) before setting out to write: 

 

Excerpt 23 — Pair 1 (RG) Cycle 2, Stage 3 

 

Intended message: Un día un científico está en un laboratorio con su perro que está 

durmiendo y crea una poción.  

Final output: One day, a sciencetist makes a potion in his laboratory with his dog*. And 

the dog is sleeping. 

 

B: Vamos a ver. One day… 

A: Sí, como siempre. 

B: Un cientific… No, ¿cómo era? 

A: Era…a ver. Yo creo que se pronunciaba scientist. 
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B: Scientist. Entonces era… 

A: Era ciencia, science…tist. Creo que algo así. Bueno, ahora cuando 

lo escribamos nos sonará mejor o peor… 

A: Un científico está en un laboratorio… 

B: Sí. Laboratory. 

A: Con su perro, que está durmiendo. 

B: Y crea una… crea una… 

A: Y crea una poción… 

B: Pocime. No… potion, potion. 

A: Sí. 

 

 

In the case of pair 2 (RG) below, they could not recall the word "witch" as they 

attempted to describe the picture prompt, which hindered their text production even 

before fully checking what the story was about. 

 

Excerpt 24 — Pair 2 (RG) Cycle 1, Stage 1  

 

Intended message: Bruja 

Final output: She 

 

 

B: Vale. Eh…¿Te acuerdas de bruja? ¿De bruja? Era…angly…no. 

¿Angly…? Weak.  

A: ¿Weak? 

B: No, weak no. Weak no sé si era…flojo.  

A: Bueno, que eso no es. Sí.  

(Silence) 

A: Bueno, parece que estamos atascados porque no sabemos cómo se 

dice bruja. 

B: No nos acordamos.  
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d. Restructuring  

 

This PSSC involved searching for an alternative syntactic plan once the children 

anticipated or realized that the original plan was not going to be satisfactory or viable for 

a variety of linguistic or meaning-related reasons. As with lexical searches, it usually 

involved the activation of a range of strategies within the meaning-mapping range such 

as message replacement or even, at times, the occurrence of embedded problems related 

to verb tenses, lexical options and so on. 

In excerpt X below, pair 3 (RG), lacked the linguistic resources to express the idea 

that “(la bruja) piensa una idea”. As a result, they restructured this initial plan by 

successively replacing it with (i) the L1 formulation “tiene un plan”, which was discarded, 

and (ii) “está mirando al monstruo disimulando”, which was finally rendered as *”the 

witch look at monster” (message replacement and message reduction [grammar 

reduction]).  

 

Excerpt 25 — Pair 3 (RG) Cycle 1, Stage 1  

 

Intended message: (La bruja) piensa una idea. 

Final output: The witch look at monster*. 

 

A: Aquí… Piensa una idea. ¿Cómo sería eso?  

B: ¿Pensar? ¿El verbo pensar? The witch… 

A: The witch…Tampoco sabemos planear. ¿Sabes eso? Pues…vamos 

a hacer otra cosa, así…no vamos a poner que tiene una bombilla… 

B: Total, bombilla tampoco lo sabemos. 

A: Pues the witch… es que no sé, Pepe. 

B: No sé cómo se dice el verbo pensar. 

A: El verbo pensar.  

B: No lo hemos dado. 

A: Es verdad, ni lo hemos dado. 

B: O tiene un plan, pero tampoco lo sabemos. 

A: Puede ser que esté mirando al éste…al monstruo. ¿Ponemos que 

está mirando, que eso sí lo sabemos?  
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B: ¿The witch look at monster? 

A: Y es que tampoco sabemos…y si…es que…ese pensamiento 

de…que tiene una idea no sabemos cómo se dice. 

B: Es que podríamos poner que la bruja mira al monstruo pero 

disimulando, pero disimulando no lo hemos dado. 

A: Tampoco. ¿Ponemos…? Vamos a poner lo que hemos dicho: The 

witch look the…a…monster. 

B: The witch look at monster…at monster. 

 

e. Decomposition and translation  

 

This PSSC involved formulating an intended message in the L1 and then breaking 

it down into smaller, more attainable, chunks which were directly translated into the L2 

or, more indirectly, by relying on lexical searches, morphological and spelling searches, 

and even restructurings.  

As suggested, the children occasionally approached the task by rendering directly 

into English their intended plans previously produced in the L1, without these translations 

involving any searches whatsoever. In the excerpt below, pair 4 (RG) directly translated 

"luego aparece el bicho y se come la galleta", and, in doing so, they automatically adjusted 

their initial L1 message to their interlanguage and to the specifics of the message. On the 

one hand, the original message is simplified by leaving out challenging words, such as 

"aparecer", and, on the other, it is specified further by translating "la galleta" into "her 

cookie". 

 

Excerpt 26 — Pair 4 (RG) Cycle 1, Stage 1 

 

Intended message: Luego aparece otro bicho y se come la galleta. 

Final Output: Later a other monster eat her cookie* 

 

A: Luego aparece otro bicho y se come la galleta.  

B: Creo que es el mismo bicho, ¿eh? 

A: No, no. Mmmm… Later a other monster eat her cookie. 

 

1- Analysing truth v. 
2- Asking for confir 

Awareness of limit 

1- 4th L1 formulation 
2- Problem formulat 
3- Appeal to memory 

L1 formulation 

Translation 

1- Evaluation 
2- Translation 

 Translation 



183 
 
 

In contrast, the children in the following excerpt planned to write "Ella tiene una 

idea" (She has an idea). Their attempts to find the appropriate verb led them to consider 

several options - "is", "got", "pensar" and "have"-  (lexical search), its correct form in that 

given context - "have" vs. "has" - (morphological search), and the correct spelling of got 

-“g-u-t” vs “g-o-t” -(spelling search). 

 

Excerpt 27 — Pair 2 (RG) Cycle 1, Stage 1 

 

Intended message: Ella tiene una idea 

Final output: She has an idea 

 

A: She tiene una idea…she is… 

B: Idea… 

A: Tiene una idea…pero…¿cómo se escribe? 

B: Got. 

A: ¿Got? Idea, idea.  

B: Got. 

A: ¿Cómo? ¿G-U-T? 

B: G-O-T.   

A: Ella tiene… 

B:  She is. 

A: She is… 

B: Bueno, is no sería.  

A: She…el verbo tener… 

B: ¿Y pensar cómo se diría? 

A: Mmmm…she… 

B: ¿Have? Have. 

A: Has, porque es ella.  

B: Ella, vale. 
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II.1 Orientation of the problem-solving strategy clusters  
 

The data also showed that, as is the case with adult writers (e.g., López Serrano, 

in progress), the strategy clusters used by the children within each problem space had a 

specific orientation. Following relevant literature (Manchón et al., 2009; Roca de Larios, 

1999; Roca de Larios et al., 2006), we categorized this orientation as either upgrading or 

compensatory. An upgrading orientation was operationalized as the participants’ 

attempts to convey a given message in the L2 more accurately or appropriately, either 

from a formal or ideational perspective. In these cases, the strategy clusters used by the 

children showed that they were trying to stretch their linguistic resources in order to avoid 

repetitions (stylistic reason), describe a picture or an action which had not been described 

in the previous stage, or improve the lexical, morpho-syntactic and orthographic accuracy 

of their texts. Although this orientation of strategies was apparent in stages 1 and 3 of 

both cycles, it was in the rewriting stages that the impact of the reformulations on the RG 

and RIG participants’ attempts to improve their texts became more evident, as will be 

shown in the section on the results of the second research question (see below).  

The compensatory orientation of strategy clusters was defined as the participants’ 

attempts to find an alternative way of conveying meaning as a result of their limited 

resources in the L2. By definition, compensatory strategies involved some type of 

reduction (semantic, lexical, syntactic, etc) in relation to the learner’s initial plan 

Following Dörnyei and Kormos (1998), the actions implemented by the children to either 

avoid a given problem (message abandonment, message reduction, avoidance) or to find 

an alternative solution (message replacement, literal translation, foreignizing, code-

switching, etc.) were identified, as was the case with upgrading, in stages 1 and 3 of both 

cycles.  

Each of these orientations was further subdivided in two groups (correct or 

incorrect) according to the accuracy of the output. 

In the next two sections, examples of PSSCs with an upgrading and a 

compensatory orientation (both correct and incorrect) are presented and discussed. 
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II.1.1 PSSCs with an upgrading orientation 
 

II 1.1.1 Spelling search: Towards orthographic accuracy (correct) 

 

The first of the excerpts presented below illustrates the upgrading orientation of a 

spelling search. Pair 2 (RIG), in the rewriting stage of cycle 2, managed to successfully 

retrieve the correct spelling of past form of the verb “attack”, which had been included 

by the researcher  in the reformulation of their original text. In this case, the participants 

wrote down several orthographic versions of the item under discussion before deciding 

on the correct option. The formulation of the different alternatives gave rise to a problem 

space which included several questions, word analyses, confirmation checks, appeals to 

memory, evaluations and sounding out instances. 

Excerpt 28 — Pair 2 (RIG) Cycle 2, Stage 3. Correct. 

 

Intended message: --- 

Final output: Finally the dog attacked the cat in the laboratory. 

 

 

A: The dog … attacked… 

B: Sí, attacked… 

A: Atacked the… 

B: Era con dos… ¿A ver? Déjamelo un momento. Era así, ¿no? (Turns 

the page and writes.) 

A: Con dos T.  

B: ¿Con A? 

A: Con A. 

B: Era así, ¿no?  

A: Attacked…attacked… es que con K no me suena nada. 

B: ¿Entonces con qué? 

A: Es que con Q tampoco. 

B: Con Q menos. No. Así no era. 

A: ¿Y así? Espera. Attacked. Ay, perdón. Attacced. 
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B: Si es que lo he puesto yo. Es lo que he puesto. 

A: ¿Así? 

B: Sí. Yo creo que era así. 

A: Puf. A ver. Vamos a ver con Q. 

B: Me suena raro. 

A: Y a mí. Pero es que con K también me suena más raro. ¿Y con una 

C? ¿Así? Mira. Es que tampoco. Attack…attacked…attack… 

B: Eh… 

A: Attackter. No. 

B: Attackter no era. 

A: Attackted. 

B: ¿Dónde? ¿Éste? 

A: Éste. El de aquí. Attackted. 

B: Bueno, vale. 

A: Es que no me suena. Attackted. 

B: Es que eso a mí… 

A: Es que sonaba a ataque. 

B: Es que no me suena bien. 

A: Bueno. 

B: Pues vamos a dejarlo así (they refer to “attacked”). 

 

 

II.1.1.2 Spelling search: towards orthographic accuracy (incorrect) 

 

In the following example a vague recollection of the word “witch” used in the 

reformulation made the participants in pair 7 (RIG) discard “woman”, the less exact 

option they had used back in stage 1 (cycle 1) to refer to the main character of the story. 

This decision made them engage in a spelling search with an upgrading orientation that 

did not lead to accurate output. 

 

Excerpt 29 — Pair 7 (RIG) Cycle 1, Stage 3 

 

Original Output in Stage 1: Woman 
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Reformulated version: The witch 

Final output: *The wicht. 

 

A:. Venga, pues… 

B: Algo de witch… 

A: The witch…Ahora sí. 

R: ¿Por qué dices ahora sí? 

A: Porque antes no nos acordábamos. 

B: Antes pusimos the woman. ¿Witch se escribe W-I-C-H o…? No, 

llevaba T, creo…no… 

A: Creo que sí, al acabar. 

B: Lleva…W-I-C-H y me parece que llevaba T. 

A: Al acabar. 

B: Sí, vale. 

 

II.1.1.3 Morphological search: oriented towards cohesion (correct) 

 

The next excerpt shows the children’s concern with cohesion. In order to improve 

the internal cohesion of their output, dyad A in pair 1 (RG) suggested writing “her” (juice) 

— in line with what they did in the previous line (“her sandwich”) — instead of “a” 

(juice), which was a completely valid option but less specific.  

 

Excerpt 30 — Pair 1 (RG) Cycle 1, Stage 1. Correct. 

 

Intended message: A juice 

Final output in stage 3: Her juice. 

 

B: Drink a... 

A: A no; sería the o his o her, como aquí, que hemos puesto su sándwich, en 

femenino. Pues su zumo también.  

(...) 

 

B: Es que si ponemos su zumo parecería el zumo del monstruo. 

A: Pero estamos hablando de la bruja, ¿no? 
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B: Mmm, sí, depende. 

A: Y, además, como lo pongo en femenino se entiende que es la bruja, no el 

monstruo en femenino. 

B: También. Sí. 

A: ¿Entonces pongo el artículo o el determinante posesivo? 

B: Pon her. 

 

 

II.1.1.4 Morphological search: oriented towards accuracy (incorrect) 

 

Participants in the following example (Pair 5 [RG]) had repeatedly failed to add 

the 3rd person singular “s” to the verb. As they produced their new output, they proved 

able to remember to add it — as shown in the reformulation — but not always correctly. 

In this case, dyad A had written “*She watch” and when her partner noticed the mistake, 

she made a generalization of the rule and added an “s” instead of “es”. 

 

Excerpt 31 — Pair 5 (RG) Cycle 1, Stage 3. Incorrect. 

 

Original output in stage 1:  She look her cat* 

Reformulated version: She sees the cat 

Final output in stage 3: She watchs the cat* 

 
B:¿Y mira, y ella mira? 

A: She watchsssss…tiene razón. She watchs. 

R: ¿Qué has cambiado, Eva? 

A: A watch le he añadido una s. 

 

II.1.1.5 Lexical search: Towards appropriate lexical alternatives (correct) 

 

The next excerpt shows a lexical search with an upgrading orientation for the word 

‘turn into’ by a pair of children in the RIG group in stage 1 of cycle 2. After initially 

trying out the verb “become”, the pair discussed the meaning of the L1 term  (convertirse), 

which prompted their recollection of the appropriate L2 term (turn into) they had 

previously come across in a text written during the instructional sessions. Strategies 
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involving confirmation, sounding out, evaluation, metalinguistic reasoning, translation, 

L1 formulation, semantic clarification and appeal to memory are apparent in this search. 

Although the initial verb propounded by the children, “became”, was correct, their efforts 

to retrieve “turn into” show their preoccupation with the suitability of the form used.  

 

Excerpt 32 — Pair 3 (RIG) Cycle 2, Stage 1. Correct. 

 

Intended message: Se convierte. 

Final message: The boy turns into a cat.  

 

B: Empieza, become. 

A: ¿Become? 

B: No, convertirse. Begin, began, begun. 

A: Become, became, become. 

B: No. Eso es… 

A: El participio, el participio. 

B: Eso es convertirse o llegar a ser. 

A: Pues ya está, convertirse. Se está convirtiendo en un gato. 

B: Ah, vale. Es verdad. 

A: A ver, the magic pócima, ¿no? La pócima mágica…le está haciendo 

el efecto. 

B: Ese convertirse se refiere a que pasan los años y  te conviertes en 

un… si te acuerdas, en la redacción que hacíamos era un verbo como 

turns. ¿No te acuerdas? 

A: Ah, vale. Turns into… 

B: Into the cat. 

A: Into a cat. Bien pensado, Jesús.  

 

 

II.1.1.6 Lexical search: towards appropriate lexis (incorrect) 

 
The next excerpt shows participants in pair 5 (RIG) improving their output in 

Cycle 2, Stage 3 as compared to Stage 1. In their original output, and being unable to 
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come up with the word they needed (“scientist”), they had written “doctor”. The 

reformulation provided them with the word they were looking for, but when the time 

came to use it in stage 3 they had and incorrect recollection of it (“sciencist”).  

 

Excerpt 33 — Pair 5 (RIG) Cycle 2, Stage 3. Incorrect. 

 

Original output in stage 1:  Doctor 

Reformulated version: Scientist 

Final output in stage 3: *Sciencist 

 
B: O a happy doctor…un doctor feliz. 

A: …is a…no, era a… 

B: A doctor. 

A: A doctor no. Era que estaba en la… 

B: ¿Sciencist? 

A: Scien…scien… 

B: Sciencist. 

A: Sciencist… 
 

II.1.1.7 Restructuring: Avoiding repetition (correct) 

  

As shown in the next excerpt, pair 1 (CG) restructured their original plan for frame 

5 (“El doctor se ha transformado o convertido [en un gato]”) to avoid repetition both from 

a formal perspective (they had just described frame 4 using almost the same words: “The 

doctor become in an animal*”) and an ideational perspective (the transformation had 

already been described in the previous line and it made no sense to repeat the idea). Now 

it was time to move on and say what the result was: he was a cat. In this case, restructuring 

was successfully used with an upgrading orientation since the children responded to their 

stylistic concerns (“para no poner otra vez lo mismo”) with a new L1 formulation — “es 

ahora un gato” — (finally translated into the L2 as “the doctor is now a cat”) that better 

fitted the picture prompt and was not a repetition of an already conveyed idea.   
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Excerpt 34 — Pair 1 (CG) Cycle 2, Stage 1. Correct. 

 

Intended message: El doctor se ha transformado o convertido (en un gato)  

Final message: The doctor is now a cat.  

 

A: La cinco (they refer to frame number 5 in “The scientist” picture 

prompt). 

B: El doctor se trans… 

A: Se ha transformado o convertido…. 

B: Es ahora, para no poner otra vez lo mismo, es ahora un gato. 

A: Un gato.  

(…) 

B: The doctor is now a cat.  

 

 
II.1.1.8 Restructuring: Describing a picture previously overlooked 

(incorrect) 

 

  As shown in the example below, participants in Pair 6 (RG) abandoned their initial 

plan (“Un murciélago se enamora”) for frame 6 as soon as they remembered in the L1 the 

description suggested in the reformulation for this frame. This pair had been unable to 

write a single word as a response to the same frame in stage 1, so, although the output is 

incorrect, there is an upgrading orientation.  

 

Excerpt 35 — Pair 6 (RG) Cycle 1, Stage 3. Incorrect. 

 

Original output in stage 1:  --- 

Reformulated version: After that, she can happily finish her breakfast. 

Intended message: Un murciélago se enamora. 

Final output in stage 3: *The wich can finaly the breakfast 

 

B: Podemos poner y un murciélago se enamora. 
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A: Their…no, their era…¿Their…bat? Era their bat love him. 

B: No, era… 

A: Their…their bat love him. 

B: Era la bruja puede finalizar su desayuno. 

A: Vale. The witch… 

B: The…witch… 

A: Can… 

B: Can…finalise… 

A: Finaly… 

B: Finaly…su desayuno. 

(...) 

B: The breakfast. Con K. Y ya está. 

 

 

II.1.1.9 Decomposition & translation: towards lexical and morphological 

accuracy (correct) 

 

The following dialogue shows how the participants in pair 3 (CG) decomposed 

their intended message (“Su araña mascota se bebió la leche”), a process which involved 

the upgrading orientation of (i) a morphological search (“your” – “her” – “his”) including 

different metalinguistic comments (“her, su, sí, es chica”, “his, masculine es his”), (ii) the 

progressive translation into English of the initial L1 phrase “araña mascota” (“his spider”, 

“su araña mascota”, “his spider pet”), and (iii) a second morphological search through 

sounding out the infinitive and the past of the irregular verb at stake (“drink, drank”).  

 

Excerpt 36 — Pair 3 (CG) Cycle 2, Stage 1. Correct. 

 

Intended message: Su araña mascota se bebió la leche 

Final message: His spider pet drank the milk  

 

B: And your…and your…eso es una araña, ¿no? 

A: Sí. Podemos decir su araña mascota se bebió la leche 

B: Your… 
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A: Spider. 

B: And his…her… 

A: ¿Cómo? 

B: Her, su. 

A: Sí, es chica. 

B: Es un chico ¡Ah, es verdad! 

A: Chica. 

B: And… 

A: Her spider. 

B: ¿Her o his? His…her…his… 

A: Her era para el masculino. 

B: His. Masculino es his. Si es un chico… 

A: ¿Es un chico o una chica? 

B: Un chico. Venga, un chico. And his… 

A: Spider. 

B: His…su araña mascota. His spider pet…y su mas… 

A: Y su mascota… 

B: Eh…se bebió…se bebió su leche. ¿Cómo se dice eso? And his spider 

pet… 

A: El verbo beber… 

B: Drank…drink… 

A: Drank. Drank… 

B: Drank…creo que es así. 

A: Sí, sí. 

B: Drank… 

A: Drank…the milk. 

B: His…ah, bueno. Es verdad. The milk. 

 

II.1.1.10 Decomposition & translation: Describing an action not previously 

addressed (incorrect)  

 

 This example shows participants in pair 2 (RG) trying to reproduce a sentence 

from the reformulation (“The witch doesn’t see it”) that referred to an aspect of the picture 
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prompt they had not addressed in stage 1. In doing so, they decomposed their intended 

message (“Pero no ve al gato beber el zumo”) and engaged in different strategy clusters 

with an upgrading orientation: (i) morphological search ( negative auxiliary: “no” — 

“not” — “doesn’t” — “isn’t”) that involved metalinguistic reasoning and analyzing truth 

value among other strategies, (ii) a spelling search (“wach” — “watch”) including 

metalinguistic reasoning and (iii) a new morphological search ( “drink” — “drinking”) 

mainly through back translation. Although the final output was incorrect, the orientation, 

given that participants sought to improve their previous output in the direction of what 

they could recall from the reformulation, was upgrading. 

 

Excerpt 37 — Pair 2 (RG) Cycle 1, Stage 3. Incorrect. 

 

Original output in stage 1:  --- 

Reformulated version: The witch doesn’t see it. 

Final output in stage 3: *She isn’t watch the cat drinking her orange juice. 

 

A: Pero no ve al gato beber el zumo. 

B: But. El verbo watch.  

A: But she… 

B: No. But no watch… 

A: She not watch… 

(...) 

B: But… 

A: Pon she, anda. 

B: Voy. She.  

A: She does…¿doesn’t? She do…no. Pero ella… 

B: Sería she doesn’t watch. 

A: Watch… 

B: No…(Silence) She not…¿watch? She doesn’t. 

A: ¿Eh? 

B: ¿Qué ponemos? ¿She doesn’t o she not? Es que si no sería cuando 

es…I’m not, o…sería…Es que…No sé. Pero ella no ve… 

A: Pero ella no está viendo…¿isn’t? 
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B: Ella no está viendo… 

A: Isn’t. 

B: She isn’t…no, me he equivocado. 

A: No, sí. 

B: Sí, Está bien. Isn’t… 

A: Isn’t watch… 

B: No. Es así. Sí. Sin t. ¿Verdad? 

A: No, con t. Después de la a. 

B: ¿De la a? ¿Eso no sería pregunta? ¿What? 

A: No, la pregunta sería W-H-A-T. 

B: Es verdad. Vale. Watch…eh…the cat…her… 

A: No. Pero no ve…¿Qué has puesto? 

B: El gato…beber. 

A: Pero ella no ve al gato…bebiendo. 

B: Drink. 

A: ¿Drink o drinking? 

 

B: The cat drink…drinking… 

A: Bebiendo. No…¿el gato bebe? No; bebiendo. 

B: Bebe sería esto. Bebiendo sería…eh…drinking. Drinking her… 

A: Orange juice.  

B: Orange juice. 

 

II.1.2 PSSCs with a compensatory orientation 
 

Following the pattern of the previous section, instances of PSSCs with a 

compensatory orientation resulting both in correct and incorrect output will be presented 

in what follows. Spelling search, however, will constitute an exception.  

 

II.1.2.1 Spelling search 

 

When participants experienced a problem with the spelling of a given lexical item 

and engaged in a search with a compensatory orientation, the result was in all cases non-
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accurate (wrong spelling, abandonment, foreignizing, transfer, word coinage or 

replacement, which involved a lexical search). This means that spelling searches with a 

compensatory orientation leading to correct output did not occur. 

 

II.1.2.2 Spelling search: Avoidance (incorrect) 

 

In the following dialogue, pair 5 in the RG engaged in search of the correct 

orthographic L2 version of “inmediatamente”.  They tried writing two versions 

(“immediately” and “inmdiatily”). This search had a downgrading orientation because, 

although the first version was right, these participants considered both of them equally 

wrong and ended up omitting this lexical item (avoidance). 

 

Excerpt 38 — Pair 5 (RG) Cycle 2, Stage 3. Incorrect 

 

Intended message: Inmediately (no L1 formulation) 

Final output: (Omision) And he turn into a cat. 

 

A: And inme… (Turns the page over and writes) Immediately. No. 

(Crosses out) Inmdiatily. No.  

B: Creo que así no se escribe. 

A: Escríbelo tú. 

B: No sé cómo se escribe. 

A: (Turns the page over again) Pues nada. 

  

 

II.1.2.3 Morphological search: Compensatory orientation (correct) 

 

In the example below, participants in pair 2 (CG) decided at the beginning of the 

task to downgrade their initial plan and to write the whole text (and the particular 

linguistic item under discussion, “había”) in the present tense instead of writing it in the 

past because, in their opinion, it would involve less effort. In doing so, they nevertheless 

produced correct output. 
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Excerpt 39 — Pair 2 (CG) Cycle 2, Stage 3. Correct 

 

Intended message: Había (a crazy man with his dog) 

Final output: There is (a crazy man with his dog) 

 

B: Pero había. 

A: ¿Había? ¿Lo vamos a escribir en pasado? 

B: No, en presente que es más fácil. 

A: Entonces había… have. No, have…había… Es there…there… 

B: There is… 

A: There is… 

 

II.1.2.4 Lexical search: Compensatory orientation (correct)  

 

 At times participants were unable to come up with a given lexical item (because 

they could not retrieve it or because it was not available in their interlanguage). However, 

they were often able to find a less specific alternative that fitted the context and allowed 

them to go on with their intended plan. In the example below, pair 3 (CG) could not 

remember how to say “científico” in the L2 (“scientist”), but managed to recall 

“farmacéutico” (“chemist”). 

 

Excerpt 40 — Pair 3 (CG) Cycle 2, Stage 1. Correct. 

 

Intended message: *This is story is a story for a científico and a dog. 

Final output: This story is a story for a chemist and a dog. 

 
A: ¿Científico cómo era? 

B: Ciencia era eso de science. 

A: Chemist. Que…de los trabajos. Chemist… es que chemist era 

farmacia y… 

B: Farmaceútico. 

A: Ya, pero científico también era algo así. Me acuerdo yo que era…. 

B: ¿Chemiser? ¿Puede ser? No sé. 
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A: Me acuerdo cómo se escribía farmacia. 

B: Chemist. 

A: Ya, y científico era casi igual. 

(Silence)  

A: Yo creo que es así. 

B: ¿Cómo? 

A: Chemist. 

B: ¿Chemist? Eso es farmacia. 

A: Sí, pero… es que era… en farmacia era… se ponía la comilla ésa 

que se pone siempre… 

B: Con la S. Puede ser. 

A: Y en lo otro no. 

B: Vale. 
 

II.1.2.5 Lexical search: compensatory orientation (incorrect) 

 

The implementation of lexical searches resulting in non-accurate results often 

involved the use of compensatory strategies that seemed to be characteristic of children. 

A number of examples showing some of these unique strategies are included below as an 

attempt to illustrate how idiosyncratic some children’s interlanguage and approach to the 

L2 might be. 

 

a. Lexical search: Word coinage (incorrect) 

 

The members of pair 4 in the RG needed to translate “transformar” into the L2. In 

order to do so, they engaged in a lexical search ( “transformer” – “convertir” – “convert”) 

with a downgrading orientation; it involved foreignizing the L1 verb “convertir” which, 

in spite of B’s reticence (“¿tú sabes que se escribe asi o te lo acabas de inventor?”), 

resulted in the coinage of a new word (“convert”). 

 

Excerpt 41 — Pair 4 (RG) Cycle 1, Stage 1. Incorrect. 

 

Intended message:  That idea is she transformar el monstruo en un murciélago. 

Translation 

Use of analogy 

1-Alt. form. in L1 
2-Appeal to mem 

1- Evaluation 
2- Back translation 

1-Metalinguistic 
reasoning. 

2- Analyzing words 

Evaluation 



199 
 
 

Final output: That idea is she convert the monster to a vampire*. 

 

B: ¿Transformar? ¿Transformar? ¿Cómo se dice transformer? 

A: ¿Transformar? She…she… 

B: No me acuerdo. 

A: No me acuerdo. 

B: Pues convertir o algo así. 

A: ¿Convert? 

B: ¿Convert? 

A: Convert the… 

B: ¿Tú sabes que se escribe así o te lo acabas de inventar? 

A: No, es así. 

 

 Foreignizing will be more extensively discussed and more examples will be provided in 

section d. Lexical searches: Foreignizing. 

 

b. Lexical search: Keeping a wishlist (incorrect) 

 

Some pairs, unable to come up with the exact words they needed, eventually gave 

up and omitted whole sentences (in this example they don’t omit them; they give up and 

use the L1). Pair 3 (RG) would even enter their missing L2 lexical items into a kind of 

wishlist they kept in mind (“necesitamos piensa, murciélago y transforma”) and revisited 

again and again.  

 

Excerpt 42 — Pair 3 (RG) Cycle 1, Stage 1. Incorrect. 

 

Intended message: La bruja transforma al murciélago. El murciélago se enamora del 

monstruo. 

Final message: The witch transforma at monster. The murciélago loves at monster* 

 

B: The monster is a… 

A: ¿O ponemos…cómo se dice murciélago? 
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B: Murciélago no lo sé. Podríamos poner the monster is a…y lo que 

fuese murciélago y the…el murciélago loves a... 

A: Bueno…Pues no sé. No sabemos ni lo que es transforma ni piensa. 

B: ¿Ponemos lo que he dicho, lo the monster…? 

A: Sí, pero es que no sabemos cómo es murciélago. Si supiéramos lo 

que es transforma ya acabaríamos la frase uno y la dos. Pero también 

murciélago también nos hace falta. Necesitamos piensa, murciélago y 

transforma. 

 

c. Lexical search: reducing sentences to their content words (incorrect)  

 

 In some cases, the children proved to be unable to consider messages as a whole, 

and so they attempted to elaborate them by jumping from content word to content word 

without apparently being aware that the necessary function words that should link them 

together into a meaningful whole had been left out. In the example below, pair 9 (RG) 

explicitly reduced the sentence "manda una maldición" to its more salient content word, 

the noun "maldición", which they could not eventually render in the L2.  

 

Excerpt 43 — Pair 9 (RIG) Cycle 1, Stage 1. Incorrect. 

 

Intended message: La bruja manda una maldición al gato 

Final message: The whirt maldición the cat* 

 

B: The whirt…. 

A: Manda una maldición, o sea…maldición. 

B: Maldición.  

A: Una…maldición a the cat. Al gato. 

 

 

d. Lexical searches: Foreignizing (incorrect)  

 

In some cases, children would invent new words in a process that mainly consisted 

of foreignizing L1 lexical items both before and after receiving the feedback. Even those 
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pairs that were ashamed of their low level of proficiency or had a rather low self-esteem 

(especially pairs 8 [RG], 10 [RG] and 9 [RIG]) proved to be very creative and, using 

imagination as the only resource at their disposal, did not hesitate to nourish their 

interlanguage with invented lexical items. Pair 9 (RIG) invented "transformeision" 

("transform") in stage 1 (cycle 2) and coined "plas" ("explode") in stage 1 (cycle 2), which 

was later replaced in stage 3 by "splosion". Pair 10 (RG), in stage 1 cycle 1, for instance, 

coined as many words as they needed: “tranquil” (tranquilo), “degust” (comer),”ident” 

(idea) or “transformer” (transformar). The saliency and uniqueness of this specific 

compensatory strategy, quite widespread amongst low proficiency learners, justifies a 

more extensive discussion and the incorporation of a number of different examples in 

what follows. Such examples shed light on the sources for these invented lexical items 

and also on the general position of the children towards this strategy, which ranged from 

the conviction that they were using the right lexical item to openly acknowledging they 

were making up new words.   

In this respect, pair 8 (RG), whose knowledge of the L2 was very limited,  proved 

to be the most creative with such contributions as the one showed in the next excerpt: 

 

Excerpt 44 — Pair 8 (RG) Cycle 1, Stage 3. Incorrect 

 

Intended message: La bruja mira el zumo de naranja 

Final message: The witch visioner the orange juice* 

 

A: The witch. The witch… 

B: Se da cuenta… 

A: ¿Mira? 

B: ¿Mira cómo era? 

A: ¿Visioner? Puedo poner visioner… 

B: Vision, ¿no? Será vision. 

A: Visioner. Vision creo que es…vision…no sé. Visiona. La bruja 

visiona… 

B: Que…que… 

A: La bruja visiona el…(writes) 

B: Orange güais. 
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This pair also made up “planner” (planear), “transmutation” (transformar) or 

“contrite” (contra), and sometimes even gave reasons to try and convince their partners 

(or themselves) that these lexical items were not invented but completely valid. At best, 

they acknowledged that the invented words were not very accurate or complained that 

they could not recall their exact spelling.  

Occasionally, the reasons for the invented words were drawn from previous 

lessons, as was the case in the example below where the learners were looking for the 

verb "eat":  

 

Excerpt 45 — Pair 8 (RG) Cycle 1, Stage 3. Incorrect. 

 

Intended message: La bruja se está comiendo un sandwich y un zumo de naranja. 

Final message: The witch yumming sandwich and orange juice* 

 

A: Eh…¿Ponemos yumming? 

B: ¿Y eso qué es? 

A: Y yo qué sé, pero creo que…no sé, de un libro…Creo que era una 

ematopeya de… 

B: Sería…sería saborea. ¿Saborea sabes cómo es? 

A: Puf. No. Es que en el libro éste que nos mandó de inglés ponía algo 

así de yumming, pero sería porque comió y dijo ummm, yumming. O 

algo así. 

(Silencio) 

A: Vamos a escribir porque ya no se me ocurre otra cosa. The witch 

yumming a sandwich…sandwich.  

 

In other cases, the sources used for the reasons adduced were of a different nature. 

In the next example, one of the children in pair 7 (RIG) remembered having found 

"transformation" as the translation for "transformar" somewhere, probably in an online 

translator.  
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Excerpt 46 — Pair 7 (RIG) Cycle 1, Stage 3. Incorrect. 

 

Intended message: Transformar. 

Final message: Transformation* 

 

B: Transformation creo que era. 

A: Transformation… 

B: Leí por ahí. Era transformation. En el traductor. Con la T. 

 

The general tendency, however, was to acknowledge that they were consciously 

inventing words, as summarized in what one of the participants in pair 8 (CG) stated each 

time they failed to find the translation for a given lexical item: "Lo ponemos más o menos 

que se parezca…" or "Este es nuestro mejor invento".  Pair 9 (RIG) also contributed a 

metalinguistic comment (“que suene más inglés”) as they coined the word "inventeision": 

 

Excerpt 47 — Pair 9 (RIG) Cycle 2, Stage 3. Incorrect. 

 

Intended message: Inventó 

Final message: Inventeision* 

 

A: Inventó. 

B: Inven…tú dices… 

A: Inventó. 

B: Invent… 

A: Inventeision, por ejemplo, que suene más a inglés. 

B: Inventeision. Inventeision. 

 

Judging by the effort that these children sometimes invested in coming up with 

these words, it appears as if they were not aware of the fact that this strategy was not a 

valid one. They seemed to expect, as shown in the example below, that some or, at least, 

one of their several contributions might turn out to be the target L2 item they were looking 

for. In the excerpt below, child B implicitly refers to the discussion presented in excerpt 
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3 above as they are trying to respond to a subsequent frame where they have to use the 

verb "mirar" again: 

 

Excerpt 48 — Pair 8 (RG) Cycle 1, Stage 3. Incorrect. 

 

Intended message: Mirar 

Final message: Vision* 

 

B: ¿Ponemos esta vez vision, a ver si está bien? Y si no es una, es otra. 

Y si no, pues ninguna. 

 

II.1.2.6 Restructuring: compensatory orientation (correct) 

 

In this example, participants in pair 2 (CG) intended to translate their initial plan 

“se atraganta” as they addressed frame 3 in cycle 2. The verification that they lacked the 

necessary lexical items to convey that specific sentence quickly made them restructure it 

into a more attainable message (“se pone enfermo”). Even though restructuring in this 

case involved message reduction, the output was correct from the syntactic point of view, 

which is what restructuring is about. 

 

Excerpt 49 — Pair 2 (CG) Cycle 2, Stage 1. Correct. 

 

Intended message: El hombre se atraganta. 

Final message: The crazy man is sik* 

 

  

B: Se atraganta o… 

A: Enfermo. Se pone enfermo. Algo así. El hombre… the crazy man... 

B: No, espérate. 

A: The…The crazy man… 

B: The crazy man…eh… 

A: Man… 
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L1 formulation 
1-Generating L1 

alternative 
2-Translat. (partial) 

Repeating 
phrase 

Rep. of initial L1 
formulation 



205 
 
 

A: ¿Atragantar cómo es? 

B: Mmm… ¿qué ponemos? 

A: ¿Se pone malo o enfermo? ¿Sabes cómo es? 

B: Enfermo es sick o algo así. Creo. (...) 

A: The man… is sik. 

 

 

II.1.2.7 Restructuring: Message replacement (incorrect) 

 

The same participants, pair 2 (CG), tried to produce in the rewriting stage exactly 

the same message they had restructured in the previous stage (as shown in the example 

below). One of the dyads was reluctant to repeat what they had written in stage 1 (they 

had written “The crazy man is sik*. His face is green”, although they seemed to recollect 

only the last sentence) so they tried to restructure the initial message again avoiding 

repetition and came up with a new L1 formulation (“Está preocupado porque la bebida es 

mala”). This time the use of foreignizing resulted in incorrect output.   

 

Excerpt 50 — Pair 2 (CG) Cycle 2, Stage 2 

 

Intended message: El hombre se atraganta. Incorrect. 

Final message: The crazy man is preocuped because the drink is bad* 

 

B: Y aquí como que se atraganta. 

A: Pero es que atragantar… como la otra vez, que no sabemos. 

B: ¿Qué pusimos? Que estaba verde, ¿no? 

A: Sí. Pero otra vez, no sé. Bueno. The crazy man is… 

B: Ponemos preocupado… 

A: Pero es que ¿cómo es preocupado? 

B: Preocuped, ¿no? 

A: Vale. Is preocuped… 

B: Eh… porque… 

A: Because he… 

B: Porque… because the drink… the drink…is…como mala, ¿no? 
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A: Sí. The drink… 

B: Is bad. 

A: Is bad. 

 

 II.1.2.8 Decomposition & Translation: Message reduced to elements covered 

in class (correct) 

 

As they were trying to write the message “El científico ha descubierto un 

experimento”, pair 1 (CG) made use of the decomposition strategy and proved to be 

unable to express “scientist”, “has discovered” and “experiment” as planned. To solve 

the problem, they reduced their intended message by appealing to their memory of the 

items covered in class (“científico, no lo hemos dado”; “ha hecho, eso sí lo hemos dado”; 

“¿inventar lo hemos dado? no lo sé, me suena un poco pero no lo sé ahora mismo”) and 

ended up using linguistic elements they had already acquired (“doctor”, “has” and 

“drink”). The result was a much simpler, but grammatically acceptable, sentence.  

 

Excerpt 51 — Pair 1 (CG) Cycle 2, Stage 1. Correct  

 

Intended message: El científico ha descubierto un experimento. 

Final output: The doctor has a new drink. 

 

A: Luego que… científico no lo hemos dado, entonces que… el chico. 

Ahí ha descubierto, ¿no? Ay. 

B: No lo sé. 

A: Ha hecho… Esto sí lo hemos dado. 

B: Sí, el verbo hacer sí.  

A: Qué complicación. ¿Qué ponemos? 

B: No sé. En vez de poner un experimento, ha inventado… 

A: ¿Inventar lo hemos dado?  

B: No lo sé. Me suena un poco, pero  no sé ahora mismo. Bueno, una 

bebida. 

A: Sí, bueno… 

B: Una bebida especial. 
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3rd L1 formulat 
1-Appeal to mem 
2- Asking for conf 

Evaluation 

Elaborat. of previous  
L1 formulation 
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A: Eso. 

B: A ver. Vamos a poner el doctor. Vamos a poner el doctor tiene una 

nueva bebida. 

A: The doctor has a new drink.  

 

II.1.2.9 Decomposition & Translation: code switching (incorrect) 

 

The use of the L1 was sometimes taken to the extreme by some lower proficiency 

pairs whose limited interlanguage prevented them from engaging in the two stages that 

decomposition and translation involves, i.e., generating ideas in the L1 and encoding them 

in the foreign language. These children were thus forced to convey the message as it was 

originally conceived in the L1 by means of code-switching.  

An example is shown below. A section of a decomposition and translation has 

been selected that shows two instances of code switching (the whole interaction has not 

been included due to its length). On the one hand, participants in pair 6 (CG), unable to 

translate the L1 word “idea” into the L2, chose to write it in Spanish (they manifestly 

ignored that “idea” is a cognate). Later on, these participants, after focusing their attention 

on the term concerned (“el qué ese, a ver si nos sale”), repeating it several times (“que, 

que, que”) and discarding one of the few connectors they were familiar with (“no es but, 

porque but es pero”), had no option but to write in in the L1:  

 

Excerpt 52 — Pair 6 (CG) Cycle 1, Stage 1. Incorrect. 

 

Intended message: La bruja piensa que el gato se ha comido el sandwich. 

Final message: The witch has a idea, que cat is eating a sandwiches* 

 

B: Porque idea tampoco se sabe…Yo no sé cómo es. 

A: Venga, pues lo ponemos en español.  

B: No, no. 

A: Si es que no te lo sabes.(...) 

B: Idea...Ponlo en español. 

A: (They laugh) A idea. Espérate…Hemos cambiado pensar por idea. 

Tiene una idea… 

Integrated L1 
formulation 

Translation 

Awareness of  
limitations 

1- Use of L1 for man. 
2- Metalinguistic reas 

Evaluation 

Awareness of limit 

1- Use of L1 for man 
2- Metalinguistic reas 
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B: El gato… 

A: The witch tiene una idea… 

B: Tiene una idea, coma. 

A: Coma. Que el gato… 

B: Que el gato se ha comido el sandwich… 

A: Y se ha bebido el zumo. Tiene una idea. 

R: ¿Y qué pasa ahí? 

B: Pues el "que" ése. A ver si nos sale.  

A: Ah, vale, ya. Sólo nos falta el que y ya está. Porque lo otro sé hacerlo. 

B: Vamos a ver. “Que”. “Que”. “Que”. 

A: No es but, porque but es pero. 

B: ¿No lo estábamos buscando antes…? Pues…nada. 

A: Ah, da igual. El “que” lo ponemos en español. 

B: Pero si al final lo ponemos entero en español. 

A: No. Sólo hemos puesto tres palabras en español. 

B: Venga. Bueno, que… 

A: Que… 

 

In this section the different problem solving strategies that young EFL learners 

engaged in throughout the three stage task have been described. Such strategies, 

integrated in problem-solving strategy clusters (PSSCs) -spelling search, morphological 

search, lexical search, restructuring and decomposition and translation- were 

implemented by the participants either with an upgrading orientation, which involved 

attempts to produce more accurate or appropriate output, or with a compensatory 

orientation, which involved attempts to make up for the limitations in L2 resources and 

look for alternatives. Each of these orientations could result in either correct or incorrect 

output. 

In the next section we will address the second research question and, in doing so, 

a number of relevant aspects concerning the problem-solving strategy clusters will be 

discussed. On the one hand, attention will be paid to the frequency of implementation of 

the PSSCs as well as their orientation (which, as already discussed, could be upgrading 

or compensatory) and correctness. Each of these three aspects will be analysed across 

stages (writing and rewriting stages) and across cycles (cycles 1 and 2). The influence (if 

Repeating words 

Back translation 

1-Use of L1 for man 
2-Metalinguistic reas 

Awareness of 
limitations 

1-Metaling reas 
2- Awareness of limit 

Use of L1 for man 

Metalinguistice  
reasoning 

1- Back translat 
2- Repeating 

1- L1 formulation 
2- Back translation 
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any) of the variables of proficiency (high or low) and instruction (reformulation only, 

reformulation and instruction and control) on the three aspects mentioned above 

(frequency, orientation and correctness) will be dully described.  
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Research Question number 2: Are there any differences in the 

frequency, orientation and correctness of the problem-solving strategies 

used by the children before and after the treatment period? Are these 

differences (if any) mediated by the children’s level of proficiency? 

 
Research question two was approached by means of both quantitative and 

qualitative analyses of the data collected (and coded) from the children’s transcribed 

interactions. In both cases a comparison was conducted of the problem-solving strategies 

used by the learners in Stages 1 (Time 1, henceforth) and 3 (Time 2, henceforth) in cycle 

1, i.e., before the treatment period, and stages 1 (Time 3, henceforth) and 3 (Time 4, 

henceforth) in cycle 2, i.e., after the treatment period. Since the present research question 

was focused only on the strategies used by the children while writing or rewriting their 

texts, a thorough analysis of stage 2 (i.e., when the children compared their texts to the 

reformulated versions) in both cycles was left out, although some reference to the way 

children processed the feedback provided to them is made when the interpretation of the 

data requires us to do so.  

For the quantitative analysis of the data, a mixed-design ANOVA test was 

conducted, with Time (four levels: Time 1, 2, 3 and 4), Problem-solving Strategy (four 

levels: Decomposition-translation, Morphological and Spelling search, Restructuring, 

Lexical search,), Orientation (two levels: Compensatory and Upgrading) and Correctness 

(two levels: Correct and Incorrect) as intra-subject factors. Proficiency (two levels: High 

and Low) and Group (three levels: Reformulation Group [RG], Reformulation and 

Instruction Group [RIG], and Control Group [CG]) were taken as inter-subject factors. 

The qualitative analysis involved a closer look at the children’s interactions throughout 

the data collection period. The aim of this more descriptive analysis was to explore the 

various processes and outcomes prompted by the tasks so that some of the reasons that 

accounted for the quantitative results could be duly described. In order to carry out this 

qualitative analysis, patterns in the participants’ performance were observed and 

considered a tendency when they could be traced in at least three pairs belonging to the 

same group (RG, RIG or CG) or proficiency level (high or low). Besides, the influence 

that factors non inherent to the task - such as the time of the day when the data collection 
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was carried out, the weather, tiredness and other external and internal circumstances - 

may have exerted (or not) on the participants’ performance was also considered. 

The ANOVA test produced three main results that pertained, respectively, to (i) 

the frequency with which the children used longitudinally the five strategy clusters 

identified in the answer to the previous research question; (ii) the orientation, either 

compensatory or upgrading, of the abovementioned strategies on those different 

occasions, and (iii) the relationship between the orientation of the strategic searches 

engaged in by the learners and their degree of correction (see Figure 4 below). In what 

follows, each of these quantitative results together with their corresponding qualitative 

analyses will be presented.  

 

Figure 4 — Question 2. Main results 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

II.2 Frequency of strategy clusters: Quantitative results 
 

The ANOVA test showed a significant interaction between Time and Strategy 

(F=7; p=.00; eta=.23), which means that the children used the four problem-solving 

strategies differently across stages and cycles. Table 11 shows the means, standard, 

deviations and post-hoc differences of strategy use across cycles and stages. Figure 5, in 

turn, makes, the different trends visible.  

 

 

MAIN RESULTS 

 

FREQUENCY OF 
STRATEGY 
CLUSTERS 

 

STRATEGY 
ORIENTATION 

STRATEGY 
ORIENTATION 
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CORRECTNES 
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Table 11 — Means, (standard deviations) and post-hoc differences of strategy use across 
cycles and stages 

Strategy 

 

 

Decomposition and 

Translation 

 

Morphological & 

Spelling searches 

Restructuring Lexical searches 

 Means  

(SD) 

Post- 

hoc 

differ. 

Means 

(SD) 

Post-

hoc 

differ. 

Means 

(SD) 

Post-

hoc 

differ. 

Means 

(SD) 

Post-

hoc 

differ. 

T1 

 

4,93  

(2,10) 

 3,10 

(2,51) 

 1,77 

(1,52) 

 4,57 

(2,58) 

 

T2 

 

4,10 

(2,43) 

T1=T2 5,07 

(4,11) 

T2>T1* 0,90 

(1,21) 

T1>T2* 3,60 

(2,77) 

T1=T2 

T3 

 

4,43 

(2,21) 

T1=T3 

T2=T3 

1,87 

(1,91) 

T1>T3* 

T2>T3* 

0,94 

(0,94) 

T1>T3* 

T2=T3 

4,23 

(2,04) 

T1=T3 

T2=T3 

T4 

 

4,60 

(2,39) 

T1=T4 

T2=T4 

T3=T4 

2,20 

(2,15) 

T1>T4* 

T2>T4* 

T3=T4 

0,57 

(0, 73) 

T1>T4* 

T2>T4* 

T3>T4* 

2,87 

(2,24) 

T1>T4* 

T3>T4* 

Codes: T1: Cycle 1 stage 1; T2: Cycle 1 stage 3; T3: Cycle 2 stage 1 T4: Cycle 2 stage 3; Post-hoc differ.: 
post-hoc differences. Meanings of post-hoc differences: e.g., T1=T3: no significant differences between 
the means at T1 and T2; e.g., T3>T4*: the mean at T3 is significantly higher than that at T4.  
 

Figure 5 — Frequency means of strategies through time 
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As shown in Figure 5, decomposition-translation and lexical searches appeared as 

the strategies more generally used and similarly activated across the four stages 

considered, except for Time 4 (M=2,87; SD=2,24), where the children’s search for lexical 

alternatives decreased significantly. Morphological & spelling search was globally the 

third strategy in use, except for Time 2 (M=5’07; SD=4,11), where it appeared to be the 

most frequent one across the board, only to have a sharp decrease at Time 3 (M=1,87; 

SD=1,91) which was similar in frequency to Time 4 (M=2,20; SD=2,15). Finally, 

restructuring was by far the least frequent strategy. The highest frequency in restructuring 

was found at Time T1 (M=1,77; SD=1,52), followed by T2 (M=0,90; SD=1,21) and T3 

(M=0,94; SD=0,94), the three of which being significantly higher than the use of 

restructuring at Time 4 (M=0,57; SD=0,53). It may thus be concluded that, with the 

exception of decomposition & translation, the use of strategies declined at different levels 

of intensity with the passage of time.  

Besides, these patterns of strategy use across the four stages were unrelated to the 

instructional treatment and the proficiency level of the children, as shown by the lack of 

significant interactions between Time*Strategy*Group or Time*Strategy*Level. In the 

next sections, a detailed analysis of the different patterns of use for each strategy is 

presented together with the description of the factors that appeared to have a bearing on 

them. 

 

II.3 Frequency of strategies: Qualitative analyses 
 

A qualitative analysis of the data reveals that there are a number of patterns in 

children’s interactions that may help us understand the quantitative results presented 

above.  

 

II.3.1 Decomposition & translation and lexical searches 
  

Although Table 11 and Figure 5 show that the means of decomposition & 

translation strategies and lexical searches were inferior at Time 2 than at Time 1, the 

differences, as pointed out above, were not significant. In principle, however, a significant 

lower frequency of both types of strategies might have been expected at Time 2, that is, 
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when the texts were rewritten by the children after receiving the reformulated feedback. 

Before reaching that stage, the children had supposedly generated the ideas required to 

describe the picture prompt at Time 1, addressed the problems that conveying those ideas 

might entail, and accessed the reformulations of their original texts (in the case of the RG 

and the RIG) and/or experienced the effect of task repetition (which supposedly affected 

the three groups). Arguably then, when approaching the rewriting of their texts, the 

children would not only have a more or less detailed roadmap of the text they intended to 

produce but they would also be well aware of the difficulties involved in its production 

and might also have some solutions at their disposal. Therefore, the need to engage in 

strategies that allowed them to propose the content of their messages in L1 and to search 

for the units of meaning involved would, in principle, be reduced. However, the data show 

that the frequency of both strategies remained practically the same when children wrote 

and rewrote their texts, as if the cognitive effort and feedback processing which 

presumably occurred in the writing and the comparison stages had not been of great use.     

The data also show that the children used decomposition & translation strategies 

similarly across cycles (i.e., from T1 to T4) and that the same occurred with lexical 

searches, although the use of this strategy decreased at Time 4. In spite of these results, a 

reduction in the frequency of both types of strategies in cycle 2, at least by the two 

treatment groups (RG and RIG), might also have been expected. The texts these children 

wrote during their instructional period were prompted by picture stories with the same 

basic plot as the two sets of pictures used for data collection in cycles 1 and 2: they all 

dealt with transformations, magic and a conflict that needed to be solved (see the method 

section). This means that the RG and RIG had practiced writing and provided with 

feedback that included a relatively broad set of lexical items and structures (key words 

such as “turn into”, “use magic” or “there is/are”, and connective words that express the 

order of events such as “first”, “then”, “later” or “finally”) closely connected to the 

meanings they would have to convey when responding to the task in cycle 2. 

Consequently, the children in these two groups might have been expected to engage in 

fewer decomposition & translation and lexical search strategies in cycle 2 and show a 

different profile of strategy use than that of the CG. However, neither of these hypotheses 

was confirmed by the data. In addition, the three groups also showed a similar profile 

(since there were no significant differences among them) in the reduction of lexical 
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searches at Time 4, which suggests, once again, that the treatment received by the RG 

and the RIG cannot be adduced as an explanatory factor for the frequency of strategy use. 

However unexpected these results may be, a qualitative analysis of the children’s 

interactions reveals a number of patterns related to the way they addressed the rewriting 

of their texts in each cycle that may be suggested as potentially valid arguments to explain 

the frequencies shown by the data. Interestingly enough, these patterns are both related 

to the lack of cumulative effects of the different task stages on children’s performance as 

well as to the opposite trend, that is, the excessive dependency on previous stages that 

children experienced at times (see Figure 6 below).  

 

Figure 6 — Decomposition and translation & lexical searches 
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The lack of cumulative effects, when rewriting the story, became evident in the 

children’s failure to refer back to previous stages of the task, as shown by their (i) 

interpretation of the picture prompt as a partially new story, (ii) intentional avoidance of 

some aspects of the original texts as starting points to build on their new output, and (iii) 

neglect of important aspects of the reformulations given to them. In contrast, patterns 

related to the strong dependency on previous stages were evidenced in their attempts to 

(i) reproduce the reformulations literally, and (ii) recall them through the L1. Although 

apparently contradictory in principle, the outcome of these two sets of patterns in terms 

of strategy use was nevertheless similar, as the demands involved in both cases could 

only be met by the children by using decomposition & translation and lexical search 

strategies with a similar degree of frequency throughout the different stages of the task 

(except for lexical searches at Time 4).  

Each of these interactional patterns is discussed and illustrated below.  

 

II.3.1.1 Lack of cumulative effects of task stages 

 

As mentioned above, evidence for this finding can be found in the following three 

types of behaviour: 

 

II.3.1.1.1 Lack of reference to previous stages: Interpreting the picture story 

from a partially new perspective  

 

When rewriting their stories, some dyads at both levels of proficiency did not seem 

to take into account their original productions or the  reformulated versions, as they 

simply set out to address the rewriting task without making any reference to previous 

stages, i.e., as if they had not occurred.  

An example taken from T1 and T2 in shown in Table 12 in which pair 10 (CG) 

seemed to elaborate their text in the rewriting stage from scratch. As a result, the new 

interpretation they made of the frame concerned (number 6) at Time 2 differed from the 

one they had made at Time 1 and derived in different written output (Time 1: “The bat is 

happy"; Time 2: "The spider are scared*"). 
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Table 12 — Pair 10 (CG) Cycle 1 Stages 1 (Time 1) & 3 (Time 2)  
 

STAGE 1 (Time 1) STAGE 3 (Time 2) 

DISCUSSION FINAL OUTPUT DISCUSSION FINAL OUTPUT 

A: The bat… 

B: está feliz…¿cómo 

es? is happy… 

A: No, porque…ah, 

ya, the bat… 

B: Is happy… 

A: Is happy, está 

feliz, porque… the 

bat …is happy… 

 

The bat is happy 

A: Y ahora… la 

araña porque está 

asustada, como 

diciendo… 

B: Pero si es el bat. 

A: No, pero que… 

esto, porque se 

supone que era la 

araña. 

B. ¿cómo era…? 

A. The spider… 

B. asustada… 

A. …are 

scared…venga 

B. Sí, the spider… 

are scared 

The spider are 

scared* 

 

It should be noted, however, that when the children approached the rewriting task 

without explicitly referring back to previous stages, they mostly did so with a view to 

dealing with specific details and limited chunks of their messages, but not with core 

elements of the plot. In other words, as suggested in the heading of this subsection, they 

tended to interpret the picture story from partially new perspectives. In any case, this 

approach missed out part of the progress previously made either through writing (stage 

1) or comparison (stage 2) and quite often involved the generation and formulation of 

new ideas and linguistic units through decomposition & translation and lexical searches. 

 

II.3.1.1.2 Children’s departure from the text produced in stage 1: Avoiding 

the repetition of their original output  

 

Some learners, especially those in the CG, explicitly attempted to detach 

themselves from the texts originally produced. In the three excerpts below, pairs 6 and 5 
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in the CG, and pair 7 in the RIG, showed their concerns about the fact that at Time 2 they 

were just repeating the same text they had already produced a Time 1. The comments 

they verbalized, as they rejected some of the lexical items or linguistic structures used in 

the previous stage  (“lo vamos a repetir todo otra vez”, “eso ya lo pusimos la vez pasada”. 

or “si ponemos lo de la idea va a ser lo mismo que el otro [texto] que hicimos”), 

unequivocally showed this concern: 

 

Excerpt 53 — Pair 6 (CG) Cycle 1, Stage 3 (Time 2) 

 

B: Pensar. Pensar…si es que…¿lo vamos a poner…? Tener una 

idea…. Pero lo vamos a repetir otra vez todo. 

 

Excerpt 54 — Pair 5 (CG) Cycle 1, Stage 3 (Time 2) 

 

Intended message: ------- 

Final message: The witch is eating, the cat is looking the foods* 

 

A: Pero… ¿”are” por qué lo hemos puesto y no “is”? 

B: The witch…es verdad. Si es una. 

A: (Crosses out "are") Is eating.  Vale. 

B: And the cat is looking. 

A: Eso ya lo pusimos la vez pasada. 

R: ¿No estaba bien? 

A: No, pero para no repetir vamos a buscar cosas nuevas. 

 
Excerpt 55 — Pair 7 (RIG) Cycle 1, Stage 3 (Time 2)  
 

A: Bueno…ay, si es que si ponemos lo de la idea va a ser lo mismo 

que el otro. 

R: ¿Qué cuál? 

A: Que el otro que hicimos. 

 

Along similar lines, the excerpt from Time 2 below shows that pair 2 (RIG), on 

realising that they had been given the same set of pictures as at Time 1, did not intend to 
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change specific words or sentences but to perform changes in the text as a whole. They 

expressed this purpose immediately after checking that the picture prompt was the same 

as in stage 1. 

 

Excerpt 56 — Pair 2 (RIG) Cycle 1, Stage 3 (Time 2) 

 

B: Otra vez los mismos. 

A: Sí.  

B: Escribes tú. Entonces ¿cómo quieres hacerlo, otra vez por viñetas o 

por cuento? 

A: Por cuento. 

B: Vale. 

A: Vamos a cambiar un poco. 

 

These concerns motivated the generation of new ideas and the subsequent use of 

decomposition & translation and lexical searches.  

 

II.3.1.1.3 Children’s departure from reformulations 

 

When the children overlooked parts of the reformulation of their original texts, 

they did so for a number of reasons that included both intentional ones (their explicit 

attempts to avoid imitation or their use of linguistic elements through the strong influence 

of everyday instruction) and unintentional ones (the existence of mismatches between the 

linguistic demands of the feedback and their proficiency level). Each one will be 

considered in turn.   
 

II.3.1.1.3.1 Children’s intentional departure from reformulations:  Avoiding 

imitation 

 

On a few occasions, especially at Time 2, some children from the RG and the RIG 

made reference to some aspects of the reformulations as a means to explicitly try to depart 

from them. The dyads showing this type of behaviour said to the researcher that they were 

concerned with the fact that imitating the reformulated text could be assimilated to 
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cheating and, consequently, considered that only by writing completely new and original 

output that deviated from the feedback could they address the task in an appropriate way. 

In the example below, pair 7 (RIG) struggled to find a new way to express the 

message "la bruja hace un hechizo", which had previously been conveyed at Time 1 as 

“The dragon is attak for a conjure*” and reformulated in stage 2 as “The witch uses her 

magic”. In trying to find a third version, they contributed new lexical items (“hace”, 

“crea”, “lanzar”, “can”, “poder”) and, even though they could remember the 

reformulation, the children ended up abandoning their intended message. A bit later, one 

of the participants explained why he avoided using in the rewriting stage what they could 

recall from the reformulation: “Es que quiero hacerlo diferente al de la amiga inglesa”. It 

should be noted that when they say "la amiga inglesa" they refer to the native speaker 

who collaborated in the elaboration of the reformulated texts.  

 

Excerpt 57 — Pair 7 (RIG) Cycle 1, Stage 3 (Time 2)  

 

Intended message: La bruja usa la magia. 

Final message: (Message abandonment). 

 

B: And the… ¿Ponemos magia, como lo que…? 

A: Magic, sí. Pero ¿cómo es usa? 

B: Use, creo. (…) Pon usa la magia…use the magic. 

A: No, ella hace no lo sabemos tampoco. Eh… ¿crea? No, tampoco. 

Hace…Crea…hace… (…)  Hacer magia. Puede… ¿lanzar? No te 

acuerdas. No. (…) The wicht can… 

B: Can. Can es… 

A: Poder. 

B: Can de poder, ¿no? No. Es que podíamos usar “usa la magia”. 

A: Use. 

B: Lo que había dicho, use the magic. 

(…) 

A: Es que quiero hacerlo diferente al de la amiga inglesa, entonces… 
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 As could not be otherwise, these new concerns involved the corresponding use of 

decomposition & translation and lexical searches. 

 

II.3.1.1.3.2 Children intentionally departing from reformulations: the 

influence of everyday instruction 

 

Another factor that fueled the propensity of some children to intentionally 

disregard part of the reformulations and, consequently, engage in further searches was 

daily instruction, the influence of which seemed to prevail, in the case of some RIG and 

RG dyads, over the repeated exposure to written feedback during the treatment period. 

Some children appeared to be so dependent on the contents covered in ordinary English 

lessons that their influence seemed to displace any recollections they might have had of 

the reformulated texts. In these cases, explicit instruction imparted by the teacher in class, 

or even in private tuition, was considered more reliable and valid by the children than 

their own observations and deductions performed autonomously through comparisons of 

their texts with the reformulated versions. As shown in the example below, this tendency 

had already appeared in cycle 1. One of the participants in pair 6 (RIG) preferred the word 

"funny", which the teacher had taught in class, to "happily", which they could remember 

from the comparison stage. 
 
Excerpt 58 — Pair 6 (RIG) Cycle 1 Stage 3 (Time 2) 

 

A: …felizmente la comida…. 

B:…es que creo que era happily… 

A: Happily, como… 

B: Es que hoy en el examen de inglés creo que era funny o algo así 

como ha dicho el profesor. 

 

However, the real impact of everyday instruction was especially evident in cycle 

2, that is, when the contents covered in ordinary lessons proved to be prevalent for some 

children over the specific features presented during the sessions specifically aimed at 

instructing them in the use of reformulations. In the example below, pair 6 (RIG) was 

struggling at Time 4 to render in English the sentence "se convierte en un gato". 
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Surprisingly, they did not even consider the verb used in the reformulation (“turn into”), 

which coincided with the one they had been given on several occasions during the 

treatment sessions, and preferred to resort to their recollections of the irregular forms of 

the verb “become” (“become, became...”) that they had memorized in class. Incidentally 

this alternative was perfectly acceptable as a lexical choice.  

 

Excerpt 59 — Pair 6 (RIG) Cycle 2, Stage 3 (Time 4) 

 

Intended 

original 

message 

Original 

message 
Reformulation 

Intended 

message at 

Time 4 

Final output 

Se está 

convirtiendo 

en un gato 

The boy turn 

magic a cat 

He turns into a 

cat 

El científico se 

convierte en 

un gato 

The cientif 

become a cat* 

 

B: The dog surprise. Luego…The cientif, el científico se convierte en 

un gato. ¿Ponemos eso? The cientif…¿convertirse? Llegar a ser. 

Convertirse, llegar a ser. Un verbo. Espérate… 

A: Era… 

B: No. Become. ¿Era become? Become, became… sí, era convertirse, 

llegar a ser. 

A: Pero… Sí. 

B: Sí. The cientif…. 

A: Become. 

B: Become…eh… 

 

II.3.1.1.3.3 Children’s unintentional departure from reformulations: 

Mismatch between the linguistic demands of the feedback and their 

proficiency level  

 

Another reason why reformulations were overlooked was not intentional but 

appeared to be closely connected to children’s proficiency level. For low proficiency 

dyads in general (specially for pairs 6, 7, 8 and 10 in RG and pairs 6, 7, 8 and 9 RIG), the 
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reformulated text turned out to be so demanding at times in terms of the information and 

linguistic features it included, as well as the degree of autonomy required to adequately 

process the feedback, that these learners could only use a few items in their subsequent 

output. When rewriting their texts, they strained to recall the written CF but their efforts 

were not always successful. 

In those cases in which the reformulated text seemed to lie beyond the scope of 

children’s abilities, some pairs tried to recall what they had written in stage 1 so as to use 

it as a starting point for their revised output. This was especially the case with those 

learners whose original output in stage 1 was likely to be more accessible than the 

reformulated version of it. In the example below, pair 6 (RIG) tried to solve a PSSC 

related to lexis by resorting to the reformulation (“convertir”) but, as they were unable to 

recollect the target form as it appeared in the written CF (“turn into”), they then tried to 

remember the alternative they had written in stage 1 (“creo que pusimos que se enfadaba 

con el gato: The wich hate the cat”*). Yet such a version, in the light of the representation 

of the reformulation they had been able to elaborate, did not seem good enough anymore 

and led them to engage in a new search or a suitable alternative, the outcome of which 

coincided neither with their original output nor with the reformulation (“The wich 

transforms the cat into a bat”*).  

 

Excerp 60 — Pair 6 (RIG) Cycle 1, Stage 3 (Time 2) 

Intended 

original 

message 

Original 

message 
Reformulation 

Intended 

message in 

C1S3 (Time 2) 

Final output 

La bruja le 

hizo un 

hechizo y 

convierte al 

gato 

The wich hate 

the cat* 

The witch uses 

her magic to 

turn the cat into 

a bat 

La bruja 

convierte al 

gato en un 

murciélago 

The wich 

transforms the 

cat into a bat* 

 

 

A: Sí, pero ¿cómo se ponía la bruja convierte al gato? (in the 

reformulated text)…es que era…The wich…mmm…es que era algo 

de turn magic…. 
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B: No me acuerdo. 

A: Into a cat. 

B: Transform. Podemos poner transform. 

A: ¿Transform? 

B: ¿Hechizo o algo así? No me acuerdo. 

A: ¿Hechizo? No. No me acuerdo yo tampoco. 

B: Pues ponemos… ¿Qué pusimos la otra vez? (in stage 1) 

A: Mmmm….Nada. Lo dejamos. Creo que pusimos que se enfadaba 

con el gato. 

B: Se enfadaba con el gato y se convierte…pusimos algo de eso, 

porque si no… ¿Cómo pusimos murciélago? 

A: Bueno, pon que lo transforma en murciélago. 

B: ¿Transform pongo? 

A: Transform… 

B: Es que es lo único así que se me ocurre. 

A: Bueno, venga. Ponlo. 

B: The wich transform… 

A: Es que yo no sé…no sé cómo se dice… 

B: Bueno, yo lo escribo y si está mal pues ya....Transform 

 

In the following example, although they could not remember the reformulated 

version of the lexical item they were trying to write (“científico”), pair 10 (RG) recalled 

that the version they had produced in stage 1 (“doctor”) had been substituted for a more 

precise word (“scientist”) and thus engaged in a new search in order to come up with a 

better alternative which eventually led them to abandon the search. (It should be noted 

that before submitting their writing, dyad B filled in the gap with the word “cientific*”, 

based on the compensatory use of the faulty recollection of “scientist”). 
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Excerpt 61 — Pair 8 (RG) Cycle 1, Stage 3 (Time 2)  

 

Intended 

original 

message 

Original 

message 
Reformulation 

Intended 

message in 

S3C1 

Final output 

Científico Doctor Scientist Científico 

---  

(Cientifc* 

added later) 

 

A: Que la otra vez lo pusimos mal. 

B: One day. 

A: The no sé qué. No me acuerdo muy bien. 

(Silence) 

R: ¿Qué pensáis? ¿Por qué estáis callados? 

B: Porque… 

A: Porque no nos acordamos de cómo era científico. ¿Cientific? No. 

¿Qué puede ser? 

(Silence) 

R: ¿Qué escribes, José? Una raya, ¿no? 

B: One day the… hueco. 

 
II.3.1.2 Children’s strong dependency on previous stages 

 

As mentioned above, the excessive dependence on previous stages that some 

children experienced at times also led them to use decomposition & translation and lexical 

searches frequently. Evidence for this finding was found in the following two types of 

behaviour: 

 

II.3.1.2.1 Children’s literal reproduction of reformulations 

 

There were some dyads that not only bore in mind the reformulations, but also 

tried to reproduce them as faithfully as possible. In the following excerpt, high-level pair 

1 (RG) tried to replicate the reformulated text so literally, as shown by their frequent use 
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of the verb “puso” (intended as “the reformulator wrote”), that they abandoned some 

aspects of the message they had initially intended to convey (“entonces no ponemos lo de 

que se enamora y todo eso”) and concentrated on retrieving the reformulated version as 

precisely as possible (“puso de witch”, “puso can’t o alguna cosa de esas”, “o sea lo de 

happily me acuerdo”). This led them to decompose the sentence “[Ah puso] ella puede 

terminar de cenar feliz” for translation purposes. 

 

Excerpt 61 — Pair 1 (RG) Cycle 1, Stage 3 (Time 2) 

 

Reformulated version: So she can finish her dinner happily. 

Intended message in stage 3: (El murciélago) se enamora. 

Final output in stage 3: The witch can finish her dinner happily 

 

A: Qué macabro. Vale, entonces no ponemos lo de que se enamora y 

todo eso. 

B: No. No lo puso. 

A: Entonces… The witch…the witch can…¿o cómo lo puso ella? 

B: Can. 

A: No, puso de witch… 

B: Can.  

A: The witch… 

B: Can’t. Puso can’t o alguna cosa de esas. 

A: No, no, no. Creo que puso the witch…osea, lo de happily me 

acuerdo. 

B: Happily. 

A: Tuvo mucho de qué hablar. Era…no me acuerdo…da igual. Si más 

o menos como suene aquí. The witch can… ¡Ah! Puso ella puede 

terminar de cenar feliz.  

B: Happily.  

A: Puso she can…creo que puso she can finish the… 

B: Sí, finish. 

A: Finish. 

B: Finish. The witch can finish… 
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A: Can. Sí, es eso, ¿no? 

B: The dinner happily. 

A: Finish… her dinner… 

B: Su cena. 

A: Su cena. 

B: Happily. 

A: Happily. 

 

The reformulation was at times so present in the children’s minds that, rather than 

resorting to the picture prompt in order to generate ideas, they used it as a starting point 

to elaborate their text. The example below clearly depicts this tendency. At the very 

beginning of stage 3 cycle 2 (Time 4), the children immediately realized that the picture 

prompt they had to describe was the same as the one they were given at Time 3. Without 

a further look at the frames, they started to reproduce the reformulated text and had to 

address a lexical problem (“dolor de cabeza”). After saying “¿Los mismos?” at the 

beginning of the task, these participants did not refer to the picture prompt at all again. 

B’s comment “Dios, parece que te la has estudiado”, and A’s comments “¿Te acuerdas?” 

or “Así no era”, which make a direct reference to the reformulation, are very clarifying 

of the fact that the input they had received in stage 2 and not the picture prompt itself was 

their starting point in the rewriting stage. 

 

Excerpt 62 — Pair 4 (RG) Cycle 2, Stage 3 (Time 4) 

 

Original output: A scientist have a potion and he have a neck ache*. 

Reformulated version: One day there is a scientist in his laboratory. The dog is 

sleeping and the scientist has got a new potion. He drinks his potion and, instantly, he 

feels a pain in his neck. 

Final output in stage 3: One day, a scientist has got a new potion and his dog is 

sleeping. The scientist drink his potion and he has a pain on his neck* 

 

A: ¿Los mismos? Venga. Primero era one day a… One day… 

B: ¿Te acuerdas cómo era científico? 

A: Scientist. One day a scientist has got… 
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B: A new potion. 

A: Has got… 

B: And his dog… 

A: Dios, parece que te la has estudiado. 

B: Ya. Pero… 

A: And his dog is… 

B: Yo tengo memoria, que es otra cosa. And his dog is… mmm… 

¿durmiendo cómo era? Sleeping. 

A: Sleeping. 

B: The scientist drink his potion… (A writes) 

R: Te fías plenamente de Guillermo, ¿no? No miras nada de lo que 

escribe. 

B: Yo me fío. 

R: Muy bien. 

B: Y lo de dolor de cabeza no… ay, dolor de… 

A: Eh…. ¿cómo era? Era… Era garganta. 

B: Vamos a ver. 

A: ¿Te acuerdas? 

B: Era pain… 

A: ¿Neck? 

B: Pain… 

A: No. Que no. Así no era. Era… dolor es has a pain on the neck. Es 

como se dice. 

B: Algo así. No me acuerdo. Ésa es una de las pocas cosas que no me 

acuerdo. 

A: Has a pain on the neck. Venga. (...) Luego... 

 
As shown in the examples above, when trying to literally recall the reformulations, 

the participants were forced to retrieve lexical items that were not fully consolidated in 

their interlanguages. In doing so, new strategic episodes arose and further lexical searches 

were performed.  
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II.3.1.2.2 Children recalling reformulations in their L1 

 

Another reason why the use of both decomposition & translation and lexical 

searches did not diminish in the rewriting stage was that on occasions the participants had 

a more or less thorough recollection of the reformulation but only in their L1. High 

proficiency learners, especially, were able to make use of such recollection with different 

degrees of success as a basis for their subsequent output in stage 3. In doing so, they 

inevitably put into practice the two strategies under discussion. 

Child A in pair 1 (RG), for instance, had a more or less precise recollection of the 

message suggested in the reformulation to describe frame 3 (cycle 2), which they had not 

addressed in their original output (“Se siente mal / Siente algo horrible). Such 

recollection, however, was in only in the L1 (since the children had used translation as 

the main strategy to process this section of the reformulation in stage 2). A few 

adjustments which involved, first, the simplification of the message in the L1 to make it 

meet their L2 resources (discarding such problematic lexical items as “algo”, although 

they correctly translated it as “something”) and then a lexical search (“bad / horribol”) 

were enough for these learners to produce a correct sentence. 

 

Excerpt 63 — Pair 1 (RG) Cycle 2, Stage 3 (Time 4) 

 

Original output: ----- 

Reformulated version: He feels some horrible effects 

Intended message in stage 3: Se siente mal / Siente algo horrible 

Final output in stage 3: He feels bad 

 

B: Segunda viñeta. 

(...) 

A: Eh… 

B: Le sienta mal o… 

A: He…¿cómo se pondría siente? Siente… el verbo sentir es feel. 

(...) 

A: Es que… He f… creo que sería he feels… sí. Yo creo que sí. He 

feels… eh… 
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B: Le sienta mal… 

A: Feels... ay, a ver. Me estoy bloqueando ya. Se siente… se siente 

mal. Se siente… es que ponía… siente algo horrible, creo que ponía 

en la otra redacción. He feels… Pero no sé cómo sería algo. 

¿Something? No sé. 

B: (She laughs) Tú di palabras en inglés, ¿no? 

A: A ver, ¿cómo se siente? 

B: Mal. 

A: ¿He feels bad? 

B: Sí. 

A: Horrible, se siente horrible…horribol (they laugh). 

B: Sí. 

A: ¿Pongo bad? 

B: Venga, pon bad. 

A: Vale. 

B: Nos la jugamos. 

A: Venga. He feels bad. 

 
When dealing with the same frames, pair 1 (RIG) at Time 4 could incorrectly 

remember only one of the L2 words (“flashback” instead of “flash of light”) from a 

section of the reformulation that they could perfectly remember in the L1 (“salen lucecitas 

de la cabeza”). Although they had not described this part of the story in their original 

output, they were able to reconstruct the whole message implementing additional 

searches. In the end, the incorrect word “flashback” was left out of the final output. 

 

Excerpt 64 — Pair 1 (RG) Cycle 2, Stage 3 

 

Original output: He drink it*.  

Reformulated version: Then, he drinks it and feels some terrible effects. Suddenly, 

there is a flash of light and the dog wakes up. 

Intended message in stage 3: Él se lo bebe. Le sienta mal (le ocurre algo extraño). Le 

salen luces de la cabeza (un estallido de estrellas). El perro se despierta. 
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Final output in stage 3: He drinks the potion and he feels bad. Then his head explodes 

and the dog gets up. 

 

B: Y se la bebe. Aquí ponía le ocurre algo extraño… 

A: Se la bebe y se siente mal. 

B: Se siente mal. 

A: Siente algo extraño. 

B: Salen lucecitas de la cabeza… 

A: Bueno, pero eso no lo escribimos. 

B: Sí, lo puso. 

A: ¿Sí? 

B: Sí, puso de raro de… y de repente una… un estallido de estrellas o 

algo de eso. 

A: Bueno, algo nos inventaremos. Eh… 

B: Flashback. 

A: Sí… 

 

As shown in the excerpt below, pair 4 (RIG) at Time 4 could also remember in 

the L1 a section of the written CF (“ahora la bruja puede terminarse la comida”) that 

referred to a part of the story they had not described in their original output (once the cat 

has been transformed into a bat, the witch is not bothered anymore and can finish off her 

dinner). This paved the way for the use of decomposition and translation and, therefore, 

the performance of new searches (lexical search: “eating-finish”; spelling search “food”):  

 

Excerpt 65 — Pair 4 (RIG) Cycle 1, Stage 3 (Time 2) 
 
Original output: ---  

Reformulated version: Now she can finally finish her food. 

Intended message in stage 3: Ahora la bruja puede terminarse su comida. 

Final output in stage 3: The witch now can finish her food. 

 

B: ¿No te acuerdas que ponía ahora la bruja puede terminarse su 

comida? ¿Te acuerdas? 

A: No. 
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B: Now the witch… 

A: Eating… 

B: ¿Cómo se decía poder? Ah, sí. Now the witch can eating… your… 

your food. Ah, no. Can finish your food. 

A: Vale. Venga, pon eso. The witch now… 

B: Ay. Espérate que me ha salido una a. 

A: Pues pon now. 

B: Now can finish… 

A: ¿Sabes cómo se escribe, no? 

B: Sí. Your food. Ay. Sí… her food. 

A: Ah, her food. Food. F-O-O-T. 

B: D. ¿No? 

A: No, es T. Foot. 

B: No, eso era pie. 

A: Ah, pues sí. 

R: ¿Queréis repasar? 

B: No, está terminada. 

 

A more or less faithful recollection of the reformulated text in the L1, however, 

did not always guarantee that children would engage in new searches. In the next excerpt, 

children in pair 6 (RG) at Time 2 could remember in the L1 a relevant part of the 

reformulation (the witch does not see the cat as it is drinking her juice) that they did not 

describe in their original output. However, they ended up ignoring it: 

 

Excerpt 66 — Pair 6 (RG) Cycle 1, Stage 3 
 
Original output: The witch loock the cat* 

Reformulated version: The witch doesn’t see it. Finally, the witch sees the cat. 

Intended message in stage 3: No lo veía y luego lo veía. 

Final output in stage 3: The witch look at the cat. 

 

B: Pero te sigo recordando que en lo que nos dio Javi, que estaba bien 

escrito, ponía que no lo veía y luego que lo veía. 

A: Pero bueno, pero ahora ya… 
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B: Vale, si no quieres ponerlo no lo ponemos. Ya está. 

A: Pues pon punto.  

B: Pues ya está. 

 

II.3.1.3 Summary 
 

The use of decomposition & translation and lexical search strategies remained 

high across cycles due to a number of reasons that included either the children’s attempts 

to explicitly avoid using their original texts or the reformulations (interpreting the picture 

story as a partially new text, avoiding the repetition of ideas, considering the imitation of 

feedback as an unacceptable behaviour, relying more on ongoing instruction, and 

experiencing a mismatch between the feedback and their proficiency level) or efforts to 

reproduce the feedback given via retrieval through the L2 or the L1. Although, in 

consonance with the results of the ANOVA test reported above, these patterns were 

independent of instructional condition and proficiency level, low proficiency children 

seemed to experience more mismatches between their own output and the reformulations 

while high proficiency ones showed more attempts to reproduce the feedback given to 

them. However, both alternatives, together with the other patterns reported led to the 

deployment of a similar number of strategies.    

 

II.3.2 Morphological & spelling searches 
 

As morphological and spelling searches were significantly more frequent in cycle 

1 than in cycle 2 (see Table 11 above), in what follows each strategy will be separately 

discussed in cycle 1, and in conjunction in cycle 2 (see Figure 7 below).  
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Figure 7 — Morhological searches, spelling searches and restructuring 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

II.3.2.1 Morphological searches in Cycle 1 
 

The use of morphological searches increased significantly in cycle 1 from Time 1 

to Time 2, the main reason being that, when writing their original texts, the children, in 

addition to decomposing and translating, were almost exclusively focused on searching 

for the lexical items they needed to produce their messages. So strong were these concerns 

with lexis that any other grammatical aspects or function words were comparatively 

overlooked.  

 

II.3.2.1.1 Time 1 

 

Although the data show that a number of children had developed some 

morphological awareness and, consequently, that their interlanguage was functional at a 

formal level, their cognitive processing was almost exclusively focused on lexical 

concerns, which came first in their communicative priorities. This meant that attention to 

form was inconsistent. Pair 10 (RIG), for example, succeeded in contributing the 

grammatical explanation concerning the use of the 3rd. person singular "s" while they 

were using the verb "love" (a highly familiar, unchallenging lexical item). However, later 
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in their interaction, they failed to add this suffix when they used more demanding words, 

such as "make" and "lend", they had only recently been exposed to in their regular English 

classes. 

 

Excerpt 67 — Pair 10 (RIG) Cycle 1, Stage 1 (Time 1) 

 

Intended message: La murciélaga se enamora del murciélago 

Final output: The bat woman loves to the cat because he is a bat* 

 

A: ¿Y por qué salen corazones? 

B: Porque lo ha convertido en murciélago para que se enamore la 

murciélaga del murciélago. 

A: Ah, entonces the bat love the… 

B: Ama… 

A: The…The… 

B: Tacha, tacha (they cross out "The witch"). 

A: Love the… 

B: The bat. 

A: The bat. ¿Sabes cómo se escribe? 

B: Sí, no soy tonto. Sé escribir. 

A: Bat…loves… 

B: Loves con s porque es la tercera persona. 

A: Muy bien. Loves the… 

 

The same applies, for example, to Pair 5 (RIG) at Time 1. They successfully added 

the 3rd person singular "s" in "eats" and "drinks", which were very usual verbs, but they 

failed to add it in "make" ("The witch make magic*"), which was a more demanding 

lexical item for them (as in the case of the previous group, it had recently been learnt and 

was not yet consolidated). 
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II.3.2.1.2 Time 2 

 

At time 2, the children were still involved in decomposition and translation and in 

the search for lexical items because many dyads, mostly influenced by reformulations 

(whether they were trying to replicate them or depart from them), now re-elaborated 

specific sections of their texts or engaged in the development of specific ideas already 

initiated in their original output. However, many of the lexical items that would make up 

the basis of their revised output had already been formulated at Time 1 (for example, Pair 

2 [RG] wrote “he transform” at Time 1 but “he transforms” at Time 2; Pair 2 [RIG], who 

intended to produce their texts in the past, wrote “the snake eating” at Time 1 but “the 

snake ate” at Time 2; pair 3 [RG] wrote at Time 1 “The monster drink” but “the monster 

is drinking” at Time 2; or pair 6 [RIG] wrote at time 1 “and don’t like” but “he doesn’t 

like” at time 2. As a result, a  considerable amount of the lexical searches that occurred 

were now less cognitively demanding, as they mainly consisted in retrieving words 

already used or, at least, tentatively rehearsed at Time 1 or previously noticed in the 

reformulation. This allowed the children to make use of memory (whether verbally 

explicit or not) as an additional strategy that may have facilitated the task by relieving 

some cognitive capacity that could now be focused on formal aspects of the message. 

Pair 3 (RG), for instance, had been struggling at Time 1 to produce the sentence 

“El monstruo roba la comida de la bruja”, as they responded to frame 2 of the story. Their 

concern with the lexical aspects of this message led them to disregard its morphological 

features (they did not know the L2 word for “robar” and thus had to look for an 

alternative; besides, they could not agree if that so-called “comida” was juice or milk). 

Consequently, they ended up writing the incorrect clause “The monster drink the orange 

juice”*. As shown in the example below, at Time 2 these participants did not need to 

perform new lexical searches, so they could suitably deal with the morphological 

elements involved in some aspectual features of the verb. 

 

Excerpt 68 — Pair 3 (RG) Cycle 1, Stage 3 (Time 2) 

 

Intended message: El monstruo está bebiendo su orange juice. 

Final output: The monster is drinking her orange juice. 
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B: And the monster… drinks… 

A: And monster…(reads the former sentence) eating…. 

B: No, drinks. Porque bebiendo. 

A: Bebiendo, pero está bebiendo es drinks. ¿A ver? 

B: Ah, y el monstruo bebe… 

A: ¿O está bebiendo zumo? Es que está bebiendo zumo. Es que aquí 

(refers to frame 1), mira, es diferencia aquí, que no está comiendo 

ahora mismo y aquí (refers to frame 2) está comiendo. Y aquí lo 

mismo. Pues pon the monster is drinking… 

B: (Crosses out “drinks”.) Is drinking…her… 

 

 
On other occasions, the children benefited from the lexical items they could recall 

from the reformulated texts and not from the searches they had previously performed 

themselves. In these cases, they were similarly relieved of the need to engage in new 

lexical searches, which allowed them to pay more attention to morphology. In the next 

excerpt, taken from Time 2, the same pair remembered the verb “see” from the 

reformulation as they were describing frame 4. At Time 1 this frame had entailed some 

problems that the children had only been able to overcome by restructuring the whole 

message, with the corresponding neglect of morphology: “La bruja piensa/tiene una idea” 

finally resulted in the incorrect message “The witch look at monster”*. Now that they had 

the right word at their disposal and, as shown in this example, they could properly handle 

morphology. 

 
Excerpt 69 — Pair 3 (RG) Cycle 1, Stage 3 (Time 2)   

 
Intended message: Ella ve al monstruo. 

Final output: She sees at monster* 

 

B: The monster look at… 

A: Look. No. Era see. See. ¿Te acuerdas? (“see” was the verb used in 

the reformulated text) 

B: See… 

A: Y esto con tercera persona. 



239 
 
 

B: Sí. 

A: Con la s. 

B: La s. 

A: Que no se nos olvide. 

B: Sees… 

(…) 

B: And the witch… 

A: Look… 

B: Look… 

A: No, ver…see, see, sería mejor see. 

B: No, see era en esta (refers to frame 4). The witch sees… 

A: O ella mira. 

(…) 

B: Vale, ponemos the witch… 

A: She… 

B: Looks… 

A: At the monster. 

B: Pero es que deberíamos poner sees. Sees. Porque. Sees… 

A: Vale. Vale, vale. Look era mira y see era ver. 

B: She sees… 

A: She sees… 

 

In the previous three excerpts the children relied on their metalinguistic knowledge 

of the use of the third person –s and the aspectual differences of present simple and 

present continuous to solve the morphological problems addressed. But it also occurred 

that, once they had at their disposal the lexis they needed by any of the  means described 

above, some children engaged in morphological searches that were not solved through 

the use of metalinguistic reasoning but by resorting to what they could remember of the 

feedback. This is the case of pair 5 (RG) who, in the next example corresponding to C1S3, 

turned to their recollection of the reformulated text to solve a morphological problem 

(whether to use “do” or “does” after the verb “can” in the sentence “She can do/does 

magic”) they had unsuccessfully addressed in stage 1 (they ended up writing “She can 

does magic”). This problem was correctly solved in their final output. 
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Excerpt 70 — Pair 5 (RG) Cycle 1, Stage 3 (Time 2) 

 

Original output: She can does magic. 

Reformulation: She can do magic. 

Intended message in Stage 3: Ella puede hacer magia. 

Final output: She can do magic. 

 

A: She can…she can…ella puede hacer magia… 

B: Ya, pero sin, sin, sin….es (she refers to the verb “do”). 

A: ¿Sin es? 

B: Sí, sin es.  

A: She… 

B: She do…Do, solo do. 

A: She do magic. 

B: She can do… 

A: She can does magic 

B: No, does no, porque anterior, en la ficha anterior hemos puesto 

does y no está bien porque ella había puesto do. 

A: Does…she can do magic. 

B: Eso. She can do magic. 

A: She can do magic… 

 

II.3.2.1.3 Spelling searches in cycle 1 
 

Regarding the increase in the use of spelling searches from Time 1 to Time 2 in 

cycle 1, the main reason seemed to be closely connected to the noticing of reformulations 

in the case of the RG and the RIG. The children in these groups found that the written 

feedback provided them with (i) words they had been unsuccessfully struggling to come 

up with at Time 1, (ii) correct versions of the words they had poorly managed to retrieve 

(incorrect spellings or foreignizing), and (iii) useful new words that were within the scope 

of their command of the L2 but had not been considered at Time 1. When responding to 

the Time 2 rewriting task, the children attempted to retrieve these lexical items but, given 

that their predominant concern in the comparison stage had been processing the feedback 
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for meaning (something that can be deduced from the high rates of translation, which 

turned out to be their main way to access the reformulations), they could not always 

retrieve the orthographic form of words and had no option but to engage in spelling 

searches.  

In the example below, pair 9 (RIG) intended to include in their output the word 

"turn", which in the end they manage to write properly. 

 

Excerpt 71 — Pair 9 (RG) Cycle 2, Stage 3 (Time 4) 

 

Intended message: Transformar 

Final output: Turn 

 

A: ¿Turn? ¿Turn? ¿O turns? 

B: Turn. Turn. T-U-R-N. 

A: Ya, ya. Pero ¿eso qué es? 

B: Transformar. 

R: ¿De dónde lo has sacado, Javier? 

B: Del otro. Me acuerdo yo que ese fallo lo tuve yo. Que sí, hombre. 

A: ¿Turn? 

B: Sí, turn. 

A: ¿R-N-N? 

B: No. T-U-R-N. Turn. 

A: N-N-. Ya… 

B: No. 

A: Es que has dicho una N y una N. 

B: No, te he dicho una R y una N. (B tacha) 

A: T-U-R-N 

B: Turn.  

 

If the increase in the frequency of spelling searches from Time 1 to Time 2 was 

basically linked to the provision of reformulations in the case of the RG and the RIG 

groups, the CG similarly increased the frequency of these searches in the rewriting stage 

by engaging in the elaboration of completely new messages or, more commonly, in the 
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expansion of those already produced in stage 1 (Time 1). At least two factors can account 

for such expansions. On the one hand, as the participants in this group had not been 

provided with any kind of feedback, they usually elaborated their revised output at Time 

2 on the basis of their previous productions at Time 1. Since these productions were 

already familiar to the children, and they were not forced to divide their attention 

simultaneously between two sources of ideas at the same time (their original output and 

the reformulation), more spare cognitive capacity was available for them to focus on 

additional content in the revised versions. 

Pair 6 (CG), for instance, decided to expand their original written output, "The 

wich eating sanwiches and have got a juice in the home*", by producing a more detailed 

description of the situation depicted in frame 1, "The witch eating a sanwiches and juice. 

The wich has got in the hand a sanwiches and juice. The cat look at the wich. Cat is 

ungry.*" This incorporation of supplementary lexical items in their new written output 

entailed the need to engage in additional spelling searches. 

 

Excerpt 72 — Pair 6 (CG) Cycle 1, Stage 3 (Time 2) 
 
Intended message: El gato está hambriento. 

Final output: Cat is ungry* 

 

A: Espera… podíamos haber puesto que también está hambriento. 

Hungry. Porque angry es enfadado…hungry. 

B: ¿Dónde está eso? Ah. 

A: Coma. 

B: Que… el gato mira a la bruja… and… está… 

A: And the cat is hungry. 

B: And…¿te lo puedo poner aquí, así? 

R: Sí. 

A: Is. 

B: ¿Angry? 

A: Ungry.  

B: ¿Cómo? 

A: Con la U. 

B: Ah. 
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On the other hand, the feeling of embarrassment, which on occasions had hindered 

the productions of CG low proficiency learners in stage 1 (Time 1), notably diminished 

in stage 3 (Time 2) as participants became more familiar with the task and the researcher. 

As a result, they gave up trying to impress him or to conceal their low level in the L2.  

For instance, the same pair as above (Pair 6, CG) had only partially addressed 

frame 4 of the story at Time 1, as they renounced to a section of their initial L1 plan 

("Piensa que ha sido el gato quien se lo ha comido") in view of their inability to produce 

a valid L2 translation. As a result, they ended up depicting the subsequent reaction of the 

main character (after finding out that the cat is stealing her food, “la bruja tiene una idea”) 

but not the cause that had triggered it. At Time 2 they took up their original intended 

message and, in doing so, engaged in a new spelling search (“food”). 

 

Excerpt 73 — Pair 6 (CG) Cycle 1, Stage 3 (Time 2) 
 
Intended message at in S1: Piensa que ha sido el gato quien se lo ha comido. La bruja 

tiene una idea. 

Original message in S1: (Avoided). The witch has a idea. 

Intended message in S3: Piensa / se pregunta quién se habrá comido su comida. 

Final output: The wich answer than is eating the food* 

 

A: La comida. The food. F-O-O-D. 

B: Sí. Ya. 

A: No. Food. 

B: Porque food… es verdad, con D. 

A: Foot es fútbol. 

B: Ya lo sé. Ya lo sé. 

 

These new searches were combined with searches related to the words that had 

already been produced, but misspelt, in stage 1 (Time 1). Pair 9 (CG), for example, 

wanted to use the word “sandwiches” at Time 1, which led them to engage in an 

unsuccessful spelling search. Later, at Time 2, they wanted to use this word again, but 

knowing that they had incorrectly spelt it in stage 1, they engaged in a new spelling 

search. 
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Excerpt 74 — Pair 9 (CG) Cycle 1, Stage 3 (Time 2) 
 
Original message in S1: swawit* 

Intended message in S3: Sandwiches 

Final output: swank* 

 

B: ¿Sandwiches te acuerdas cómo se escribía?  

A: Creo que sí. Sanwi. ¿Era así? 

B: No, con W. 

A: Está… 

B: Aquí. W. 

A: Swank. 

 

II.3.2.2 Morphological and spelling searches in Cycle 2 
 

In stages 1 (Time 3) and 3 (Time 4) of cycle 2 a significant decrease of 

morphological & spelling searches occurred as compared to the corresponding stages of 

cycle 1 (see Table 11). In addition to the general factors involved in the reduction of 

strategies in cycle 2, which will be discussed below, a reason that may account for this 

decrease is the learners’ continued orientation towards lexis, which, even when involving 

the retrieval of lexical items present in their original output or in the reformulation 

through the use of memory, led to inconsistencies in their attention to formal details. As 

explained above, most children tended to focus on content words or phrases regardless of 

their proficiency level. In doing so, and given that their linguistic resources in the L2 were 

limited, they often overlooked formal aspects of the message in spite of the fact that the 

range of morphological options required for task completion was limited (the 

reformulations mostly addressed the present tense, possessives, verb forms, articles and 

personal pronouns: the 3rd. person singular "s", the distinction between "his" vs. "her" 

and "the" vs. "a", “he” vs “she”, or the “-ing” form). This was evident when learners 

engaged in lexical searches to retrieve unfamiliar words, which seemed to diminish their 

attention to morphology. This tendency prevailed over treatment conditions and fostered 

a similar pattern of strategy use across the three groups.  
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Pair 2 (RG), for example, had made an inconsistent use of the third person singular 

“s” as they wrote their original output at Time 3. Their failure to use this morpheme 

consistently was closely linked to the incorporation of lexical items the children were less 

familiar with (“He transform”*, “The dog get up”*, “He drink his experiment”* [the 

challenging word in this last example was “his”] which captured all their attention. In 

fact, in the same stage they wrote “He does a experiment*”, “They boy feels bad”, “He 

sees a cat”, “The dog jumps” or “The dog goes to the cat”). Although some of the 

problems associated with the use of the third person singular “s” were solved at Time 4 

(“The scientif transforms”*), they prevailed when the children incorporated new 

challenging lexical items from the reformulation (“He drink the potion”* [incorporation 

of “potion”] or “The dog attack the cat”* [incorporation of “attack”]).  

In the following excerpt, these learners invested their efforts at Time 4 in 

retrieving a lexical item included in the reformulation they were not too familiar with 

(wake up). In doing so, they forgot to add the 3rd. person singular “s” (which, as shown  

above, was by no means a challenging morphological aspect for them).  As a result, the 

failure to add the “s” to the verb in the original output (linked with the incorporation of 

“get up”) persisted at Time 4 (but now linked to the incorporation of “wake up”).  

 

Excerpt 75 — Pair 2 (RG) Cycle 2, Stage 3 (Time 4) 

 

Original message: The dog get up* 

Reformulated text: The dog wakes up. 

Intended message: El perro se despierta. 

Final output: The dog wake up* 

 

A: But…¿cómo era…? Wake. But he wake up. Wake up. Because the… 

B: ¿Wake up? 

A: Wake up. Que pusimos get up y después lo sustituimos por wake up. 

B: Es verdad. ¿Pero es que vamos a saltarnos que está mal? (He refers 

to the previous frame). 

A: Si no nos acordamos. 

B: Venga, vale. 
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In the excerpt below, pair 6 (RG) produced the incorrect phrase "in your 

laboratory" when referring to the scientist in frame 1. Then, in the next line, they 

successfully wrote "his dog". This inconsistency seems to be linked to the use of a new 

word: laboratory.  

 

Excerpt 76 — Pair 6 (RG) Cycle 2, Stage 1 (Time 3) 

 

Intended message: Un científico hace una pócima en su laboratorio mientras que su 

perro está durmiendo. 

Final output: The doctor make un (...) in your laboratory and his dog are slipping* 

 

B: ¿Cómo es laboratorio? 

A: Laboratory, creo. 

(Silencio) 

(...) 

A: En su laboratorio… in your laboratory. Se escribe así, ¿no?  

B: Sí, creo que sí. 

A: Eh…. 

B: Eh… 

A: Mientras que su perro est… y su perro está durmiendo. 

B: Bueno, tiene los ojos abiertos. 

A: ¿Seguro? Lo tiene cerrados. 

B: Sí, los tiene cerrados porque se asusta. El perro está durmiendo. 

A: Eh… and his dog… 

 

II.3.3 Restructuring 
 

Of the four types of PSSCs engaged in by the children, restructuring was the least 

frequently employed (see Table 11). An instance of its use at Time 1 can be observed in 

the example below. In this case, pair 2 (CG) resorted to restructuring twice in a row as a 

way to address two demanding ideas in a more attainable way. The first of these ideas 

was "Se escondió", which was finally rendered as "The cat there isn't there*". In this case, 

the children made use of circumlocution as a way to avoid the challenging verb 



247 
 
 

“esconderse”. The second idea was "no se ha dado cuenta" and was finally conveyed as 

"look at the glass*", a less difficult sentence which, even though was less precise, allowed 

the learners to avoid the structure “darse cuenta” (not available in their interlanguage). 

Both ideas referred to frame 3. 

 

Excerpt 77 — Pair 2 (CG) Cycle 1, Stage 1 (Time) 

 

Intended message: El gato se escondió y la bruja no se dio cuenta. 

Final output: When the witch look at the glass the cat there isn't there* 

 

B: Se escondió. 

(...) 

(Silence) 

R: ¿Qué pasa, Flora? ¿Qué es lo que no ves claro? 

B: Pues es que no veo claro poner que se había…que no se había dado 

cuenta...no…No sé cómo ponerlo. 

R: Te gustaría poner no se ha dado cuenta pero no sabes cómo, 

¿verdad? 

B: Sí. 

A: Pues ponemos que miró al otro lado. 

B: Look other…When the wicht…look at the glass… 

A: Look. 

B: The cat there isn’t there. 

A: Look at… 

B: The glass. 

A: The glass… 

B: The cat…there isn’t… 

A: There…isn’t… 

B: There. 

A: There. 

 

 Although some of the children would sometimes react in the rewriting stage  as 

if it were the first time they had seen the picture prompt, most of the times, as shown 
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above, such a reaction was related to specific details as they already possessed a more or 

less a general idea of the story from the writing stage. Therefore, major changes such as 

complete restructurings were not bound to happen frequently in the rewriting stages of 

both cycles (Time 2 or Time 4), although on a few occasions the data showed that the 

children managed to incorporate additional constituents to a syntactic format previously 

established. This is evidenced in the following excerpt where it is shown that pair 3 (RG) 

used their original production ("The witch 'transforma' at monster*") as a basis to 

elaborate her output at Time 2 (“She transforms at the monster with her magic”*), which 

guaranteed that the original structure would be enlarged. 

 

Excerpt 78  — Pair 3 (RG) Cycle 1, Stage 3 (Time 2) 

 

Original output at Time 1: The witch transforma al monster* 

Final output at Time 2: She transforms at the monster with her magic* 

 

B: She transforms at monster. 

A: At monster. ¿Ponemos aquí, así, para ampliarlo, transform al 

monster with magic, con magia? 

B: Vale.  

A: No, espérate. ¿Lo ponemos? 

B: Vale.  

A: Es que es su magia. 

B: With… 

A: Magic. ¿Sabes cómo se pone? 

B: Her…Sí, magic. ¿Pero ponemos su magia? ¿Con su magia? ¿O 

magia? 

A: Vale, con su magia. 

B: With her magic. 
 

The use of restructuring, however, declined further in cycle 2, a result that 

responded to expectations. It should be recalled that restructuring involves the creative 

production of alternative clauses or sentences or at least the recombination of its existing 

constituents. This strategy should thus be considered as belonging to the other end of the 
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spectrum when compared to more attainable problem-solving strategies such as lexical 

or even morphological & spelling searches. Given the decline in the use of the latter, it 

was only natural for restructuring to diminish in the long run, with a frequency of use at 

Time 4 that fell to a third (M=0.57; SD=0.73) of that registered at Time 1 (M=1.77; 

SD=1.52).  

 The next excerpt exemplifies one of the few restructurings performed in cycle 2. 

As they were trying to describe frame 3, pair 3 (RIG) attempted to convey the main idea 

it depicted (the scientist has just drunk the potion and seems to be undergoing some 

undesirable effects) moving from one plan to another (“se atraganta”, “él no podía 

respirar”, “le ha sentado mal”, “la pócima está haciendo su efecto”) as difficulties arose. 

They finally managed to write an approximation to the intended original message (“The 

magic pócima is doing the effect*) through the retrieval of the word “effect” that the 

children knew from the Play Station game. This final formulation, which clearly differed 

from the specific ideas conveyed in the alternatives previously formulated and rejected, 

is a good example of how different pretexts formulated in L1 are progressively gauged to 

match the children’s L2 linguistic possibilities.  

 

Excerpt 79 — Pair 3 (RIG) Cycle 2, Stage 1 (Time 3) 
 
Intended message: Se atraganta / Él no podía respirar / Le ha sentado mal (la pócima) / 

La pócima está haciendo su efecto. 

Final output in stage 1: The magic pócima is doing the effect* 

 

B: Ahora decimos que se atraganta. Atragantarse… o ahogarse… 

A: No…. (…) 

B: Didn’t…¿respirar sabes cómo es? 

A: ¡Ah! Respirar era… 

B: Él no podía respirar. 

A: Eh… 

B: No, o directamente no es que se estaba atragantando, sino que le ha 

sentado mal la pócima, ¿no? ¿Sabes decir que le ha sentado mal la 

pócima? 

A: Hombre, estaría mal porque sentar mal es una expresión, pero es 

como decir… 
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B: La pócima… la pócima le está haciendo… 

A: Ya sé que está mal, pero a lo mejor podemos poner sit, ¿no? Sat, 

que es sentarse. No creo que esté bien, pero bueno. 

B: Espera un momento. O podemos decir que la pócima está haciendo 

su efecto y se ha convertido en un gato. 

A: Pero es que efecto… Eff… 

B: Effect. De la play. 

A: Effect. A ver.  Vamos a ver. The pócima… The magic… (…) A 

ver… La pócima mágica, ¿no?, está haciendo el efecto ¿cómo es? Is… 

¿Hacer? Acho. Is doing… the effect, ¿no? 

B: The effect. 

 

II.3.4 Summary  
 

Morphological and spelling searches increased in cycle 1 from stage 1 (Time 1) 

to stage 3 (Time 2). In the case of morphological searches, children could retrieve lexical 

items from their original texts. This may have freed up processing capacity which enabled 

them to focus more on formal aspects of the message through the use of metalinguistic 

reasoning. Children in the treatment groups could also recall lexical items from the 

reformulations and even some morphological aspects, which they retrieved either by 

making use of metalinguistic reasoning or plain memory. As for spelling searches, 

noticing of lexical items from the reformulation that participants struggled to replicate 

arguably fostered an increase across stages in the case of the treatment groups, while in 

the CG spelling searches increased because the pairs either expanded their original texts 

or introduced new lexis in their revised writing. In cycle 2, morphological and spelling 

searches decreased in line with the overall decrease in strategy use (except for 

Decomposition and Translation), as children’s lexical concerns prevailed over their 

inconsistent and variable attention to form. Restructuring was used only rarely in cycle 1 

mainly because it was the least attainable problem-solving strategy and declined further 

in cycle 2 mainly due to external factors.  
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II.3.5 General factors involved in the reduction of strategies in Cycle 2 
 

As discussed above, with the exception of decomposition & translation, the 

frequency of strategy use diminished across cycles with different levels of intensity, 

regardless of the instructional treatment and the proficiency level of the children. 

Although some specific reasons for the reduction of lexical searches in cycle 2 stage 3 

(Time 4), and morphological & spelling searches and restructuring in both stages of cycle 

2 (Times 3 & 4), have briefly been advanced in the previous sections, the data indicate 

that a number of other general factors can be adduced to account for this decrease. As 

discussed below, these include children’s gradual feeling of fatigue, the effect of 

unfavorable external circumstances and the development of pair dynamics. 

 

II.3.5.1 Children’s gradual feeling of fatigue 
 

Weariness on the part of the children became more intense in cycle 2, especially 

among those who participated in the treatment period. One potential reason for this 

increase in fatigue may be found in the fact that describing picture prompts in the different 

sessions over that period was overly demanding for the children, since it exceeded the 

requirements of ordinary class activities. In regular English sessions, the children were 

mainly expected to fill in gaps, translate or rewrite short sentences and, occasionally, 

write short texts that only required the transformation of previous models. This being the 

case, although it could be argued that the amount of task repetition involved in the 

treatment might have provided the children with opportunities for useful practice and 

improvement, it certainly enhanced weariness as a side effect. Fatigue grew over time 

and produced a greater negative effect on more cognitively demanding strategies, i.e., 

those whose activation involved paying attention to form-meaning mappings 

(morphological & spelling searches and, to a greater extent, restructuring) than on those 

strategies which were central in the production of texts but only involved processes of 

meaning-making through idea generation in L1 and subsequent lexical searches.  

 

 

 

 



252 
 
 

II.3.5.2 Unfavorable external distractions 
 

In addition, the unfavorable circumstances that had surrounded data collection in 

cycle 1, such as noise or the lack of a permanent place to conduct the recordings, grew 

more acute over time and, consequently, exerted a greater impact in C2S1 (Time 3) and 

C2S3 (Time 4). On top of that, some new equally adverse factors appeared, such as the 

proximity of Year 6 learners' graduation ceremony (with their involvement in the 

consequent rehearsals) or high temperatures (the collection of data in cycle 2 took place 

in May). All these contingencies, which have already been described in detail (see the 

Method section) increasingly conditioned children’s performance of the task in cycle 2 

and accounted for their lack of attentiveness and motivation, which eventually resulted in 

their use of fewer strategies. 

 

II.3.5.3 Development of pair dynamics 
 

An additional factor that may account for the decrease in the use of strategies (except 

for decomposition & translation) across cycles was the development of pair dynamics. 

With the passage of time the members of some dyads reached a reasonably good mutual 

understanding and proved to be more fluent in their writing (but see section below “Low-

level learners’ difficulties in making the most of collaborative dialogue” for lack of 

understanding among low-level learners). Their gains in experience allowed the children 

to get straight to the point when dealing with ideational or linguistic doubts. This fact, 

together with the aforementioned factors (fatigue and external distractions), constitutes a 

reason why PSSCs not only became more clear cut and less intertwined but also less 

numerous: the learners involved in the study produced 431 LREs in C1S1 and 410 in 

C1S3, only to decrease to 344 in C2S1 and 307 in C2S3. The fewer the LREs the children 

engaged in, the fewer the strategies that were correspondingly implemented.  

The following excerpt shows how pair 6's (RG) performance cycle 2 stage 3 (Time 4) 

turned into a rather fluent process in which barely any search took place. Although 

participant A played a leading role, since she was the one who wrote and seemed to 

quickly decide what to include or not in their text, both participants equally made their 

contributions (exclusively focused on content) without questioning each other’s ideas 

(only a few adjustments [“No le gusta”  “Hate” or “The dog”  “Her dog”] and 
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additions [“Last time”] were performed by leaner A on the go).  It can be seen, however, 

that fluency resulted in a rather hasty performance of the task and did not involve high 

rates of correctness. 

 

Excerpt 80  — Pair 6 (RG) Cycle 2, Stage 3 (Time 4) 
 
Intended message: Está con el perro. Se bebe la pócima. No le gusta. (Last time he 

change a cat*). Salta sobre él. 

Final output: Her dog is sleeping. The cientific drink the potion. He hate the potion. 

Last time he change a cat. And the cat jump for cat* 

 
A: Ahora ya nos pasamos a la segunda. 

B: Bueno, no hemos puesto tampoco que está con el perro. 

A: Ah. And... his dog. Her. Her dog sleeping. ¿Es así, no? 

B: Sí. Con dos E. Eh… se bebe la pócima…Punto. Pon punto. The 

dog… The cientific… 

A: The cientific… 

B: Drink the potion. 

A: Drink the potion. 

B: Mmm… esto era…no le gusta. 

A: Hate. 

B: I hate potion. 

A: Eh… eh… he hate potion. 

B: Y el científico… 

A: Last time… 

B: El cien… 

A: He change… a cat… 

B: The dog… 

A: And her dog… 

B: See a cat… 

A:  See a cat… 

B: ¿Salta sobre él cómo era? 

A: And… jump…sobre… 

B: Salta, se abalanza… 
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A: Eh… jump… 

B: ¿Jump for cat? 

A: And the dog… jump for cat. Ya está. 

 

 Sometimes, however, the mutual understanding of dyad members turned out to be 

counter-productive in terms of collaborative dialogue. Roles became fixed and the less 

proficient or more timid member was left behind.  

As shown in excerpt 81, child A in pair 4 (RG) adopted an increasingly leading 

role. He manifestly ignored his partner and continued writing even though child B was 

trying to express his concern that the message they were producing ("His head convert") 

was not a faithful description of frame 5 (cycle 2).  

 

Excerpt 81 — Pair 4 (RG) Cycle 2, Stage 1 (Time 3) 

 

Intended message: Se transforma. 

Final output: His head convert into a cat* 

 

A: His head convert… 

B: No es solo su cabeza. En realidad se convierte entero en gato. 

A: His head convert…(writes in silence) 

B: Bah. 

 

In the following excerpt, which belongs to the same protocol, child A goes a step 

further and not only ignores his partner, but also seems to mock at his efforts with an 

impatient attitude ("¿Qué te has inventado? A ver") that resembles the one of someone 

who is being interrupted rather than helped. 

 

Excerpt 82 — Pair 4 (RG) Cycle 2, Stage 1 (Time 3) 

 

B: Was su… No. 

A: ¿Qué? ¿Qué te has inventado? 

B: No, no, no, no. 

A: A ver. 
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R: ¿Qué ibas a decir, José Luis? 

 

 It can be deduced from the examples above that A ignored his partner to the extent 

that he clearly started to perceive the task as something of his own. The same applies to 

child A in pair 8 (RG) in the following example. He rejects child B's contribution about 

frame 5 (“the dog and the cat se pelean”) by claiming "voy por esta" (referring to frame 

6). It is interesting that he uses the first person singular, which hints at the fact that he too 

was being individualistic in his approach to the task. 

 

Excerpt 83 — Pair 8 (RG) Cycle 2, Stage 1 (Time 3) 

Intended message: El perro está muy enfadado. 

Final output: The dog is very bad. 

 

A: The dog is very… 

B: No, the dog and the cat se pelean. 

A: No, voy por ésta. The dog is very…el perro está… 

 
 The examples above illustrate how some characteristics of children’s interactions 

together with the negative evolution of pair dynamics in certain pairs (especially – but 

not only - low proficient ones, the most outstanding being pairs 8 and 10, in the RG; pairs 

7, 8 and 9, in the RIG; and pairs 7 and 10, in the CG) may help to explain why the use of 

problem-solving strategies declined over time. The growing inability or lack of interest 

to interact caused the production of PSSCs to be reduced and the concomitant 

implementation of strategies to diminish. 

 

II.3.6 General summary of the frequency of strategies  
 

The high use of decomposition and translation strategies by the children indicated 

the participants' general dependency on the L1 when writing and entailed the performance 

of searches (mostly lexical) that set aside formal concerns, especially in Times 1 and 3. 

Both these strategies were used at similar rates in times 1, 2 and 3 regardless of the 

treatment. As for morphological searches and spelling searches, the rate of employment 

increased from Time 1 to Time 2 due to the initial availability of spare cognitive capacity 
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and the influence of reformulations (resulting from the recollection of reformulations and 

previous output), but diminished over time, together with restructuring, due to a persistent 

focusing on lexis, the effects of fatigue, external distractions and changing pair dynamics.  

 

II.4 Strategy orientation: Quantitative results 
 

Although the provision of feedback in the form of reformulations or the 

instruction received by the children were not mediating factors in the frequency of 

strategy use (see previous section), this was not the case when the five strategies as a 

whole were contemplated from the perspective of their compensatory or upgrading 

orientation across groups and cycles. A significant fourth order interaction between Time, 

Orientation, Group and Proficiency (F=2.31; p=.042; eta=.161) was found, which 

showed that not only feedback and instruction but also proficiency should be brought into 

the equation to account for the manner in which the children used their writing strategies. 

In what follows, the quantitative and qualitative data corresponding to the interaction are 

presented below.  

 

II.4.1 Strategy orientation of high-level children 
  

 Table 13 below displays the means, standard deviations and differences between 

the compensatory and upgrading strategies used by high-proficiency children across 

cycles and stages. Figure 8, in turn, provides a visual representation of that strategic 

orientation through time in terms of differences between the means of upgrading and 

compensatory strategies. When the information provided in the table and the figure are 

combined, it can be seen that differences may be (i) positive and significant, indicating 

that there are significantly more upgrading strategies than compensatory ones at a that 

particular point in time; (ii) negative and significant, indicating that there are significantly 

more compensatory strategies than upgrading ones at a that particular point in time; or 

(iii) only positive or negative, indicating that the differences between upgrading and 

compensatory are not significant, and that there is thus a balance in the orientation of 

strategies.    
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Table 13 — Means, (standard deviations) and of upgrading and compensatory strategies 
used by high-proficiency learners across groups, cycles and stages 

Cycles

& 

stages 

       Time 1            Time 2           Time 3           Time 4 

  Up Com d=Up-

Com 

 Up  Com d=Up-

Comp 

 Up  Com d=Up-

Com 

 Up  Com d=Up-

Com 

Group 

 

            

RG

  

 

6.00 

(3.74) 

10.40 

(3.58) 

-4.40* 15.00 

(9.27) 

3.20 

(2.28) 

11.80* 7.80 

(4.32) 

6.40 

(2.07) 

1.40 

n.s. 

10.20 

(4.91) 

4.00 

(3.00) 

6.20* 

RIG 

 

5.80 

(1.64) 

11.00 

(8.3) 

-5.20* 10.60 

(6.54) 

4.60 

(2.07) 

6.00* 3.80 

(2.17) 

8.00 

(3.32) 

-4.20* 6.20 

(2.38) 

2.40 

(2.19) 

3.80* 

CG 

 

7.40 

(4.28) 

 9.20 

(5.17) 

-1.80 

n.s. 

4.20 

(1.64) 

6.80 

(2.86) 

-2.60 

n.s. 

2.40 

(2.30) 

10.40 

(2.79) 

-8:00* 

 

2.20 

(1.30) 

10.80 

(3.70) 

-8.60* 

 

Codes. Time 1: cycle 1 stage 1; Time 2: cycle 1 stage 3; Time 3: cycle 2 stage 1; Time 4: cycle 2 stage 3. Com: 
compensatory orientation; Up: upgrading orientation; d=Up-Com: post-hoc differences between upgrading and 
compensatory means (the differences may be positive or negative); an asterisk *: the differences between upgrading 
and compensatory means are significant at p<.05; n.s.: the differences are not significant. RG: Reformulation group; 
RIG: Reformulation and instruction group; CG: Control group. 
 
 
Figure 8 — High-level learners orientation of strategies through time 
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Globally, Figure 8 indicates that the CG high-level children did not show a higher 

use of upgrading strategies over compensatory ones in any of the four stages considered. 

In contrast, the reformulation groups (RG and RIG) showed parallel zig-zag profiles 

which involved a higher use of compensatory strategies at Times 1 and 3, that is, when 

the original texts were produced and, conversely, a higher use of an upgrading strategies 

when these texts were rewritten after the reception of feedback (Times 2 and 4).  

Within this general picture, a closer look at the data indicates that the CG showed 

no differences between their upgrading and compensatory concerns at both stages of the 

first cycle (Times 1 and 2), but relied on compensatory strategies at a significantly higher 

rate in both stages of the second cycle (Times 3 and 4). The RG (d=-4.40*) and the RIG 

(d=-5.20) similarly used a significant higher frequency of compensatory strategies than 

upgrading ones at Time 1, but showed some important differences in the remaining three 

stages. At time 2, although both groups significantly increased their use of upgrading 

strategies over compensatory ones, this increase was almost double for the RG 

(d=11.80*) than for the RIG (d=6*). At time 3, the RIG made a significantly higher use 

of compensatory strategies (d=-4.20*), but the RG balanced their use of both types of 

strategies (d=1.40 n.s.). Finally, at Time 4 RG’s and RIG’s  performance was similar to 

the one they showed at Time 2: both groups managed to significantly increase their use 

of upgrading strategies, although to a lesser extent than in cycle 1, but, again, this increase 

was higher for the RG (d=6.20*) than it was for the RIG (d=3.80*).  

These data indicate that in the short-term, i.e., within cycles, reformulation 

impacted favourably on the way the high-level learners in both reformulation groups 

upgraded their use of problem-solving strategies when they rewrote their texts, although 

this upgrading tendency was more prominent for the RG in both cycles. In the long-term, 

i.e., across cycles, three findings are especially relevant: (i) the strategies used by the 

children in the CG became increasingly compensatory over time; (ii) the RIG showed a 

similar distribution of strategies across cycles, using a predominance of compensatory 

strategies when writing their original texts and relying significantly more on upgrading 

ones when rewriting them; and (iii) the RG also used significantly more upgrading 

strategies when rewriting in both cycles but at a higher extent than the RIG, and, unlike 

the RIG, managed to move from a predominance of compensatory strategies at Time 1 to 

a balance of compensatory and upgrading concerns at Time 3, that is, when writing a new 

text immediately after the instructional period. The similar distribution of compensatory 
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and upgrading strategies across cycles shown by the RIG suggests that the instruction 

received by the children in this group did not seem to have any discernible effects on the 

orientation of their problem-solving strategies. In contrast, the balanced use of 

compensatory and upgrading strategies by the RG when writing the new text at Time 3, 

compared to their predominant reliance on compensatory strategies at Time 1, seems to 

indicate that the treatment they were exposed to had at least a slight effect on their 

strategic orientation. 

 

II.4.2 Strategy orientation of low-level children 
 
 Table 14 below displays the means, standard deviations and differences of the 

compensatory and upgrading strategies used by low-proficiency children across cycles 

and stages. Figure 9, in turn, provides a visual representation of these children’s strategic 

orientation through time. For the combined interpretation of the table and the figure the 

guidelines suggested above in the case of the high-level learners should be followed.   
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Table 14 — Means, standard deviations and differences of compensatory and upgrading 

strategies used by low-proficiency dyads across groups, cycles and stages. 
Cycles 

& 

stages 

       T1            T2           T3           T4 

  Up Com d=Up-

Com 

 Up  Com d=Up-

Comp 

 Up  Com d=Up-

Comp 

Up  Com d=Up-

Comp 

Group 

 

            

RG

  

 

2.00 

(2.34) 

9.60 

(4.16) 

-7.60* 8.20 

(6.54) 

7.20 

(5.36) 

1.00 

n.s. 

0.40 

(0.54) 

9.20 

(1.92) 

-8.80* 4.00 

(1.74) 

2.40 

(1.95) 

1.60 

n.s. 

RIG 

 

1.00 

(1.00) 

10.40 

(4.56) 

-9.40* 5.40 

(4.67) 

7.40 

(5.03) 

-2.00 

n.s. 

2.60 

(3.13) 

6.60 

(2.40) 

-4.00* 3.60 

(3.78) 

7.60 

(0.89) 

-4.00* 

CG 

 

2.20 

(2.28) 

11.20 

(5.40) 

-9.00* 1.20 

(1.64) 

8.20 

(2.95) 

-7.00* 1.00 

(1.22) 

10.20 

(2.77) 

-9.20* 1.80 

(1.64) 

6.20 

(1.64) 

-4.40* 

Codes. As in Table 13 above. 

 

Figure 9 — Low-level learners’ orientation of strategies through time 
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 The data indicate that, with the exception of the matching of compensatory and 

upgrading concerns by the RG in the rewriting stages of both cycles (Time 2, d=-1.00, 

n.s; Time 4, d=-1.60, n.s.) and by the RIG in the rewriting stage of the first cycle (Time 

2, d=2.00, n.d.), the use of strategies with a compensatory orientation was significantly 

higher at the remaining stages and cycles of the treatment groups (see Table 14). From a 

short-term perspective, i.e., within each cycle, these patterns indicate that the feedback 

had (i) a limited effect on the RG’s performance in both cycles, since it allowed these 

children to move from a higher reliance on compensatory strategies in the initial 

production of texts to a matching of compensatory and upgrading concerns when the texts 

were rewritten after the feedback; and (ii) even a more limited effect on RIG’s 

performance, since this transition from a mainly compensatory strategic behaviour to a 

more balanced one occurred only when these children wrote and rewrote their texts in 

cycle 1.    

 From a long-term perspective, i.e., across cycles, the data indicate that (i) the 

control group used a higher frequency of compensatory strategies regardless of cycles 

and stages; (ii) the reformulation groups (RG and RIG) were not able to engage in a 

significantly higher number of upgrading strategies with the passage of time; (iii) the 

children in the RG showed in cycle 2 (from Time 3 to Time 4) a similar strategic 

orientation profile to the one they had previously shown in cycle 1 (they moved from a 

higher use of compensatory strategies in initial writing to a matching of upgrading and 

compensatory in rewriting); (iv) the children in the RIG, like those in the RG, showed a 

strategic profile which involved the transition from a higher frequency of compensatory 

concerns at Time 1 to a matching of concerns at Time 2, but, unlike the RG, they did not 

manage to maintain that transition profile in cycle 2, as they relied on a higher use of  

compensatory strategies both at Time 3 and Time 4. These results seem to indicate that 

the treatment received did not have any effect on the RG’s strategic orientation (they 

showed the same profile across cycles), and that the instruction provided to the RIG may 

have had a detrimental effect on the RIG’s (the orientation profile they showed in the two 

stages of cycle 2 was predominantly compensatory in nature).  
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II.4.3 Strategic orientation of high-level and low-level learners taken 

together 
 

 When the data above are taken together, they indicate that:  

 The two proficiency levels in the RG and RIG benefited from reformulation as 

a feedback technique, although with different degrees of intensity (see below). This is 

reflected in the strategy orientation of these children at Times 2 and 4 as compared with 

that of their counterparts in the CG.  

 The benefits of reformulation were proficiency mediated. In fact, when rewriting 

their texts in both cycles (Times 2 & 4), the high-level children in both reformulation 

groups (RG and RIG) made a higher use of strategies for upgrading than for compensatory 

purposes, while the low-level children in these groups did not move beyond a matching 

of both concerns.  

 In terms of upgrading, the children at both proficiency levels in the RG had a 

better performance than those in the RIG. This is evidenced in the fact that (i) the RG 

high-level learners, as compared to their RIG counterparts, used a higher frequency of 

upgrading strategies at Times 2 & 4 and showed a balance in the use of upgrading and 

compensatory strategies at Time 3; (ii) the RG low-level learners moved from a 

predominance of compensatory strategies at Times 1 & 3 to a matching of upgrading and 

compensatory concerns at Times 2 & 4, i.e., in both cycles, while their RIG counterparts 

only showed this pattern in cycle 1, i.e., from Time 1 to Time 2. In cycle 2, their 

orientation profile was predominantly compensatory both at Times 3 and 4. When these  

  

II.5 Orientation of strategies: qualitative analyses 
 

As was the case with the frequencies of strategies above, in what follows a 

qualitative analysis of each of those findings is reported.  

 

II.5.1 The strategic orientation of the CG   
 

The patterns of strategic behaviour shown by the CG can safely be attributed to 

the lack of feedback provided to these children in both cycles. It must be noted that all 
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the children in the study, as many other children in the Spanish educational context, were 

used to getting feedback for every task they performed in class (most of the time in the 

form of a mark ranging from 1 to 10, but also as a simple commentary on the part of the 

teacher). In our case, the RG and the RIG received their reformulated texts, while the CG 

did not receive feedback of any kind. Although such deprivation in cycle 1 might have 

led these children to feel that they were not working on solid ground, they nevertheless 

managed, when moving to Time 2, to elaborate new messages or expand those already 

produced in their original compositions at Time 1 (see the section on “Departure from the 

text produced in stage 1” above). As time elapsed, however, this negative feeling arguably 

became more acute and probably affected their increasingly lower motivation which, 

together with the fatigue mentioned above (see section “Children’s gradual feeling of 

fatigue”), brought about negative attitudes toward the task.  

 The effects of these attitudes can be observed not only in the reported increase 

of strategies for compensatory purposes in cycle 2, but also in a general tendency to 

simplify or abridge their original texts in the rewriting stage (Time 4), a behavior that was 

not observed in cycle 1.  

 

Table 15 — CG Comparison of total number of words written in C1S3 (Time 2) and 

C2S3 (Time 4) 

 

Pairs CG Total words in C1S3 

(Time 2) 

 Total words in C2S3  

(Time 4) 

Pair 1 92  103 

Pair 2 68 = 70 

Pair 3 45  38 

Pair 4 57 = 58 

Pair 5 100  48 

Pair 6 107  55 

Pair 7 54  63 

Pair 8 31  52 

Pair 9 37  22 

Pair 10 80  71 
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  As shown in Table 15 above, the general tendency (unlike what might have been 

expected, given that children were more experienced in cycle 2 than they were in cycle 

1) was to produce shorter texts at Time 4 than at Time 2. Five pairs (3, 5, 6, 9 and 10) 

wrote fewer words in cycle 2, the most outstanding cases being pairs 5 and 6, whose 

production of words fell to half of the amount they had written in C1. Pairs 2 and 4 

produced virtually the same amount of words, whereas pairs 1 and 7 managed to write 

slightly longer texts. Only pair 8 produced a clearly longer text in C2. 

 This process of reducing their output had specific side effects: not only were 

unnecessary details left out, but also relevant ideas that provided a better description of 

the picture prompt. This hasty approach to the task sometimes resulted in errors that could 

only be attributable to the increasing lack of attention and involvement in the task. Table 

16 clearly illustrates this tendency by showing what pair 5 (CG) wrote in response to the 

same frames (4 and 6) at Times 2 and 4. The participants invested less effort at Time 4 

and, consequently, not only failed to give a description of the frames as detailed as the 

one they had written at Time 1, but also made additional mistakes (e.g., at Time 4, the 

sentence  -"And jump to the cat*",  frame 6)- lacked the subject that they had successfully 

included at Time 2 in the same sentence): 

 

Table 16 — An example of the CG pairs’ tendency to simplify their output from Time 2 

to Time 4 

  Time 2 Time 4 

Pair 5 (CG) 

Fr
am

e 
4 

When the witch drinks 

the possion, he changed 

and the dog now isn't 

sleeping*. 

The dog isn't sleeping. 

Fr
am

e 
6 

The dog see the boycat 

and he jump to the 

boycat. The boycat try to 

scap becouse the dog 

went to him*. 

And jump to the cat*. 
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II.5.2 Reformulation as a determining factor in the orientation of 

strategies 
 

 The RG and RIG high-level learners, in contrast, not only received feedback, 

which helped maintain intact their sense of purpose, but they also to benefited from it. 

This opportunity to improve their own production in light of reformulated versions of 

their original texts was the main reason that accounted for a different pattern of strategy 

use between these two groups and the CG.  

As shown above, the high-level children in the RG and RIG, when rewriting their 

texts in both cycles, decreased their use of compensatory strategies and, at the same time, 

increased significantly their use of upgrading ones. Also, the low-level learners in the RG 

matched the orientation of their strategies in the rewriting stages of both cycles, and their 

RIG counterparts managed to do the same in cycle 1. In contrast, the children in the CG, 

except for the balance in strategy orientation shown by its high-level learners in the 

writing and rewriting stages of cycle 1, used their strategies predominantly for 

compensatory purposes regardless of stage and cycle. When all these data are put 

together, the conclusion to be drawn is that reformulation was a determining factor in 

upgrading the orientation of the strategies engaged in by the children.  

 

II.5.2.1 Effects of reformulation on the upgrading orientation of strategies: 

general characteristics  

 

In what follows, an initial section offers a qualitative description of how 

reformulation impinged on the upgrading orientation of strategies. It firstly includes 

examples to illustrate how this feedback type helped the children in the treatment groups 

upgrade their concerns, both when they seemed to understand it and when they did not, 

and even when they seemed to ignore it. A second section describes how the effects of 

reformulation were mediated by the children’s level of proficiency. Attention is thus paid 

to the manner in which high-level learners attempted to incorporate the reformulation in 

their rewritten texts with and without the use of their L1 and how they used multiple 

resources in cycle 2.  Low-level children’s difficulties in retrieving reformulations, 

making the most of collaborative dialogue and engaging in careful revisions are finally 

reported (see Figure 10 below).     
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Figure 10 — Effects of reformulation on the upgrading orientation of strategies: general 

characteristics  
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II.5.2.1.2 The effects of reformulation on children’s upgrading concerns 

 

The general effect of reformulation on the orientation of strategies can be well 

understood if attention is paid to the way the children used the linguistic possibilities 

offered by this type of corrective feedback when rewriting their texts. Table 17 shows 

that pair 9 (RG) clearly improved their original text at Time 2 as a result of the 

reformulation provided to them in the comparison stage. When these children addressed 

frame 1 in order to rewrite their text, they essentially reproduced the same the content and 

the intended message they had attempted to express at Time 1, but this time the gains 

derived from the reformulation were apparent. Both the lexical and morphological 

searches that had previously resulted in omission (the verb “drink”), incorrect spelling 

(“whitch*”) and a grammatical reduction (wrong use of the present continuous) were now 

found to have an upgrading orientation. Table 17 below shows that the rewritten version 

of the message now included the verb “drink” [“lo convierte”] and the correct use of the 

present continuous tense. In addition, the spelling of “witch”, that they had noticed and 

correctly processed in the reformulation, was successfully reproduced. 

 

Table 17 — Pair  9 (RG) Cycle 1, Stage 3 (Time 2) 

 ORIGINAL OUTPUT REFORMULATION 
REWRITING 

STAGE 

FRAME 1 

The whitch is eat the 
sandwich and orange 

juice* 
 

(Original intended 
message: “La bruja está 

comiendo”) 
 

A witch is eating a 
sandwich and drinking 

orange juice 

The witch is 
eating a 

sandwich and 
drinking orange 

juice 
 

(No L1 pre-text) 

 

  

II.5.2.1.2.1 Effects of reformulation on upgrading with evidence of 

understanding  

 

In some of these cases, exposure to reformulations involved a type of noticing that 

allowed learners to upgrade with (explicit or implicit) understanding their use of the forms 
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that had been ignored, avoided or had resulted in incorrect or inaccurate production 

(incorrect spellings or faulty morphemes) in the writing stage. 

Upgrading with explicit understanding mainly occurred with morphological and 

spelling searches, and it is shown below with the use of the 3rd. person singular "s". The 

children had written "The monster drink her juice*" at Time1, failing to add the 

morpheme to the verb even though they were familiar with it. After noticing the 

reformulation "A monster drinks her juice", they managed to incorporate the missing 

suffix in their subsequent output. They contributed a metalinguistic explanation for their 

choice (“la tercera persona de los verbos “), which seemed to indicate that this linguistic 

form was being processed with understanding, i.e., at a deeper level, and a reference to 

the mistakes in their original output that were corrected in the reformulation (“que no 

pase como la otra vez”). 
 
Excerpt 84 — Pair 1 (RG) Cycle 1 Stage 3 (Time 2) 

 

 ORIGINAL OUTPUT REFORMULATION 
REWRITING 

STAGE 

FRAME 3 

 
A monster drink her juice* 

 
(Original intended message: 

"El monstruo se estaba 
bebiendo / se bebía / se bebe 

el zumo"). 

A monster drinks her 
juice 

The monster 
drinks her juice 

 

A: Y acuérdate…recuérdame poner las eses, que no pase como la otra 

vez que eran tercera persona los verbos… 

B: Ya.  

A: Vale. 

B: (...) Y el mons…and the monster… 

A: And… 

B: The monster… 

A: And the monster…¿qué está haciendo? And the monster…drinks… 

con… 

B: Con s. 
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The next example can be regarded as a case of upgrading with implicit 

understanding. The members of pair 2 (RIG) remembered at Time 2 that the morpheme 

suggested in the reformulation (“-ed”) was different from the one they had previously 

used at Time 1. In contrast with the previous excerpt, their dialogue lacked an explicit 

metalinguistic explanation but the fact that the form was correctly translated means that 

it was understood, implicitly at least.  

 
 
Excerpt 85 — Pair 2 (RIG) Cycle 1, Stage 3 (Time 2) 

 

 ORIGINAL OUTPUT REFORMULATION 
REWRITING 

STAGE 

FRAME 6 

 
And the witch change the 

spider to a buterfly* 

 
(Original intended 

message: "La bruja lo 
transforma (convierte) en 
un murciélago (pájaro)"). 

She changed it into a 
bat 

The witch 
changed the 

spider to a bat* 

 

 
A: Aquí era changes. O… 

B: Espérate. Es que tengo una duda, porque cuando corregimos las 

diferencias creo que nos cambiaron…ponía…ponía… 

A: Ponía changed. 

B: ¿Sí? 

A: Changed. Con ED. 

B: Sí, sí. Por eso, que nosotros pusimos sin ED. La bruja cambió a 

la… 

 

II.5.2.1.2.2 Effects of reformulation on upgrading without evidence of 

understanding 

 

The benefits of reformulations on the upgrading orientation of strategies also 

appeared when the children simply relied on memory and explicitly claimed that they did 
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not understand the linguistic element, usually of a lexical nature, they nevertheless 

managed to recall. Such was the case with pair 2 (RG). One of the members of this dyad 

stated at Time 2 as they set out to describe frame 3 (at Time 1 they had written “The 

monster eat the sandwich*”, which was reformulated as “The monster bites the 

sandwich”): “Mira, yo no sé, pero me acuerdo de esa palabra, bites, y si ella (the 

reformulator) lo puso…no sé muy bien el significado, pero si lo pongo está bien”. Their 

final output was: “The monster bites the sandwich”.  

The following dialogue, produced by pair 3 (RIG) at Time 2, also exemplifies 

very clearly how the children sometimes remembered chunks from the reformulation that 

they successfully reproduced but were unable to understand them. In this case, both 

participants could remember that their original message at Time 1 (“It’s night”) had been 

reformulated as “It’s night time”. Even though A stated that she did not understand this 

structure, they incorporated it in their final output. 

 

Excerpt 86  — Pair 3 (RIG) Cycle 1, Stage 3 (Time 2) 

 

 ORIGINAL OUTPUT REFORMULATION 
REWRITING 

STAGE 

FRAME 1 

 
It’s night* 

 
(Original intended 

message: "Es de noche"). 

It’s night time It’s night time 

 

A: ¡Los mismos! It’s night time.  

B: Night time. Night time. Nos acordamos.  

A: Uy, lo he puesto al revés. Tacho. It’s night time… que significa 

que es de noche…la hora de la noche, que yo en realidad no entiendo 

mucho eso pero bueno. 

B: Es el tiempo de noche. 

A: Si ella lo puso es que está bien. It’s night time. 
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II.5.2.1.2.3 Effects of reformulation even when children seemed to ignore the 

feedback  

 

It could be argued that the influence of reformulation on the orientation of 

children’s strategies when rewriting their texts was in contradiction with those cases in 

which they explicitly claimed having overlooked or ignored the feedback (see sections 

“Children’s intentional departure from reformulations: Avoiding imitation” and 

“Children intentionally departing from reformulations: the influence of everyday 

instruction”). However, these children still had lexis as their main concern and the 

reformulated texts included a complete catalogue of the vocabulary required to describe 

the picture prompts. Consequently, although initially reluctant to accept some of the 

improvements suggested in the feedback, these learners did, in fact, gain from it, at least 

at a lexical level. Some of their lexical searches that in stage 1 had involved a 

compensatory orientation (due to the use of omissions, reductions or replacements, for 

example), later acquired an upgrading orientation in stage 3.  

Pair 10 (RIG), for instance, rejected some elements in the reformulation (such as 

the phrase “on the table” to explain where the dog was sleeping, or the verb “turn” as an 

alternative to “become”) claiming that they were unnecessary ("Bueno, eso da igual"). 

However, this attitude did not hinder the benefits they derived from the written feedback. 

In their case, "transformar", which was translated at Time 3 as "became", and later 

reformulated as "he turned into a cat", reappeared at Time 4 as “turns” in an episode with 

an upgrading, although incorrect, orientation.  

 

Excerpt 87 — Pair 10 (RIG) Cycle 2, Stage 3 (Time 4) 

 ORIGINAL OUTPUT REFORMULATION 
REWRITING 

STAGE 

FRAME 4 

 
He became a cat 

 
(Original intended 

message: "Él se convierte 
a cat"). 

He turned into a cat The cientific 
turns a one cat* 

 

A: ¿Y cómo era que se transformaba? 

B: ¿Transforms? 
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A: No. Turn. Turns. T-U-R-N-S. 

B: Que no. 

A: Que sí. 

B: Que no. 

A: ¿Te juegas algo? 

B: Venga. 

A: Un koyak. Venga. 

 

The examples presented above demonstrate the important role played by 

reformulation in the orientation of strategies used by the RG and RIG globally considered. 

The influence of reformulations can generally be attributed to the provision of alternative 

lexical, morphological and spelling features that were often noticed and processed by the 

children and later used with or without understanding, and despite their apparent rejection 

of the feedback, when rewriting of their texts. 

 

II.5.2.2 Effects of reformulation as mediated by proficiency  

 

The data also showed that the role played by reformulation in the upgrading of 

strategies was proficiency-dependent. A second finding from the statistical analyses 

conducted above was that the beneficial effects of reformulation were more visible among 

the RG and RIG high-level children than among their low-level counterparts. While the 

former made a significantly higher use of strategies for upgrading than for compensatory 

purposes when rewriting their texts after processing the feedback (Times 2 and 4), the 

latter did not move beyond a matching of both concerns in those stages.  

The sections below offer a qualitative analysis of those findings by describing the 

orientation of the strategy clusters engaged in the high-level and low-level learners in the 

RG and RIG. 

 

II.5.2.2.1 Strategic orientation of the RG and the RIG high-level learners 

  

 In addition to the general features of feedback incorporation described above, 

these results can be associated to the two memory-based procedures that these children 

shared with their low-level counterparts (although with different degrees of success, see 
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below) in order to recover the feedback given to them: to try and reproduce the 

reformulations as faithfully as possible, and use their L1 to end up with a more or less 

thorough recollection of the feedback. In cycle 2, the high-level children added to these 

procedures the use of all the resources at their disposal from previous stages. 

  

II.5.2.2.1.1 High-level learners’ reproduction of reformulations 

 

Generally speaking, the high-level learners in the RG and the RIG were 

reasonably successful when attempting to reproduce the reformulations in the rewriting 

stage.  

In the following excerpt, high-level pair 3 (RG) proved to be able to replicate parts 

of the reformulated text quite literally. In the case of the example below, they had such a 

precise recollection of the description of frame 6 (cycle 2) suggested in the reformulation 

that they did not even need to perform any searches.  

 

Excerpt 88 — Pair 3 (RG) Cycle 2, Stage 3 (Time 4) 

 
INTENTED 

MESSAGE 

ORIGINAL 

OUTPUT 
REFORMULATION 

REWRITING 

STAGE 

FRAME 
6 

El gato está 
muerto – Le 
quedan/tiene 
seis vidas. 

The cat was 
toothache, 

stomachache an 
erache* 

Now the cat has only 
got six lifes 

Now the cat 
has got six lifes 

 

B: And now… 

A: Ponemos now… 

B: The cat… 

A: The cat… has…got… él tiene… 

B: Six lifes. 

A: Six… 

B: Lifes. 
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  II.5.2.2.1.2 Use of the L1 to recall the reformulated text  

 

 The high-level children in the reformulation groups also managed to make use 

the L1 to end up with a reasonable recollection of the feedback and use it as a basis for 

their subsequent output in stage 3. In doing so, they had to rely on further strategies.  

Child A in pair 5 (RIG), for instance, recalled the first word "suddenly", which 

was used in the reformulation to describe an aspect of frame 4 (cycle 2) that they had not 

addressed in their original output ("there is a flash of light"). Although she could not 

remember the rest of the sentence, this word immediately prompted her partner to give a 

precise recollection of the whole message in the L1 (since the children had used 

translation as the main strategy to process this section of the reformulation in stage 2). A 

few adjustments which involved, first, the simplification of the message in the L1 to make 

it meet their L2 resources (from “aparecen o salen unas luces” to “hay unas luces”) and, 

then, a metalinguistic explanation of morphological use (not “a lights” but “lights”) as 

well as some attention to spelling (“l-i-g-h-t”) were enough for these learners to produce 

a sentence in the direction of the reformulation. 
 
Excerpt 89 — Pair 5 (RIG) Cycle 2, Stage 3 (Time 4) 

 

Reformulated version: Suddenly there is a flash of light. 

Intended message in stage 3: Suddenly, aparecen unas luces. 

Final output in stage 3: Suddenly there are lights. 

 

A: Es suddenly, pero… 

B: Suddenly, sí, aparecen unas luces. O salen. Hay unas luces.  

A: Suddenly… 

B: There are a lights. 

A: Suddenly… 

B: There are a lights. 

A: There are a… 

B: Lights. "A", no. "A", no. Es plural. Es plural. 

A: Ah, es verdad. Es verdad. 

B: Y es G-H-T. 
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A: Lights o…¿qué ponía en la redacción? Lights o… 

B: No. 

A: Lights. Ya está. 

 

 II.5.2.2.1.2 Use of multiple resources in cycle 2  

 

 In cycle 2, some RG and RIG high-level learners were found to rewrite their 

texts by appealing to memory and taking advantage of every resource at their disposal. 

Apart from resorting to the more immediate support of the reformulation, they also 

referred to the treatment and even to cycle 1 in search for potentially useful linguistic 

features. In the next excerpt, the children recalled a connector (“later”) as they referred to 

the treatment period by mentioning one of the locations where it had taken place (the 

laboratory).  

 

Excerpt 90 — Pair 2 (RIG) Cycle 2, Stage 3 (Time 4) 

 

A: ¿A que pongo scared? Scared. Asustado. 

B: Vale. Was scared. Se sentía asustado. 

A: Was scared. 

B: ¿Cómo era el conector éste que vimos en clase que con Javi en el 

laboratorio…? 

A: Later. 

 

In the example below the children in pair 1 (RG) remembered a word they 

needed (“sleeping”) not because it was in the reformulation, but because they could 

recall an anecdote with the teacher during the instructional period. 

 

Excerpt 91 — Pair 1 (RG) Cycle 2, Stage 3 (Time 4) 

 

A: Ah, espera. Y el perro…and the dog…¿is sleeping? No te rías. 

B: Puede ser. Sí. Estaba durmiendo. 

A: Is sleeping. ¿Te estás acordando de lo de….? 

B. Sí. 
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A: De lo mío, ¿no? 

B: No. ¿De qué? 

A: ¿No? De cuando el profesor me preguntó que qué hacía en 

Halloween  Y yo digo sleeping. Sleeping.  

 

II.5.2.2.2 Strategic orientation of the low-level children in the RG and RIG 

 

 The RG and RIG low-level children were also found to occasionally engage in 

upgrading strategies to retrieve part of their reformulated texts. This was the case, for 

example, with pair 8 (RG). At Time 4 they wanted to convey the same message they had 

unsuccessfully written at Time 3 (“Un día un científico crea una poción”). On that 

occasion, unable to come up with a suitable L2 translation for “poción”, they ended up 

writing “fabric”, a mixture of “fabricar” and “formula”. As they were dealing again with 

the word “poción” in the rewriting stage (Time 4), participant A suggested downgrading 

the initial message and going back to the original idea of formula, but his mate made use 

of episodic memory with an upgrading orientation (he managed to recall “potion” from 

the reformulation). 

 

Excerpt 92 — Pair 8 (RG) Cycle 2, Stage 3 (Time 4)  

 

Original output in C2S1: One day one cientific one creation fabric*. 

Reformulation: One day a scientist is creating a new potion. 

Intended message in C2S3: Un día un científico inventó una poción. 

Final output: The scientific one day creation at one potion*. 

 

B: No, el científico un día inventó. (A crosses out). Inventó una 

poción. 

(Silence) 

B: El científico un día… inventó. 

A: Un día… (silence) Creation, creación. 

B: In the poción. 

A: La poción. At one… fórmula. 

B: No, es potion. 
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A: Vale. Potion. Potion. 

 

In their original output pair 10 (RIG) had failed to properly use the present simple 

tense of the verb “to have” (they wrote “the witch have got*”) and had incorrectly 

generalized the use of the article “a” (“a idea*”). In time 2, however, their recollection of 

the reformulated text (this specific sentence had been reformulated as “The witch has an 

idea”) led them to (i) correctly use the 3rd. person singular form of have (“The witch has”) 

and (ii) to incorporate, as shown in the excerpt below, the right indefinite article (“an 

idea”). 

 

Excerpt 93 — Pair 10 (RIG) Cycle 1, Stage 3 (Time 2)  

 

Original output in C2S1: The witch have got a idea*. 

Reformulation: The witch has an idea. 

Intended message in C2S3: La bruja tiene una idea. 

Final output: The witch has got an idea. 

 

B: An idea. Una idea. A idea. 

A: Venga, ponlo. 

B: Es an o… 

A: A. A. 

B: Yo creo que es an, pero bueno. Porque después la palabra empieza 

por vocal. 

A: No, pero es que me estuvieron diciendo… 

B: Igual que apple. Como empieza por vocal, an apple. 

A: Sí, creo que tienes tú razón porque…no, es que a mí mi tía me da 

clases y me dijo algo de que si era vocal, creo que si era vocal n… 

B: Pues ya está, lo que hemos hecho. Lo que vimos en la corrección. 

A: Claro, y también como empieza…an…and…como empieza por a 

también es an. Entonces es an. 

B: Vale. An idea. 
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 However, in spite of these upgrading episodes, more often than not low-level 

children were found to have difficulties in their attempts to recall their reformulated texts. 

These difficulties were basically related to their limited L2 linguistic resources but also 

turned out to be visible in their use of poor L1 pre-text to retrieve the feedback, the 

dynamics of their interactions and the difficulties they experienced in revising their texts.    

 

 II.5.2.2.2.1 Low-level learners’ difficulties in retrieving reformulations 

 

When attempting to retrieve or reproduce parts of their reformulated texts the low-

level children, contrary to their high-level counterparts, had to face important difficulties. 

Their limitations in grammatical resources and vocabulary prevented them from thinking 

of alternative options when they failed to recall the feedback or when their recollection 

of it was fragmented or too problematic. In these cases, the children were pushed far 

beyond the boundaries of their interlanguage and forced to use compensatory strategies.  

The children in pair 10 (RG), for example, stopped writing because they could not 

remember the reformulation. Lacking an efficient command of the L2, they depended 

exclusively on memory to retrieve the input provided in stage 2, but that was not an easy 

task because that input did not always make sense to them. Pair 7, at Time 2 (see below), 

got stuck on the word “descubrir” as they were trying to reconstruct the message “La 

bruja descubre a los animales” conveyed in the reformulation (“The witch discovers 

them”). Since this specific lexical item was beyond their command of the L2 and they 

lacked the resources to think of different options, the children used a compensatory 

strategy which involved inventing a new word (“descubrier”). 

 

Excerpt 94 — Pair 7 (RIG) Cycle 1, Stage 3 (Time 2) 

 

Reformulation: The witch discovers them. 

Final output: The wicht descubrier the animal* 

 

A: And the witch…¿cómo era descubrir? Eso sí me acuerdo que lo puso 

la inglesa. Eh…descubrir….¿descubried? ¿descubried? No…. 

B: Se entera…podíamos poner…es que… 

A: No…discubier…¿descubried? ¿Descubried? 
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B: Creo que era eso descubrir, no lo sé. 

A: Descubrir… 

B: No lo recuerdo. 

(…) 

A: Sí. Me acuerdo de lo que puso tu amiga inglesa y era algo de 

descubrir y era descubrier, descabrier… 

R: Emilio, ¿tú qué piensas? 

B: Es que tiene razón, pero no recuerdo lo que puso en descubrir. 

A: Mmm…descubrier…¿descubrier? Descubried. 

B: Seguramente. No sé. 

(…) 

A: Pues pon ésa.27 

 

Sometimes the children were able to remember, albeit vaguely, some parts of the 

reformulated texts, but such incomplete recollections were not always of great use since 

they frequently stopped participants from using specific linguistic features they had 

previously used in stage 1 (Time 3). For instance, pair 10 (RG) avoided using the word 

"doctor" that they had used in stage 1, but proved unable to retrieve "scientist" from the 

reformulated text. Consequently, what in stage 1 was a successful case of message 

reduction turned into one of foreignizing in stage 3, as the children wrote "cientific". 

Some children were overwhelmed by the amount of features from their original 

text and the reformulation they had to take into account when rewriting their texts. In the 

next example, the children in the same pair as above (pair 10, RG) were trying to find a 

translation for “comer” or, at least, a valid alternative plan (“tiene hambre”) and, at the 

same time, they were bearing in mind a reformulation that they could not recall but clearly 

refuted their original output (“pero si es que la otra vez pusimos like y era gustar”). The 

combination of all these concerns exerted such pressure on the children that they ended 

up almost blocked (“madre mía…es que no queremos cometer los mismos fallos que 

                                                             
27 It should be noted that this pair was also mentioned on page 217 (excerpt 57) when, in the same stage 
and cycle (Time 2), abandoned the message they were trying to write (“La bruja usa la magia”) after 
unsuccessfully trying to find a third way to convey it. This new way should differ both (i) from their original 
output (“The dragon is attak for a conjure*), which was clearly wrong, and (ii) from the reformulation (“She 
uses her magic”).which the children could perfectly recall but did not want to copy. This is a clear instance 
of the manifest inconsistency of certain tendencies that, even being opposed, could be traced in the same 
pair or even in the same interaction. 



280 
 
 

antes”). As a consequence, these children omitted the verb of the message at Time 2 (they 

had written “She like the juice and sandwich” at Time 1). 

 

Excerpt 95 — Pair 10 (RG) Cycle 1, Stage 3 (Time 2) 

 

Original output in C1S1: The whith. She like the juice and sanwich. The spider he like 

the juice the orange. the spider he like the sanwich*. 

Reformulation: This is a witch. She likes juice and sandwiches. A cat drinks her juice 

and eats her sandwich. 

Final output: The witch (…) cookies and juice of orange. The cat (…) juice of orange. 

The cat (…) cookies*. 

 

B: Los mismos. 

A: Eh…the witch…wear…no. 

B: Witch. Witch. 

A: Acho.  

B: The…¿era likes, no? 

A: No, eso es gustar. 

B: The witch… 

A: Comer. Comer. 

B: The witch… 

(Silence) 

A: Pero si es que la otra vez pusimos like y era gustar. 

B: Comer… 

A: Comer…Acho. Comer…No tengo ni idea. ¿Nos lo saltamos? 

(Silence) 

(…) 

A: Yo creo que angry, en tercero…yo creo que angry era enfadado y 

hungry era hambriento. Sa…no. ¿Cómo era el verbo estar? Ser, estar o 

parecer. The witch…eh…madre mía. 

(Silence) 

A: Es que no queremos cometer los mismos fallos que antes.  
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II.5.2.2.2.2 Low-level learners’ retrieval of reformulations through low-

quality L1 pre-texts  

 

Low proficiency pairs were sometimes found to verbalize low-quality pre-texts in 

the L1 when trying to retrieve the content of the reformulated texts. Given their high 

dependency on translations, this meant that their L2 written output was bound to be based, 

at times, on faulty messages. As a result, the children were likely to deploy compensatory 

strategies such as morphological and grammatical reductions, message abandonment or 

literal translations. In the example below, pair 7 (RIG) proved to have a peculiar way of 

expressing their ideas. Even though child B was speaking in his mother tongue, it is hard 

to understand what he meant (“pon she o chica o dragon, no sé). In the end, the pair 

proved unable to take advantage of the fragmented L1 pre-text they produced and left the 

message unfinished, thus making use of a strategy with a compensatory orientation, i.e., 

message reduction. 

 
Excerpt 96 — Pair 7 (RIG) Cycle 1, Stage 3 (Time 2) 

 

Reformulation: The other bat falls in love with the cat-bat. 

Intended message: El murciélago de la bruja se ha enamorado del murciélago. 

Final output: The bat of the wicht loves* 

 

B: Otro. Mira, pon el dra…es que mira qué pone, transformación en 

un murciélago. Tú pon igualmente el dragón, aunque esté 

transformado tú pon dragón. 

A: No, pero es que quiero decir que el murciélago de la bruja se ha 

enamorado de éste. 

B: Pues…the bat…eh… 

A: Mmmm, no sé. 

A: The bat of the wicht love… 

B: La bruja ama o se enamora… 

A: Love the…¿cómo es otro? 

(...) 
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B: Del murciélago…sería algo así. Si pones…debe ser algo así como 

el murciélago se enamora del murciélago. Ahora, esto es chica, ¿no? 

Pon she o chica el dragón, no sé. 

A: Es verdad, entonces, si es chica, se me había olvidado, eh… 

R: ¿Qué has puesto? 

A: He puesto la s. Tercera persona lleva s. 

(...) 

B: ¿A? Un. O sea…A sería…La a casi nunca la usan en las frases, se 

olvidan…Pero es que…¿qué quieres poner? ¿Murciélago? 

A: Se enamora, o sea, love a él. 

B: Se enamoraría de…sería…es que yo…a él. Se enamora a él. 

A: O sea, a ver…love…no sé. 

(Silencio) 

R: Queréis poner que se enamora de él o que lo quiere a él y no sabéis 

decir ni de él ni a él. Ése es el problema, ¿no? 

A: Sí. 

B: Pon el murciélago se enamora. Ya está. 

A: The bat love. Ya está. 

B: Ya está. Así… 

A: Ya está. 

 

Verbalizing erroneous L1 formulations not only involved producing flawed ideas 

but at times also a lack of awareness of their formal structure. As illustrated in the next 

example, the children were unable to cope with grammatical categories in their first 

language. Consequently, they failed to benefit from strategies such as metalinguistic 

reasoning and were, in turn, more liable to engage in strategies with a compensatory 

orientation, such as grammatical reductions. In the example below, for instance, "pensar" 

is not considered a verb and therefore the idea of adding to "sapien" the 3rd. person 

singuar "s" or the "ing" suffix is not even considered. 

 

Excerpt 97 — Pair 8 (CG) Cycle 1, Stage 3 (Time 2) 

 

Intended message: La bruja está pensando un plan. 
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Final output: She is sapien* 

 
A: A ver, vamos a pensarlo mientras… she is… pensando… Los verbos 

yo no me los sé muy bien. 

B: No, si es que pensar no sería de verbos. 

A: ¿No? 

B: Pensar, pensar… 

A: A ver pues pensar…¿nos lo inventamos? 

B: No sé, más o menos yo sé que es sapien o algo así. 

A: ¿Ponemos eso a ver…? Si está mal pues no pasa nada. 

B: No sé. Pon sapien. 

A: Sapien. Venga, sapien. 

B: Es que no sé. 

A: She is sapien… 

B: Vale… 

 
 

II.5.2.2.2.3 Low-level learners’ difficulties in making the most of 

collaborative dialogue 

 

Lower-level children were found to be less able than their higher-level 

counterparts to take advantage of collaborative dialogue, which, as already discussed 

above (see section “Development of pair dynamics”), brought about that the number of 

strategies implemented in Cycle 2 decreased as compared with Cycle 1. Failure to make 

the most of collaborative dialogue on the part of low-level learners is also connected with 

the strategic orientation of these participants. For a dialogue to be considered 

collaborative, learners must pool their linguistic resources, but if these resources do not 

exist or are very scarce, there will be very little to share and written productions are 

unlikely to be enhanced. The lower their command of the L2, the less the children 

interacted in order to share and to confirm their linguistic proposals. As a consequence, 

they did not benefit much from any of the advantages derived from the potential synergies 

of their combined knowledge of the L2. This again paved the way for the more frequent 

use of compensatory strategies. In the example below, participant B in pair 9 (RIG) wrote 
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the text almost as if she was alone, while her peer made hardly any contribution. In view 

of the lack of more attainable alternatives, B ended up relying on code switching. 

 
 

Excerpt 98 — Pair 9 (RIG) Cycle 1, Stage 3 (Time 2) 

 

Intended message: La bruja come su sandwich. El gato come el sandwich. La bruja se 

extraña. Tiene una idea. 

Final output: The writh eats the sanwidch. The cat eats sanwidch and the writh is estraña. 

The whirt are une idea*  

 
B: Sí. Eats…y la bruja come…su sandwich. Are, su… sanwidch. La 

tres. Ahora the cat… 

A: Come. 

B: Come…come el…el sandwich… sanwidch…y… ¿cómo era 

extraña? 

A: Eso sí que no me acuerdo. 

B: Se pregunta…The cat eats sanwidch… and the writh…the 

writh…y la bruja…se queda asombrada. Es que no me acuerdo. 

A: Yo tampoco. 

B: Is…eh…extraña. Se extraña. Luego… ¿tiene una idea cómo era? 

Idel. 

 

An outcome of this lack of collaboration was that negotiation processes were at 

times based on insistence. The children occasionally engaged in interactions where one 

tried to convince the other on the basis of non-linguistic arguments. in these cases and the 

member of the dyad who contributed the best option was not always the one that 

convinced the other. At times this type of pair dynamics meant that erroneous or partially 

incorrect contributions by one of the learners were not suitably counterbalanced with 

more adequate alternatives and prevailed, thus triggering the use of compensatory 

strategies. Child A in pair 6 (RIG), for instance, had appropriate and accurate ideas about 

the correct structure of the sentence (it should be “finalmente el murciélago…” instead 

of “and wich finaly*”, as suggested by B) and the spelling of the word “finally” (with 

double “l”) but was unable to supply reasons to support them. Consequently, when her 
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partner, who had a stronger personality, disagreed with her and suggested different, but 

incorrect alternatives (B ended up writing “The finaly the bat love the bat [cat]*” and 

“finaly*” with only one “l”), A did not insist any longer and eventually gave in, thus 

giving way to the use of a compensatory strategy (spelling reduction, in this case). 

 

Excerpt 99 — Pair 6 (RIG) Pair 6 Cycle 1, Stage 3 (Time 2) 

 

Intended message: Finalmente el murciélago se enamora. 

Final output: The finaly the bat love the bat (cat)* 

 

A: Finalmente…Sí. 

B: ¿Lo pongo con una flecha o no? 

A: Sí. 

B: And wich the finally…¿lo pongo aquí? 

A: No, no. Sería… 

B: Finalmente la bruja, no. Y la bruja finalmente…felizmente…. 

A: Sería finalmente el murciélago se enamora de… 

B: The finaly. Y luego the bat love the bat cat… 

A: ¿Es con doble L, no? Finally. 

B: Finally. Finally. Finalmente….Yo creo que es con una L solo. 

A: Bueno. 

 

It is worth mentioning, nevertheless, that low proficiency participants’ inability to 

benefit from collaborative dialogue did not always involve the use of strategies with a 

compensatory orientation. Within the same interaction but a few moments later, child A 

remembered the correct form "into" from the reformulation. Her partner, who did not 

recall this form from the feedback, consented to write it, but as two separate words. When 

A argued that it was but a single word, B refused to correct it adducing no other argument 

but “Yo creo que no (va junto)”. It should be noted that, a moment later, this child 

compromised and wrote “into”.  
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Excerpt 100 — Pair 6 (RIG) Cycle 1, Stage 3 

 

B: In a cat. En un murciélago. 

A: Creo que era into a bat. 

B: Into no. Into no. Into es….Into no es, ¿eh? 

A: ¿No? 

B: ¿Into the bat? ¿Into? 

A: Es que yo me acuerdo que cuando lo pusimos en el despacho ese de 

inglés, ése, que la redacción que ponían era algo así. 

B: Pues ponemos into. 

A: No sé. Es que no lo tengo muy claro. 

B: Sí, pues…Eso. Es que tampoco sé poner…si está bien. 

A: Bueno, da igual. Ponlo si quieres. 

B: In to the… 

A: Creo que va junto. 

B: ¿Into? Yo creo que no. 

A: Bueno, da igual. 

 

Failure to benefit from the dialogue was also evident in those cases in which a 

given episode had been successfully addressed in stage 1 but showed a compensatory 

orientation in stage 3. This downgrading process can be explained by the fact that a 

different member of the dyad was responsible for writing on each occasion. Instead of 

benefiting from the advantages of the synergy that might have arisen from interaction, 

each child addressed the task individually and without the supervision of his/her partner. 

In doing so, all the arbitrary features of their personal interlanguage emerged without the 

convenient containment that pair editing might have had.  

In the Table 18 some examples of this downgrading behaviour are provided.  
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Table 18 — Downgrading derived from individual writing 

 OUTPUT STAGE Another child is in 
charge of writing 

REWRITING 
STAGE 

Pair 4 RG 

Cycle 1 

(High proficiency) 

The witch has got 
an idea 

 

A         B 

The witch has an a 
idea 

Pair 6 RIG 

Cycle 1 

(Low proficiency) 

At nine o'clock  

B         A 

(Message 
abandonment) 

Pair 6 RIG 

Cycle 1 

(Low proficiency) 

The wich look at 
juice, the cat eat 
the sanwich at 
half past nine* 

 

B         A 

The wich look the 
juice and cat eating 
the sanwich* 

 

II.5.2.2.2.4 Low-levels’ difficulties in performing careful revisions  
 
 

Lower-level learners did not usually attempt to revise their written texts but, when 

they did, their performance was not normally very thorough. The consequence was that 

the potential positive effects of revisions, which mainly consisted of spotting the mistakes 

or inadequacies that resulted from the previous implementation of compensatory 

strategies and the subsequent use of upgrading strategies in order to solve them, were 

missed. The use of compensatory strategies was therefore not balanced out by a 

subsequent use of strategies with an upgrading orientation. For instance, when members 

of pair 7 (RG) revised their text, on top of failing to do it collaboratively, they skipped a 

whole line which they did not seem to notice.  

 

Excerpt 101 — Pair 7 (RG) Cycle 1, Stage 3 (Time 2) 

 
A: Lo repasas tú. 

B: Vale, vale. 

A: Yo escribo, tú repasas. 

B: Cuidado, cuidado. The monster lunch orange juice and…en vez de 

haber puesto esto, the witch (lo tacha) tendríamos que haber puesto she. 



288 
 
 

The snake lunch a sandwiches and the (she skips a line, but she does 

not notice) idea and transform the monsters in a bat. The witch is happy. 

Pero happy lleva dos P. 

A: Es verdad. 

B: Ya está. 

 

This inefficient revising behaviour was greatly related to the way this group of 

learners processed the reformulations provided to them. As discussed above, 

reformulations were basically designed to remain, to the greatest extent possible, within 

the scope of the children’s command of the L2. However, most lower-level learners could 

not benefit much from this type of written CF because, in many cases, their previous L2 

knowledge was very scarce. This being so, reformulations challenged them to deal with 

unknown linguistic forms autonomously. Such undertaking was, in most cases, too 

demanding. 

 

II.5.3 Summary 

 

 The lack of feedback may account for the fact that children in CG showed a 

higher use of compensatory strategies over upgrading ones in all four stages of the task 

and could also explain the increase of compensatory concerns over time. An additional 

effect of the lack of feedback was that involvement in the task diminished and texts in 

general grew shorter across cycles.  

 In the case of RG and RIG the reformulations had a positive effect on children’s 

upgrading concerns whether there was evidence of understanding of the reformulation or 

not and even when children apparently ignored the feedback.  

 According to the data, the role played by the reformulation was largely 

dependent on the proficiency level. In the case of high-level learners, reformulations lead 

to an increase of upgrading concerns that was basically connected to two factors, i.e., 

memory based procedures (in general terms high proficiency learners proved to be able 

to successfully reproduce the reformulated text or, at least, to have a recollection of it in 

the L1 that they could later translate into English) and the use of multiple resources in 



289 
 
 

cycle 2 (such as their recollection of the input received in cycle 1 or during the treatment 

period). 

 Low-lever learners, on the other hand (and even though they were able to 

implement some strategies with an upgrading orientation), experienced a number of 

difficulties that resulted in a higher frequency of compensatory concerns as compared to 

upgrading: (i) they had difficulties in retrieving the reformulated text given that it 

sometimes exceeded their interlanguage, (ii) at times they could recall the reformulation 

but only through the use of low-quality L1 pretexts, (iii) their poor command of the L2 

did not allow them to make the most of collaborative dialogue and (iv) these participants, 

in general terms, performed faulty revisions (if any) of their productions and therefore 

did not benefit from pair editing. 

 

II.5.4 Differences in strategy orientation between the RG and the RIG 
 

The RG children at both proficiency levels showed a better performance than 

those in the RIG. This was evidenced in the fact that the RG high-level learners, as 

compared to their RIG counterparts, used a higher frequency of upgrading strategies at 

Times 2 & 4 and matched the upgrading and compensatory orientation of their strategies 

at Time 3. The RG low-level learners, in turn, moved from a predominance of 

compensatory strategies at Times 1 & 3 to a matching of both orientations at Times 2 & 

4 (i.e., in both cycles), while their RIG counterparts only showed this matching from Time 

1 to 2 (cycle 1), as their orientation profile was predominantly compensatory at Times 3 

and 4 (cycle 2). In what follows the differences between the RG and the RIG high-level 

learners’ strategic orientation and the differences between the RG and the RIG low-level 

learner’s strategic orientation will be analysed in detail (see Figure 11 below). 
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Figure 11 — Differences in strategy orientation between the RG and the RIG 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

II.5.4.1 Comparison between RG and RIG high-level learners’ strategy 

orientation  
 

The comparison between the RG and the RIG high-level learners’ orientation of 

strategies will be conducted by looking first at the rewriting stages of each cycle (Times 

1 & 4) and then at the writing of new texts at Time 3.   
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II.5.4.1.1 Cycle 1 Stage 3 (Time 2) 

 

As mentioned above, although the high-level learners in both the RG and the RIG 

used significantly more upgrading than compensatory strategies at Time 2, the frequency 

of upgrading ones shown by the former group (diff. up-com= 11.80, p<.05) was almost 

double than that of the latter (diff. up-com=6.00, p<.05). A possible interpretation of this 

finding may be found in the way each group engaged with the feedback in the comparison 

stage. Unlike the children in the RIG, pairs 1, 2, 3, 4 in the RG (i.e. 4 out of the 5 high-

level dyads) spontaneously decided to take notes of the differences they noticed between 

their original productions and the reformulated versions. The example below illustrates 

how this decision was taken by pair 4 (RG). 
 
Excerpt 102 — Pair 4 (RG) Cycle 1, Stage 2 (comparison stage) 

 
A: Ah…Aquí pone…Habíamos puesto was y aquí (in the 

reformulated text) pone que es there is. 

B: Porque ella no fue; es…Hay una bruja, no hubo una bruja. Bueno, 

¿quién escribe? ¿Tú? 

A: Sí.  

B: Pero si es there is y aquí  there was, ¿qué ponemos? 

R: ¿Cómo preferís ponerlo? 

B: No sé. Es que no sé si sólo hay que copiar lo que está bien o las dos 

frases. 

R: Lo que a vosotros os sirva mejor. 

A: Vamos a escribir la forma incorrecta y después la correcta. 

R: Pues adelante. 

B: Pon…there was… 

A: There was… 

B: Flechita. Flecha. 

A: Que es igual a there is. 

B: Bueno, igual no. 
 
 At a minimum, the notes taken helped the learners recall in stage 3 the spelling of 

the new words they had copied from the reformulation. This means that note-taking, even 
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in its most reduced version, i.e., when it involved drawing isolated lexical items out of 

their context, was still useful to foster the use of memory.    

But, in most cases, the notes taken were reasonably satisfactory and likely to be 

used in stage 3 (Time 2) for a wider variety of upgrading purposes, such as the 

improvement of lexical or morphological choices. In the tables below, three sentences 

written by pair 3 (RG) [Table 19] and pair 4 (RG) [Table 20] at cycle 1 stage 1 (Time 1) 

are shown in the first column together with the notes they took in the comparison stage 

(second column). Following the way the participants organized their notes, the 

annotations that they took from the reformulated text are presented together with the 

participants' own previous version. A hyphen has been used when there was no alternative 

in the original text for a given noticed item. Finally, the subsequent output they produced 

in stage 3 cycle 1 (Time 2) is included in the third column. Those items that learners 

changed across stages have been underlined both in the original and the subsequent 

output. Arrows show the connection between the notes and the final written production. 

In this case, note taking enabled learners to engage in strategic searches with an upgrading 

orientation that resulted in correct uptake in stage 3 (Time 2). 

 

Table 19 — Pair 3 (RG) Cycle 1, Stages 1 (Time 1), 2 (comparison stage) and 3 (Time 2) 

— Note taking 

 
ORIGINAL OUTPUT 

(Time 1) 
NOTE TAKING 

(Reformulated version = 
own version) 

REWRITTEN 
EN OUTPUT 

(Time 2) 
A witch dinner at nine 

o'clock 

The = A 

is having dinner = dinner 

At night = - 

The witch eats (avoidance 

of dinner) her food at nine 

o'clock at night. 

The monster drink the 

orange juice 

drinks = drink  

her = - 

The monster is eating her 

orange juice. 

The witch look at 

monster 

sees = look She sees at monster 
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Table 20 — Pair 4 (RG) Cycle 1, Stages 1 (Time 1), 2 and (comparison stage) 3 (Time 2) 

— Note taking 

ORIGINAL OUTPUT 
(Time 1) 

NOTE TAKING 
(Reformulated version = 

own version) 

REWRITTEN 
 OUTPUT 
(Time 2) 

There was a witch that 

it’s eating a cookie and  a 

orange juice 

There is = There was   

Is eating = It’s eating  

And drinking orange juice 

= A orange juice  

There is a witch 

(avoidance of it’s) eating a 

cookie and drinking 

orange juice 

A other monster eat her 

cookie 

Another monster bites her 

cookie = A other monster 

eat her cookie   

And other (wrong version 

of “another”) monster bite 

her cookie. 

That idea is she convert 

the monsters to a 

vampire 

The idea is to turn the 

monster into a bat = She 

convert the monster to a 

vampire 

That is idea is (avoidance 

of the pronoun “she”) 

transform (avoidance of 

“convert”) the monsters 

into a bat. 

 

 In contrast, none of the participants in the RIG took any notes in the comparison 

stage of cycle 1. Consequently, it may be argued then that, as compared to the RG, they 

benefited less in terms of the upgrading of their strategy use from the reformulated text 

in this cycle. The reasons that account for their decision not to take notes can only be 

attributed to individual factors. 

 Note-taking in the comparison stage might therefore be regarded as a relevant 

factor in accounting for the higher use of upgrading strategies by the RG at the rewriting 

stage of cycle 1.  

 

 II.5.4.1.2 Cycle 2 Stage 3 (Time 4) 

 

However, the fact that similar differences between these two groups in the use of 

upgrading strategies also occurred in stage 3 of cycle 2 (Time 4) turns out to be more 

difficult to interpret because in this cycle the note-taking tendency was reversed. It was 

now the children in the RIG who, as a response to their instructional training, took notes 

in the comparison stage, while those in the RG did not now write a single word. This 
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being so, it might be logical to expect that, as was the case with the RG in cycle 1, the 

RIG dyads would benefit from note taking and that these benefits, in the form of 

upgrading concerns, would be at least similar to those of the RG. Nevertheless, the data 

show that this was not the case: the RG (diff. up-com=6.20*, p<.05) engaged again in a 

higher frequency of upgrading strategies than the RIG (diff. up-com=3.89*, p<.05). At 

least two reasons may account for these results. 

 If the notes taken by the RIG are considered a reflection of effects of the teaching 

they received, it must be said that that type of instruction was insufficient. For one thing, 

the RIG children took notes in a way that clearly deviated from the guidelines provided 

to them during the treatment period and which involved formulating reasons for every 

improvement they noticed in the reformulation (see the Method section). Pair 1 (RIG), 

for instance, followed these guidelines to the letter, but gave the same reason all the time, 

as shown in Table 21. As this reason did not involve making any kind of comparison with 

their own written production, it was not as effective as expected.  

 

Table 21 — Pair 1 (RIG) Cycle 2, Stage 2  (comparison stage)— Note taking 

NOTICED ITEM EXPLANATION 

Scientist Porque es la palabra que corresponde 

Potion Porque es la palabra correcta 

Turns Porque es el verbo correcto 

 

 Pair 5 (RIG), in turn, took notes that focused on the reasons why they had/had not 

written a given item but not on the reasons why that particular item had been 

reformulated, as shown in Table 22: 

 

Table 22 — Pair 5 (RIG) Cycle 2, Stage 2 (comparison stage) — Note taking 

NOTICED ITEM EXPLANATION 

Scientist No sabíamos cómo se pone en inglés 

The dog is sleeping Se nos olvidó ponerlo 

The scientist is very happy because he 

has got a new potion 

No se nos ocurrió ponerlo 
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 Secondly, the notes were frequently reduced to a list of isolated words taken out 

of context to which no explanations were contributed. At other times, the children wrote 

down some of the items they had noticed but skipped others. A possible explanation for 

the fact that these learners failed to implement the guidelines provided to them during the 

treatment period could be that the type of “written languaging” demanded, which mainly 

involved identifying improvements in the feedback as well as accounting for them, was 

beyond their possibilities. 

 The RG, as mentioned above, decided not to take any notes in cycle 2. This 

decision, which could in principle be expected to bring about negative consequences for 

their performance in C2S3 (Time 4), turned out to have positive effects, as it 

comparatively resulted in a higher use of upgrading strategies than the RIG. In contrast, 

the combination of the cognitive demands involved in the note-taking task, together with 

the state of weariness and the decrease in interest generally shown by the children, 

prevented the RIG learners from increasing the upgrading orientation of their strategies 

to the same extent as the RG did. 

While the RIG invested their cognitive capacity in taking notes that mostly 

consisted of copying words out of their context and in contributing unproductive reasons, 

the RG children limited themselves to underlining the features they noticed in their 

reformulated texts. This was a less time-consuming procedure that, unexpectedly, seemed 

to have fostered deeper processing, probably because it kept learners' attention on the 

reformulated text. Being relieved of the task of elaborating a reason for each difference 

noticed, which ostensibly was beyond the RIG’s capacity and resulted in rather useless 

explanations, the RG may have had enough cognitive capacity at their disposal to deal 

with each feature in context.  

  

II.5.4.1.3 Cycle 2 Stage 1(Time 3) 

           

When writing the new text in cycle 2 (Time 3), i.e., after instruction, the high-

level children in the RG managed to balance their upgrading and compensatory strategies 

(diff. up-com=1.40, n.s.) while those in the RIG relied significantly more on 

compensation (diff. up-com=-4.20*, p<.05). In fact, the RG, as compared to the RIG, 

engaged in far more morphological searchers (18 versus 10) and translations (6 versus 1) 

with an upgrading orientation.  
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In what follows, different examples are first provided of the use of upgrading 

strategies by RG high-level learners at this stage. Then, the quantitative differences 

between the groups presented above are accounted for through a qualitative analysis of 

the protocols. This analysis suggests that, as compared to the RG, the RIG learners 

occasionally elaborated more demanding L1 pre-texts, showed more urgency to finish the 

task and produced more negative attempts to recall linguistic elements from instruction.  

 

 II.5.4.1.3.1 Upgrading strategic episodes by the RG high-level learners 

 

  In their search for potentially upgrading linguistic elements at Time 3, the RG 

high-level children managed to take advantage of every resource at their disposal, such 

as the treatment or even the previous cycle (cycle 1).  

 In the example below, pair 5 (RG) elicited the lexical item they needed by 

making reference to the treatment period (three of the stories used during this period had 

the magic pencil that B mentions in the transcription below as a common thread) 

supplemented with some metalinguistic comments on the type of verb used.  

 

Excerpt 103 — Pair 5 (RG) Cycle 2, Stage 1 (Time 3) 

 

Intended message: El científico se ha convertido en un gato. 

Final output: Now he change into a cat* 

 

A: ¿O ponemos ya que se ha convertido en un gato, directamente? 

B: Un gato. 

A: Now… he is change into a cat. Eso lo vimos.  

B: Sí, hemos visto muchas veces lo de lápiz mágico. 

A: He change… 

B: He change… ¿estamos en pasado, no? 

A: Pero es que es ahora de pasado. No sé.  

B: Change creo que es un verbo irregular. 

A: He change… yo creo que… change, change… 

B: ¿Es regular o irregular? 

A: Changed… a ver. Yo creo que es regular, ¿eh? 
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 In the next excerpt the participants did not refer to the treatment but to cycle 1. 

First, A said “No digas transformer, que eso no era”, recalling their original production 

at Time 1 (“Her idea is transformer the monster to a bat”). Although at this point they 

could not still retrieve the exact lexical alternative they were provided with, they clearly 

recalled that “transformer” had been discarded at some point (cycle 1 or treatment period). 

This reference triggered a recollection of the circumstances under which this correction 

took place (cycle 1; the story about the witch is identified by A as "la del murciélago") 

and the lexical choice they finally used at Time 3, i.e. “change” (“She changes the monster 

into a bat”).  

 

Excerpt 104 — Pair 1 (RG) Cycle 2, Stage 1 (Time 3) 

 

Intended message: Se transforma (into lo que sea). 

Final output: He changes into a cat. 

 

A: Se pelea con él. No sé. A ver. ¿Cómo era se transforma? Era… 

B: Trans… 

A: No digas transformer, que eso no era. 

B: También ocurría en otra… 

A: ¡Ah! Creo que era he… ¿cómo era cambiar? He change… 

B: Sí. 

A: Into lo que sea. 

B: Es verdad. Eso creo que era la de… 

A: La del murciélago. 

B: Sí. Creo que era ésa, la del murciélago. 

A: He… creo que era eso…he change, con  -s al final que siempre se 

nos olvida… 

B: Tercera persona. 

A:  Into a cat. 
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II.5.4.1.3.2 Differences in strategy orientation between the RG and RIG at 

Time 3 

 

 As suggested above, the fact that the RIG showed a predominance of 

compensatory strategies in contrast to the matching of concerns by the RG could safely 

be related to the following interactional patterns:  

 

a. Too demanding L1 pretexts as a result of instruction  

 

 It has already been discussed that RG and RIG high proficiency learners 

regulated their expectations in cycle 2 - mainly due to fatigue - , which led them to engage 

in the elaboration of less demanding texts. This process of adjustment, however, was not 

similarly followed by both groups. The messages produced by the RG, as reflected in the 

formulation of their pre-texts, were more attuned to the scope of their interlanguage, and 

this gave them the possibility of staying focused on the production of texts and upgrading 

the orientation of their morphological and translations problems. In contrast, the RIG 

learners, although they also simplified their texts as compared to the ones they had 

produced in cycle 1, continued at times producing demanding L1 pre-texts at Time 3. The 

reason that may account for this reaction is that instruction (guiding them to have their 

attention focused on every detail of the reformulated texts) set high standards for future 

output and pushed these participants to go beyond simpler pre-texts. This tendency 

frequently led them to the implementation of compensatory strategies.  

 In the excerpt below, pair 2 (RIG) discarded the more attainable initial pre-text 

“hace (una bebida)” and chose more demanding ones instead (“elaborando / está 

intentando hacer”). This resulted in the use of a compensatory strategy (message 

reduction). 

 

Excerpt 105 — Pair 2 (RIG) Cycle 2, Stage 1 (Time 3) 

 

Intended message: Un día un chico estaba en su laboratorio elaborando / haciendo / 

intentando (hacer) una bebida. 

Final output: One day one boy was in the laboratory with his dog. He did try a magic 

water* 
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A: (...) Lo que hace. 

B: Elaborando una bebida. 

A: A ver… 

B: O haciendo una bebida. 

(...) 

B: Tried, pero… 

A: No, eso es intentar. 

B: O sí, puede ser que está intentando hacer una bebi… una bebida. 

A: He did try. 

(...) 

A: Sí. A ver. Him… Him did… He did  a… 

B: A… ¿Try? Pero… 

A: He did try… sí, creo que sí. Eh… 

(...) 

A: A magic… 

B: Vale. Water. 

A: Water. 

 
 In this excerpt the same pair discarded “malo”, which was a word present in their 

interlanguage that they could have easily retrieved (this adjective was covered in class in 

Year 6 in the context of comparative adjectives and special emphasis was made on this 

particular one because it is irregular), and decided to use “raro” instead (a more difficult 

word they ended up foreignizing). 

 

Excerpt 106 — Pair 2 (RIG) Cycle 2, Stage 1 (Time 3) 

 

Intended message: After that el perro se siente mal (raro). 

Final output: After that he felt rarely* 

 

B: Vale. Felt. Después el niño se siente mal. Sí, podemos decir que se 

siente mal. 

(...) 
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A: After that he felt… mmm…eh… iba a decir raro, pero es que 

raro… Rarely (se ríe). 

B: Vale, también puede ser. Se siente raro y… 

A: ¿Y como no sea rarely qué? Es que no sé si es así. 

B: Se siente raro. Venga, sí. Rarely. 

 

In the example below, participants in pair 1 (RIG) did not resign themselves to 

saying that the scientist drank the potion (“se la bebió”); they wanted to add that he drank 

it because he ignored its effects (“no sabía that is for change her face into a cat*)”. In this 

case, the initial positive drive to produce more sophisticated output resulted again in the 

use of a compensatory strategy (literal translation: lack of subject in “is” and use of the 

infinitive in “change” Es para cambiar --> “is for change*”).  

 

Excerpt 107 — Pair 1 (RIG) Cycle 2, Stage 1 (Time 3) 

 

Intended message: No pre-text in the L1 

Final output: But he doesn’t know that is for change his body into a cat. 

 

B: No, primero ponemos se la bebió y después pero él no sabía, se la 

bebió pero no sabía… 

A: Vale. Eh… 

B: He. 

A: He drinks the drink. No. 

B: The magic drink. 

A: He drinks…vale… the magic drink… 

B: But. 

A: But he doesn’t know that… 

B: Knows. Ah, no, vale. 

A: No, he doesn’t know that is for change her face into a… 

 

 In some cases, too demanding plans in the L1 led to the implementation of a 

compensatory strategy even when the final output was correct. In this case, the 

participants in pair 4 (RIG) wanted to explain how the dog felt when he heard an 
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explosion, but ended up simply describing what he did (“he looked at the cat”), thus 

engaging in the use of message reduction. 

 

Excerpt 108 — Pair 4 (RIG) Cycle 2, Stage 1 (Time 3)  

 

Intended message: The dog looked at the cat asustado / asombrado / confuso. 

Final output: The dog looked at the cat. 

 

B: ¿Y cómo era asustado? 

A: Asustado…(...) No sé. 

B: A ver. (...) 

A: Es que no lo sé. Y… 

B: ¿Asombrado? 

A: Sí, ¿cómo se dice? Y el perro… 

B: No, el perro está… 

A: Es que no se sabe… 

B: Es que…no sé. The dog is very…¿confuso? 

A: Tampoco lo sé. 

B: Anda. Déjalo. 

  

b. RIG’s urgency to finish the task 

 

 A second reason that may explain the results mentioned above is weariness, 

whose effects were arguably worse in the case of RIG. One of the main symptoms of 

fatigue, as discussed above, was the avoidance of demanding pre-texts that involved too 

much effort, but another one was an urgency to finish the task. Such urgency usually 

resulted in hasty resolutions to PSSCs. Given that RIG had chosen to engage in the 

elaboration of more difficult messages (which demanded more attention and effort), the 

impact of this urgency and the subsequent hasty decision-making process was more 

negative on their output than on RG’s.  

 In the next excerpt, participants in pair 1 (RIG) quickly discarded their initial 

plan (“pelearse”) and, going through a number of options, ended up using a compensatory 

strategy (message reduction). If they had taken the time, they would have noticed that, 
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just like most of their partners, they actually knew the verb “fight” (it was included in the 

list of irregular verbs they had recently studied).  

 

Excerpt 109 — Pair 1 (RIG) Cycle 2, Stage 1 (Time 3) 

 

B: Pelearse. ¿Discutir cómo era? 

A: Discutir no lo hemos visto. 

B: No, pero es que yo si lo he visto. 

A: ¿Y pegar? ¿Hurt? 

B: Hit. Eso es golpear. 

A: Verbo golpear. Es que si no sabemos otra cosa… 

B: Vale. 

 

 In the next example, one of the participants in pair 2 (RIG) wanted to revise a 

given sentence they had written back in frame 2 (“the dog was sleep*”). The other dyad 

did not want to stop to reconsider it, and preferred to go on writing (they were already 

describing frame 5). Although the alternative A was suggesting (“slept”) was wrong too, 

it could be argued that the urgency showed by her mate caused that she did not come up 

with the right alternative (“sleeping”), which they successfully wrote in a different line. 

 

Excerpt 110 — Pair 2 (RIG) Cycle 2, Stage 1 (Time 3) 

 

B: Espera, espera, espera. 

R: ¿En was sleep? 

B: Sí. Espera. (Mutters as he reads for himself). 

A: Que sí, venga. 

(B keeps reading) 

A: Que sí, que sí. 

B: ¿Seguro que no quieres poner slept? 

A: No. No, no.  
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 In the following example, the same pair again refused to revise their output. On 

this occasion, they had just written “the dog wanted eat the cat*”, and although A noticed 

something was wrong, B insisted on moving on. 

 

Excerpt 111 — Pair 2 (RIG) Cycle 2, Stage 1 (Time 3) 

 

A: Espera, espera. Quiere comer… 

B: Al gato. 

A: Finally the dog wanted eat…¿eating? ¿No sería eating? ¿Wanted 

eating? Mmmm… no, no. 

B: O… 

(Silence) 

(...) 

B: Venga, así. Vale. A ver. Un día… 
 

c. RIG’s failed attempts to recall linguistic elements from instruction  

 

Group instruction and the researcher’s guidance helped RIG participants to focus 

on relevant aspects of the reformulated texts that they could use in subsequent output 

(connectors, new vocabulary, etc). However, some of these aspects transcended their 

current interlanguage and, after the instruction, the participants could only partially 

remember (or had an incorrect recollection of) such aspects or how to use them. 

Consequently, incorporating these items in their output resulted at times in the 

implementation of compensatory strategies.  

In the next example, participants in Pair 5 (RIG) made a wrong use of “after” (they 

wrote “after he has got a bodyache*”) and “suddenly” (wrong spelling), two items they 

recalled from the instruction period but exceeded their command of the L2. 

 

Excerpt 112 — Pair 5 (RIG) Cycle 2, Stage 1 (Time 3) 

 

B: After he has… 

A: A… 

B: Has got… 
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A: Has got a… 

B: A body ache. Punto. 

A: Eh… Suddenly… 

B: ¿Suddenly qué era? 

A: No me acuerdo, pero… 

B: Era felizmente o algo. 

A: No. 

B: ¿Por último, era? 

A: Estaba en el medio. Suddenly podía ser… 

B: ¿Era suddendly? 

A: Sud-denly. 

B: Sudenly… 

 

 

II.5.4.2 Comparison between RG and RIG low-level learners’ strategy 

orientation  
 

 In spite of the fact that the low-level learners never showed a significant 

superiority of upgrading concerns in any of the stages and cycles considered, the data 

indicated that participants in the RG were able to match the frequency of both upgrading 

and compensatory concerns at Time 2 (diff. up-com=1.00, n.s.) and Time 4 (diff. up-

com=1.60, n.s.) and that the RIG only did so at Time 1(diff. up-com=-2.00, n.s.). These 

results show that, although to a much lesser extent than their higher proficiency 

counterparts, these low-level children benefited somehow from the feedback in cycle 1 

and that this benefit was visible in cycle 2 only for the RG.  

 A possible explanation for this divergence of results between the RG and the 

RIG low-level children can be found in the only aspect that really made a difference in 

their performance: their note-taking behavior. Only two low level pairs (pair 6 and pair 

7) in the RG took notes in cycle 1 (and they did so in their own way, i.e. not providing 

any reasons but simply spotting and noting down the differences between their original 

texts and the reformulations), but none of them did so in cycle 2. The consequence was 

that this group matched the frequency of upgrading and compensatory concerns in stage 

3 in both cycles. On the other hand, although the low level pairs in the RIG did not take 
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any notes in cycle 1 (and thus managed to match upgrading and compensatory concerns 

in this cycle), most of them (pairs 6, 7, 9 and 10) did so in cycle 2, in an effort to meet 

the guidelines given to them during the instructional sessions. However, their capacity to 

follow the guidelines taught to them for writing these notes (i.e., read the original and the 

reformulated text from start to finish, write down every noticed item, and suggest a reason 

for each difference noticed) was dubious. The data indicate that note taking as proposed 

during their treatment period had a negative effect on these low level participants in the 

sense that it arguably exhausted their limited resources and made them unable to use more 

strategies for upgrading purposes at Time 4, as had been the case with their mates in the 

RG. 

 Pair 7 (RIG), for instance, hardly put into practice in cycle 2 any of the 

techniques taught to them during the instructional period. The children in this dyad 

approached the comparison of their own original text with the reformulation in a rather 

arbitrary way while underlining or writing down the items noticed at random. Their 

question to the researcher at the beginning of the task (“¿lo subrayamos?”) clearly reveals 

that the instruction received had not been internalized. 

 

Excerpt 113 — Pair 7 (RIG) Cycle 2, Stage 2 (comparison stage)   

 

B: Vale. The…esto es… mmmm…¿cómo era? Nosotros pusimos 

doctor, pero esto es cientific. ¿Se subraya? ¿Lo subrayamos? 

R: Como queráis vosotros.  

A: No pusimos laboratorio. 

B: Laboratorio…. 

 

 Besides, they often showed no understanding of the items they noted down and, 

unlike the higher-proficient learners, did not seem to make any effort to process them in 

more depth, arguably because they (i) lacked the resources to do so, and/or (ii) could 

anticipate that trying to analyze every single noticed item would involve too much effort 

that, in some cases, might be invested to no avail. In the example below, they attempted 

to translate a given linguistic section of the reformulated text (“sees the cat”). For that 

purpose, the children produced a number of inaccurate translations mainly based on the 

pictures but not on the reformulation (“le hace algo al gato”, “pega”, “sigue”, “persigue”, 
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“se tira”). In the end, they gave up (“”es que no sé. No sabemos más”). Before finishing, 

they underlined one more item that they did not understand (“into”), isolating it this item 

from its context (just like they had done with “him”). 

 

Excerpt 114— Pair 7 (RIG) Cycle 2, Stage 2 (comparison stage) 

 

A: Finalmente el perro… 

B: Salta. No. Va. 

A: Le hace algo al gato, creo, pero no sé… ahora… 

B: No sé. 

A: Ataca, pega, persigue… 

B: Him. Ataca… Him tampoco sé lo que es. 

A: Sigue, tal vez. Ah, finalmente el perro no sé qué y luego al gato, y 

ataca o algo así. Pero see no sé qué es. Puede ser que sigue o… o 

sigue…perseguir no lo persigue, sería… 

B: Es que no sé. Se tira. Tirar a por él. Ya. No sabemos nada más. Creo. 

¿Lo repasamos? (They go back to the beginning of the reformulated 

text and start reading again) Vamos a ver. (Muttering as he reads for 

himself) 

A: El científico otra vez. No sé… 

B: No, el científico no pasa nada, no creo… (Keeps on muttering) Into. 

Ya. 

(End of the recording) 

 

 It could be argued that at least these children had the chance to improve the 

spelling of the words they decided to write down. However, when that was the case, it 

was only the learner in charge of the writing who generally made such gains. Given that 

these lower-proficiency participants generally proved unable to pool their linguistic 

resources and share their knowledge, such gains were not likely to appear in their output 

unless the same member of the dyad was again responsible for writing. 

 Pair 8 (RIG), in turn, did not take any notes as instructed. The whole 

transcription of stage 2 (cycle 2) is reproduced below so that their approach to the 

reformulation can be fully appreciated. The participants engaged in an individual, hasty 
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and erratic search that virtually excluded any collaboration (given that it was carried out 

in silence). They jumped from one line to another without apparently following any 

pattern, did not write down any noticed items or go beyond the word level (only isolated 

lexical items were marked) and, with the exception of some translations (not always 

correct), no processing of the noticed items took place as these were being spotted. 

 

Excerpt 115 — Pair 8 (RIG) Cycle 2, Stage 2 (comparison stage) 

 

A: Un día el doctor está en el laboratorio…vale. (Mutters) 

R: En voz alta. 

A: A ver. 

B: Pues la primera sí porque… 

A: Tú si encuentras algo me lo dices, ¿vale? 

(Keeps on muttering) 

R: Fuerte. Decidme por donde vais. 

A: A ver. Then the scientist drank this potion and instantly he felt the 

effects. The scientist’s head exploded. The dog heard the explosion. He 

woke up very scared. After that, the scientist’s head turned into a cat’s 

head. Finally, the dog attacked the cat. (Although the punctuation of 

the original text has been faithfully reproduced here, A neglects it and 

reads the whole text as a single, long, meaningless sentence and only 

pauses to breath whenever he needs it). Mmm… a ver. 

B: Nosotros ponemos… 

R: ¿Qué has subrayado, Óscar? 

B: Finally. Me parece que…finalidad. Tampoco lo pusimos. Pusimos… 

pero no… 

(Keeps on muttering) 

R: Decidme bien fuerte lo que estáis haciendo. 

A: El laboratorio… (underlines). Mmmmm… efectos (underlines). Que 

son los efectos. 

B: Sí.  

A: Mmmmm… 

B: Attack tampoco lo pusimos y (inaudible). 
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R: ¿Cuál has dicho, Óscar? 

B: Instante o algo así. No sé. Es que no sé si es instantáneo. No estoy 

muy seguro. 

A: Woke. Mmmm… a ver. Turned. En vez de poner turns, es turned. Y 

yo creo que nada más. ¿Ves algo, Óscar? 

B: Yo tampoco. 

A: A ver. El drink éste, el drank. Nosotros pusimos drink. Y yo creo 

que ya no hay nada más. 

B: Yo tampoco. 

  

 Lower-proficiency learners showed more signs of boredom and fatigue than their 

more proficient counterparts as they moved to cycle 2. As a result, they became 

increasingly more distracted and less involved in the task. Pair 6 (RIG), for instance, 

remembered that some information they had managed to include in their output at Time 

3 (they had written “The dog see the cat angry”, incorporating the idea that the dog looks 

at the cat) had been left out at Time 4 (they wrote “The dog angry”). However, ostensibly 

showing a lack of interest in the task, they finally decided not to incorporate the idea of 

“looking at”. 

  

Excerpt 116 — Pair 6 (RIG) Cycle 2, Stage 3 (Time 4) 

 

Intended message: El perro lo mira enfadado. 

Final output: And the dog angry* 

 

B: A cat. Y el perro se enfada. And a dog angry. 

A: Pusimos…sí. Pero pusimos también que lo miraba con una…que 

lo miraba…que lo miraba enfadado. 

B: Pues… no sé. 

A: ¿Lo cambiamos o lo dejamos…? 

B: ¿Hay que ponerlo igual que en el de antes? 

R: No tiene por qué. Si se te ocurre una manera mejor, no tiene por qué. 

B: Pues… 

A: Ponemos… 
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B: Se enfada. 

A: Sí. 

B: And… 

A: The dog… 

B: The dog…eh… angry. 

 
  

II.5.4.3 Summary 
 

 Regardless the proficiency level, the participants in RG showed a better 

performance than those in RIG in terms or orientation. Two main factors have been 

provided that may account for these results: the first of them is note-taking, that 

apparently produced an opposed effect in the case of the RG (most the participants freely 

decided to take notes in cycle 1 and these had a positive effect on subsequent output) and 

the RIG (they took notes in cycle 2 following the instructions given during the treatment 

period and the effect was negative in subsequent output). A qualitative analysis of the 

results showed that (i) notes taken in cycle 1 by the RG consisting in isolated noticed 

items were beneficial because they fostered later retrieval of lexical items and (ii) note-

taking performed by the RIG in cycle 2 was counter-productive because participants 

deviated from the guidelines provided during the treatment sessions and the written 

languaging needed to produce useful notes as showed during the instruction was beyond 

the participant’s possibilities. Besides, while the participants in RIG were taking (faulty) 

notes in cycle 2, those in RG simply underlined noticed items in the written feedback, 

which keep their attention on it. 

 The second factor that exerted its influence was weariness (cycle 2), which 

apparently, and due to the effects of instruction, had a greater impact on RIG and led the  

participants in this group to show more urgency to finish the task. 

 Additional factors that had a negative effect on RIG in cycle 2 were that (i) 

despite the growing fatigue, the L1 pretexts were still too demanding as a result of 

instruction; and (ii) these participants performed a considerable number of failed attempts 

to remember linguistic elements from the instruction. These factors produced an increase 

of compensatory concerns. The RG, in turn, proved able to make use of every resource at 
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their disposal (class instruction, recollection of linguistic items from previous stages) in 

cycle 2. 

 

II.5.5 Strategy orientation and correctness 
 

 The ANOVA test also produced a significant triple interaction between Time, 

Orientation and Correctness (F=8, 57; p=.00; eta=.26) which showed the accuracy of 

both orientation alternatives with the passage of time. Table 23 below shows the means, 

standard deviations of correct and incorrect strategies with either an upgrading or 

compensatory orientation. Figure 12 below shows the longitudinal development of the 

orientation and correctness variable through time. 

 

Table 23 — Means and (standard deviations) of correct and incorrect strategies with a 
compensatory or upgrading orientation across groups cycles and stages 

Cycles& 

stages 

       T1            T2          T3           T4 

Orientation  Com Up  Com  Up  Com  Up  Com  Up 

Correctness         

Correct 

 

1,72 

(0,20) 

3,44 

(0,44) 

1,24 

(0,25) 

6,28 

(0,96) 

2,30 

(0,31) 

2,53 

(0,45) 

1,00 

(0,22) 

4,00 

(0,64) 

Incorrect 

 

8,56 

(0,96) 

0,60 

(0,14) 

4,96 

(0,52) 

1,12 

(0,24) 

6,16 

(0,49) 

0,46 

(0,12) 

4,56 

(0,39) 

0,33 

(0,27) 

d=Cor-Incor -6,84* 2,84* -3,72* 5,16* -3,86 2,07* -3,56* 3,67* 

Codes. T1: cycle 1 stage 1; T2: cycle 1 stage 3; T3: cycle 2 stage 1; T4: cycle 2 stage 3. Com: : compensatory 
orientation; Up: upgrading orientation; Correct=Correct outcome; Incorrect= Incorrect outcome; d=Correct-
Incorrect: post-hoc differences between correct and incorrect means (the differences may be positive or negative); an 
asterisk *: the differences between correct and incorrect means are significant at p<.05.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



311 
 
 

Figure 12 — Strategy orientation and correctness through time   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 The table and figure clearly show that, across the four stages considered, there 

was a higher number of correct upgrading strategies than incorrect ones, while the 

opposite was the case with compensatory strategies, which were predominantly incorrect. 

Pairwise comparisons (see Table 23 above) indicated that, in the four stages, the correct 

use of upgrading strategies was significantly higher than their incorrect use (Time 1, 

diff=2,84*; Time 2, diff=5,16*; Time 3, diff=2,07*; Time 4=3,67*), while the number of 

correct compensatory strategies was significantly lower than that of incorrect ones (T1, 

diff=-6,84*; T2, diff=-3,72*; T3, diff=-3,86*; T4, diff=-3,56*). The data also indicated 

that (i) the incorrect use of strategies at T1 for compensatory purposes (M=8,56; 

SD=0,96) was higher than any other incorrect use in the other three stages; and (ii) the 

correct use of strategies at T2 for upgrading purposes (M=6,28; SD=0,96) was higher 

than any other correct use in the other three stages. 

 These results can be explained through the combined effects of three 

determining factors: (i) time, (ii) orientation and (iii) the growing tedium that the 

participants showed as they engaged in the different stages of the task.   

 The data show, in the first place, that the upgrading orientation of strategies 

resulted mainly in correct outcomes while their compensatory use was predominantly 

incorrect. There are two main reasons that may account for this result. On the one hand, 

participants in the treatment groups mainly used strategies with a compensatory 

orientation when they had to deal with problematic features of their intended messages 
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before they had their texts reformulated (see previous section). This means that, for these 

children as well as for those in the CG the compensatory use of strategies was usually 

connected to more changeling linguistic episodes, so it is only natural that the outcome 

was principally incorrect.  

 On the other hand, the upgrading orientation of strategies resulted mainly in 

correct outcomes principally due to one reason: the implementation of strategies with this 

orientation was usually triggered by the availability of linguistic elements in the 

participants’ IL that they felt confident using (lexical or morphological in nature) and 

therefore chose to include in their output. It should be noted that upgrading mostly 

consisted either in expanding an initial plan or  — partially or totally —  substituting it 

with a more accurate one. In both cases, there was an already pre-existing plan that turned 

upgrading into a noncompulsory option which was only undertook on solid grounds.  

 The origin of these linguistic items was twofold: they were part of the 

participants’ background knowledge (retrieval from their own interlanguage) or they 

were retrieved by the participants from previous output, reformulations or the instruction 

received. This means that strategies with an upgrading orientation were generally 

associated with linguistic elements that participants could master (individually or pooling 

resources) and, consequently, were bound to result in correct output.  

 As shown in the example below, pair 4 (RIG) successfully upgraded in cycle 2, 

stage 1 the initial L1 phrase “con un perro” (originally translated as “with a dog”) and 

finally wrote “with his dog”, making use of a more specific determiner (“a/his”). In this 

case, upgrading stemmed from one of the participants’ previous knowledge of possessive 

adjectives.  

 

Excerpt 117 — Pair 4 (RIG) Cycle 2, Stage 1 

 

Intended message: He está con un perro. 

Final output: He was with his dog. 

 

B: He… está con un perro. (...) 

A: Y él… 

B: Está con un perro. Podemos poner and he… estaba, bueno. Was 

with a… with a dog. 
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A: Your… 

B: Bueno, sí, with your dog. With his dog. 

A: Eso sí. 

B: And he was with his dog. 
 

 Similarly, participants in pair 7 (RG) correctly solved an LRE (the verb form of 

“tener” — “have/haves/has” — in “La bruja tiene una idea”) engaging in a morphological 

search with an upgrading orientation. This search, which took place in cycle 1, stage 3, 

was triggered by their recollection of the reformulated text (their original output, “The 

witch have a idea”, had been reformulated as “The witch has an idea”). 

 

Excerpt 118 — Pair 7 (RG) Cycle 1, Stage 3 

 

Original output in stage 1: The witch have a idea* 

Reformulation: The witch has an idea 

Final output in stage 3: The witch has a idea* 

 

          B: La bruja tiene una idea. 

A: She have… 

B: Era con s, ¿no? 

A: ¿Haves? ¿Haves? 

B: Has. 

A: Sí, has. Es verdad. Era has. (Tacha “have”). Has. 

 

 In the example below, participants in pair 1 (RIG) engaged in a lexical search 

(“inventar / crea / make”) and B successfully upgraded the final message (she expanded 

it by adding the verb “decides”, which quickly retrieved from her background 

knowledge). 

 

Excerpt 119 — Pair 1 (RIG) Cycle 2, Stage 1 

 

Intended message: Él hace una pócima 

Final output: He decides to make a magic drink 
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B: Inventa. 

A: ¿Cómo era crear? 

B: Crear… 

A: Sí. No, he… 

B: Inventó. 

A: He makes. He makes. ¿No? 

B: Vale, sí. 

A: He decides… 

B: Sí. 

A: To make a 
 

 The data indicate that the three groups showed a similar profile of correctness / 

incorrectness in the use of strategies regardless the proficiency level from T1 to T4. This 

profile shows that the incorrect use of strategies for compensatory purposes reached its 

peak in C1S1, resulting in a rate that was higher than that of any other correct or incorrect 

use of strategies regardless of their orientation. These results can be understood bearing 

in mind that at time 1 the participants were not yet familiar with the task and produced 

rather demanding pre-texts that were still not attuned with the scope of their 

interlanguage. As a result, they ended up using incorrect strategies in Time 1 more 

frequently than in any other stage.  

 Conversely, at Time 2 the participants attained the highest rate of correct use of 

strategies for upgrading purposes as compared to the rest of stages. At this point of the 

data collection period participants could resort to additional resources other that their own 

extant interlanguages to complete the task (as was the case in Time 1). Learners in the 

RIG and the RG had already been provided with written corrective feedback. It was only 

natural, then, that reformulations had a positive effect and accounted for their correct use 

of strategies for upgrading purposes. Learners in the CG, in turn, had more cognitive 

capacity available (they did not have to hold both their own text and the reformulation in 

their working memory) and wrote new output based on their own previous productions. 

Having their own previous productions as a starting point, on the one hand, did not push 

them beyond the limits of their interlanguage and, on the other, fostered expansions and 

revisions of the previous production. This seemed to counteract the effects derived from 
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the lack of feedback in terms of correctness. Finally, all learners were supposed to benefit 

from task repetition.  

 It might have been expected that at Time 3 the rates of correctness regarding 

strategies for compensatory purposes would have worsened and turned out to be similar 

to those obtained at Time 1, since the participants were again producing a narrative in 

response to a new picture prompt. However, the experience gained during the treatment 

period (positive effects of task repetition) seemed to prevent the participants from going 

back to the level of incorrectness in the use of strategies for compensatory purposes 

registered at Time 1. 

 By the same token, at Time 4 a similar degree of correctness in strategy 

deployment for upgrading purposes to that obtained in Time 2 would have been expected. 

Nevertheless, this was not the case, as boredom and loss of interest apparently 

counteracted some of the gains supposedly derived from the factors aforementioned. 

 

II.5.5.1 Summary 
 

 The data show that the number of correct upgrading strategies was higher than 

the number of incorrect ones in all stages (highest rate of correct upgrading strategies was 

found in Time 2), whereas the reverse happened with compensatory strategies, in which 

case they were mostly incorrect (highest rate of incorrect compensatory strategies was 

found in Time 1). In Time 3 the positive effects of task repetition arguably prevented 

participants from engaging in compensatory strategies with the same level of as in Time 

1. The effect of fatigue, that grew more acute over time and was accentuated by external 

factors, may account for the fact that the rate of correct upgrading strategies in Time 4 

decreased. 

  

II.6 General findings Research Question 2 

 
The data showed that the high frequency of decomposition and translation (i) 

showed the participants' general dependency on the L1 and (ii) involved the engagement 

in new searches (mostly lexical) that especially at Times 1 and 3 deviated participants’ 

attention from formal concerns. Both lexical searches and decomposition and translation 
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were used at similar rates at Times 1, 2 and 3, regardless of treatment. The use of 

morphological and spelling searches increased from Time 1 to Time 2, due to the initial 

availability of spare cognitive capacity and the influence of reformulations, but declined 

over time, together with restructuring. The main causes of this decline included 

participants’ persistent attention to lexis, the effects of weariness, the changing nature of 

pair dynamics and the influence of external factors.  

 Children in the CG showed a higher use of compensatory strategies over 

upgrading ones, which might be accounted for the lack of feedback. In the case of the RG 

and the RIG, reformulations had a positive impact on participants’ upgrading concerns, 

which was greater in the case of high-level participants (they could recollect and 

reproduce the reformulations and made use of multiple resources in cycle 2), but smaller 

in the case of low-level participants (they had difficulties in retrieving the feedback, used 

low-quality L1 pretexts and failed to benefit from collaborative dialogue or pair editing). 

  In terms of orientation and regardless of proficiency level, the participants in the 

RG showed a better performance than those in the RIG mainly due to (i) the different 

dynamics and styles of note-taking shown by each group; and (ii) weariness, which, 

arguably as a result of instruction, had a greater impact on the RIG in cycle 2. Additional 

factors that were detrimental for RIG in cycle 2 were (i) their production of too 

demanding L1 pre-texts, and (ii) their failed attempts to remember linguistic elements 

from the instruction. The RG, in contrats, succeeded in benefiting from every resource at 

their disposal. 

 The number of correct upgrading strategies was higher than the number of 

incorrect ones in all stages, while the opposite was the case with compensatory strategies, 

which were mostly incorrect.  
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CHAPTER 4 

Discussion and Conclusion 

The present dissertation was intended as an attempt to extend the theoretical-

empirical base of research into problem-solving strategies by connecting them to 

processes of noticing in collaborative production of written output and in processing of 

written feedback, three areas which have so far been studied in separation. More 

specifically, the main aim of the study was to determine the effects of reformulation and 

instruction on the frequency, orientation and resolution of the L2 writing strategies 

engaged in by EFL children at two levels of proficiency, as they collaboratively wrote 

and rewrote a picture-based narrative before and after receiving feedback in the form of 

reformulations.  

 The data indicate that (i) writing strategies, which have basically been analysed in 

the individual writing mode, can also be used as a useful tool to systematically explore 

the cognitive processes underlying the joint construction of texts; (ii) the frequency of 

strategy use seemed impervious to proficiency and instructional group; (iii) reformulation 

had a positive impact on the strategy use of children, especially those at a higher level of 

proficiency; (iv) the instructional treatment implemented in the study proved not to be as 

beneficial as expected, particularly for the less proficient children; (v) learners’ level 

engagement with the task had an important influence on the results; (vi) children’s task 

performance was also influenced by learner-internal factors; (vii) pair dynamics also 

played an important role in children’s strategic production of texts. In what follows, each 

of these findings will be discussed in relation with with relevant theories and empirical 

research. After that, implications for pedagogy arising from the study will be examined. 

Next, the limitations of the study will be suggested. The chapter ends with a brief 

conclusion.    

  

IV.1 Discussion 
 

IV.1.1 L2 writing strategies in collaborative writing 
 

As was shown in the review of the literature above, the flow of information 

potentially conducing to language learning in collaborative writing tasks has basically 
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been explored in terms of learners’ (i) speech acts (agreements, disagreements, 

confirmation, etc.), (ii) immediate feedback provided, (iii) levels of noticing verbalized, 

(iv) persistence in the resolution of the LREs, or (v) levels of engagement in the 

interaction,. However, as also mentioned in the review above, research into collaborative 

writing has paid little attention to the problem-solving nature of LREs and, to the best of 

our knowledge, has not engaged in a systematic analysis and classification of the L2 

writing strategies these episodes may involve. In the few cases in which strategies have 

been looked at, the characterization of the strategic categories used for coding purposes 

makes them only suitable to account for isolated or atomized types of behaviour. In this 

sense, the approach so far followed in collaborative writing to analyse strategies may be 

regarded as a-theoretical in nature, and involving important problems in terms of the level 

of specificity of the strategies identified and the way they relate to writing processes and 

language development. Collaborative writing, in general, has overlooked the fact that the 

language learning potential of learners’ dialogues, apart from being contingent on their 

attempts to express their ideas in the L2, also depends on the strategic behaviour that they 

decide to adopt in relation to a writing task (Macaro, 2014).   

The present study has addressed this gap, firstly, by reconceptualising LREs as 

problem-solving strategy clusters (PSSCs), and, secondly, by showing that children use 

different types of clusters when they produce texts in collaboration. The strategic 

behaviour involved in LREs has been operationalized in terms of the way the children 

combined and evaluated individual strategies in clusters as a function of their goals and 

the demands imposed by the narrative task. Following the contention that the human brain 

tends to solve problems in small steps while maintaining an overarching goal in mind 

(Santos, Graham  and Vanderplank, 2008), each individual strategy within its cluster was 

characterized as a small unit of mental action, with “small” meaning “as small as is 

reasonably possible” (Macaro, 2007). This conceptualization involved then that no 

individual strategy was good or bad, but rather that their efficient use depended on their 

orchestration or combination in clusters. PSSCs are thus preserved intact as global entities 

and seen as macro-units of analysis within which the different discreet units of analysis 

so far used in the literature on collaborative writing could be subsumed, as was shown in 

the method section.  

This operationalization of strategies has allowed us to find that children engaged 

in five main types of strategy clusters upon noticing holes and gaps while producing their 
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texts in collaboration: spelling searches, morphological searches, lexical searches, 

restructuring and decomposition & translation. In all cases, the strategies used by the 

children within each cluster type were found to have a specific orientation, which was 

categorized as either upgrading or compensatory. This distinction had not been reported 

in previous research into collaborative writing but, as shown below, involves important 

consequences for the exploration of the learning potential of language related episodes.  

When this strategic profile is interpreted as a whole, it shows that children writing 

in collaboration are able to engage in strategy clusters which are similar in nature to those 

used by adults or adolescents in the individual production of texts (Roca de Larios, 1999; 

Roca de Larios et al, 2008). This similarity of clusters in both writing modes opens up 

new possibilities to compare individual and collaborative writing from the perspective of 

writing processes. So far, scholars in this this research strand have usually limited 

themselves to comparing only the accuracy of the written texts produced in each mode, 

probably based on the belief that the writing processes emerging in each case would be 

incommensurable. The fact that similar strategy clusters have now been found in both 

writing modes may facilitate a change of orientation of this line of inquiry towards a more 

process-based approach. 

 

IV.1.2 Frequency of strategy use 

In general terms, the frequency with which children used the different types of 

problem-solving strategy clusters while writing their tasks proved impervious to 

differences in proficiency, since decomposition and translation, remained the default 

strategy for all learners across cycles. The decline in the number of lexical, morphological 

and spelling searches as well as restructuring over time was also indifferent to 

proficiency. The failure to identify a link between proficiency levels and frequency rates 

of the problem-solving strategies deployed by the children might be attributed to the 

generally low proficiency level of all the participants in the study who, despite intra-group 

differences between pairs, were all at an A1 level of proficiency according to the 

Common European Framework of Reference for Languages (2001). Thus, although high 

proficiency pairs were more linguistically competent and had probably developed greater 

metalinguistic awareness than their lower level peers, the overall differences between 

both groups may not have been as wide as those reported in research with adults. Still, 
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our findings on the lack of a relationship between proficiency and children’s strategic 

attempts to solve language-related problems are in line with the results reported by 

Hanaoka (2006) for two Japanese ESL college students of different proficiency levels 

who noticed a similar number of problematic gaps while composing written texts. 

However, they contradict Qi and Lapkin’s (2001) claim that learners with a higher level 

of L2 proficiency “may be able to conduct more language-related noticing while 

composing alone than learners with a lower level of L2 proficiency” (p. 295). It is 

possible, however, that the disparity in the proficiency levels of Hanaoka’s EFL learners 

(as with our participants) were not as pronounced as Qi and Lapkin’s ESL learners who 

had spent differing lengths of time (5 months in comparison to 3 years) living in an 

English-speaking country. It should be also be recalled, that both Hanaoka (2006) and Qi 

and Lapkin (2001) investigated only two learners, making it difficult to confirm that 

proficiency, and not some other individual difference, was responsible for the results. 

The lack of significance of proficiency in the frequency of problem-solving 

strategy clusters engaged in by the children has also been reported by research into 

individual L2 writing processes. In this context, the fact that proficiency was not a factor 

in the frequency of problems addressed by writers was interpreted, from a 

psycholinguistic perspective, as a "constant" or necessary condition for the formulation 

process to function under the demands of the task in hand (Roca de Larios et al., 2001). 

Applied to the present study, the argument goes that, faced with the dilemma of either 

stopping text production to solve a problem or continuing to produce more text, the 

children deliberately or unconsciously "opted" to activate their problem-solving strategies 

the way they did regardless of their proficiency level. It is as if the task could not 

otherwise be accomplished with a minimum of intelligibility (Poulisse, 1997).  

Decomposition & translation was the strategy most frequently used by the 

children, regardless of treatment and proficiency level. It was similarly used for the 

production of initial texts as for the attempts to incorporate the forms noticed in the 

feedback into their subsequent rewritings. This continuous reliance on the L1 is in 

accordance, for example, with Jiang’s (2000) model of lexical acquisition, which 

posits/predicts that L2 learners at this stage of language development tend to fall back on 

their L1 to formulate their L2 texts in writing because the L2 semantic and syntactic 

specifications of most words -which play a central role in generating the surface structure 

of sentences - are accessed through lexical associations with lemmas of their 
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corresponding L1 words. Although this access route allowed the children to complete the 

writing tasks in most cases, it also accounts for the problems they often experienced in 

using L2 forms whose semantic and syntactic specifications in the L1 did not allow for 

direct mappings in the L2. Similarly, the input/feedback tended to be comprehended by 

the children via translation, which meant that many of its inflectional characteristics went 

sometimes unnoticed. When this occurred, morphological errors were likely to occur if 

those forms were used in subsequent output. Examples of these phenomena are numerous 

in the excerpts provided in the previous chapter.    

Globally, lexical searches were the second strategy cluster most frequently used 

by the children, again regardless of their proficiency level and the treatment received.  

From a theoretical perspective, these findings are only logical as a growing number of 

linguists have come to realize that, in language production, the process of grammatical or 

syntactic encoding is lexically driven. This view is reflected in Levelt’s (1989) lexical 

hypothesis, which suggests that nothing in the speaker's/writer’s message by itself 

triggers a particular syntactic form unless there are mediating lexical items which prompt 

the Grammatical Encoder to generate a particular syntactic structure. In other words, 

lexical entries contain syntactic information that constrains the possible grammatical 

encoding of the speaker´s/writer’s message. The high frequency of children’s lexical 

concerns in the writing stages of both cycles corroborates these theoretical assumptions. 

It is also in consonance with the fact that, although lexical access and retrieval have been 

found to be important processes during planning and revision in individual writing (see 

Manchón, Roca de Larios & Murphy, 2007), these processes become crucial when writers 

formulate their texts, that is, when they try to put ideas into grammatically correct formats 

through the selection of appropriate words (Murphy & Roca de Larios, 2010). 

In our case, the mere existence of a lexical search indicated that in the initial state 

of that specific problem-solving strategy cluster links had already been primed in the 

children’s minds between some conceptual content and the lexical forms intended to 

express that content. As shown by the data, this initial priming gave rise to the recovery 

of further links and enhanced their capacity to produce further lexical alternatives with a 

view to improving on previous ones, as well as to monitor those already produced. In 

spite of their age and their proficiency differences and although they were not always 

successful in their search operations, the participants in this study were found to possess 

a homogeneous set of cognitive structures that allowed them to (i) pay attention, within a 
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larger stretch of discourse being produced, to a narrow range of relevant information 

consisting of lexical and/or ideational categories; (ii) produce ideationally and/or 

linguistically related alternatives; and (iii) analyze, evaluate, and make decisions about 

the accuracy or the appropriateness of the different alternatives produced. These cognitive 

structures seem to operate in similar ways to those reported for L2 advanced writers while 

formulating their texts (Murphy & Roca de Larios, 2010). 

 

IV.1.3 Strategy use and reformulated feedback 
 

Changes in the deployment, orientation and degree of correctness shown in the 

children’s use of strategy clusters during collaborative writing tasks provide some 

evidence that reformulation as a written corrective feedback technique impacted 

positively on the nature and outcome of their cognitive processing. In line with empirical 

research which has documented the positive impact of reformulations in a variety of 

learning contexts (Adams, 2003; Hanaoka, 2007; Qi & Lapkin, 2002; Santos, López 

Serrano, Manchón, 2010; Swain & Lapkin, 2002; Tocalli-Beller & Swain, 2007; Storch 

& Wigglesworth, 2010; Wigglesworth & Storch, 2012a), the findings of this study 

contribute in a number of ways to the body of knowledge accumulated to date on the 

language learning potential of reformulated feedback in second language writing. Firstly, 

the present study is unique in broadening the focus of research attention on the effects of 

reformulation on learners’ writing by moving beyond a consideration of the purely 

linguistic categories researchers have analysed so far (uptake of lexis, grammar, spelling 

and discourse), to consider how reformulations might influence learners’ strategic 

processing of language-related problems. In doing so, priority has been given to 

children’s writing processes rather than their written products. Secondly, the longitudinal 

and experimental nature of our research carried out over a period of sixteen weeks with 

two treatment groups and a control group adds a new dimension to previous ‘one-shot’ 

studies, most of which have been performed within a much shorter time frame of up to 

four weeks and without a comparison group against which to contrast the results. It thus 

offers new insights into the impact of feedback on the long-term development of 

children’s use of problem-solving strategies. Finally, our results with young foreign 

language learners at low proficiency levels complement those of available research, 
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which has focused mainly on adults and adolescents of intermediate and advanced 

proficiency.  

The results of the study suggest a potential relationship between reformulated 

feedback and the strategic orientation of children’s strategy use at least in the short-term, 

since the learners, with the exception of the control group, were found to improve their 

use of strategies for upgrading purposes on both occasions immediately after the 

provision of feedback. Contrary to expectations, however, a steady increase in the 

upgrading orientation of children’s strategy use did not fully materialize after the 

treatment period. In any case, both the RIG and the RG outperformed the learners in the 

control group who, having received no feedback on their writing, made increasing use of 

compensatory strategies. All in all, the results point to the fact that while the provision of 

feedback seems to afford greater opportunities for language learning than simply 

repeating the writing task, it is also true that long-term improvements in the orientation 

of the children’s problem-solving strategies may prove resistant to both the influence of 

instruction and repeated practice with feedback. However, these findings require careful 

interpretation, since an array of individual, contextual and social factors, which came to 

light during the performance of the multistage tasks, seem to have combined in shaping 

the outcome of the study. These include differences in the children’s proficiency levels, 

the extent of their engagement with the feedback, their task representation and goals, 

motivational levels and the influence of pair dynamics. These will be discussed in what 

follows. 

 

IV.1.4 The impact of proficiency on children’s problem-solving 

strategies 

 
The overall differences detected between the treatment and the control groups in 

the orientation of the children’s strategies were, however, further accentuated by 

differences in the proficiency levels of the learners. Globally considered, the low 

proficiency dyads, particularly those in the control group, were unable to use upgrading 

strategies as efficiently as their higher proficiency counterparts. The high proficiency 

pairs in the treatment groups significantly increased their upgrading strategy orientation 

in the short term, as evidenced in the rewriting stages performed after receiving feedback, 
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albeit with a decreasing tendency on the second occasion. However, only the high 

proficiency children in the reformulation group (RG) showed slight improvement in the 

orientation of their problem-solving strategies when writing a new text (Time 3), 

suggesting that while the effects of the practice treatment on the children’s writing 

strategies were not very powerful, they were still superior to those of the instructional 

treatment. In comparison, the low level dyads in the treatment groups only ever managed 

to match their upgrading and compensatory concerns after receiving feedback, although 

in the case of the instruction group this improvement was not sustained after the second 

feedback session. The low proficiency dyads in the control group maintained a 

downgrading tendency throughout the study. 

The complex patterns identified in connection with the orientation of children’s 

problem-solving strategies and their levels of proficiency might be taken as an indication 

that higher proficiency children seem to benefit more from the provision of reformulated 

feedback than their less proficient peers. As such, these findings are in line with the results 

of previous reformulation research, which has suggested that learners’ responses to 

reformulated feedback are mediated by their level of L2 proficiency (Hanaoka, 2007; 

Lapkin, Swain & Smith, 2002; Qi & Lapkin, 2001). Qi and Lapkin (2001), for example, 

reported higher quality noticing from the feedback for the more proficiency learner in 

their study. They suggest that understanding the nature of problems identified while 

analysing feedback (substantive noticing) is important in leading to improvements in 

written output, and that this may be more difficult for learners whose knowledge of the 

L2 is limited. This idea is consistent with the difficulties experienced especially by the 

very low proficiency children in our study whose attempts to solve the language-related 

problems they encountered while writing were constrained by their almost inexistent 

knowledge of the L2. These learners with low (or no) metalinguistic awareness and poor 

deductive skills engaged in less successful problem-solving behaviours than their more 

competent peers when faced with gaps in their knowledge during output production. This 

necessarily restricted the potential benefits they might have obtained from the feedback. 
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IV.1.5 The influence of instruction on children’s problem-solving 

strategies 
 

Surprisingly, the instructional treatment implemented in the study was not as 

beneficial as anticipated in enhancing the language learning potential afforded by the 

feedback, particularly for the less proficient children. Several studies have suggested that 

learners should be trained in how to notice gaps between their own drafts and the written 

corrective feedback they receive in order to help them handle the feedback to their 

advantage (Allwright, Woodley & Allwright, 1988; Cánovas, Roca de Larios & Coyle, 

2015; Qi & Lapkin, 2001; Yang & Zhang, 2010). Allwright et al (1988) suggested that 

class discussions in which the learners collectively analyze written drafts and their 

reformulated versions in order to “consider the probable reasons for and effects of the 

changes the native speaker has introduced” (p. 238) may be more useful even than 

reformulations themselves in influencing learners to modify their writing appropriately. 

Yang and Zhang (2010) called for intervention by the teacher during feedback 

comparison tasks to help focus learners’ attention on specific linguistic issues, while 

Cánovas et al (2015 suggested that younger learners in particular need “extended practice 

at the feedback comparison stage in activities designed to promote noticing and rehearsal 

so as to facilitate children's encoding of linguistic forms in long-term memory for future 

retrieval and use” (p. 73) 

This is precisely what we attempted to do in the present study by planning six 

weekly sessions in which the children were guided by the teacher in whole class 

discussions of how to compare reformulations with original written drafts. It was 

expected that the children’s use of problem-solving strategies after participating in the 

teaching sessions would reflect the impact of their collective analysis of the feedback. 

However, the results did not meet our expectations since the higher proficiency children 

only made minor improvements in the orientation of their strategy use, falling below gains 

made before the treatment period, while the lower level children’s results were worse 

after the instructional treatment than before. In cycle 2, they made a significantly higher 

use of compensatory strategies whereas after the provision of feedback in cycle 1 they 

had matched both upgrading and compensatory concerns.  

This outcome needs some careful interpretation, as it seems to go against the 

pedagogical arguments outlined in the abovementioned research in favour of engaging in 
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feedback analysis with the teacher’s help. Why would the potential benefits of 

participating in teaching sessions on the use of reformulations appear to such a limited 

extent in the children’s approach to the second multistage task? Aside from affective and 

contextual reasons, which will be discussed in greater detail below, two unforeseen but 

ultimately interrelated factors, one methodological and the other developmental, might 

account for these results.  

The first of these factors concerns the instructions given to the children on how to 

go about analyzing the reformulated feedback. Following Allwright et al (1988) and 

Lapkin et al (2002), the teacher attempted to have the children identify the changes made 

to their original drafts and then to try to explain why those changes had been made to 

their writing. This essentially involved asking the children to engage in written 

‘languaging’.  Following Swain (2006), languaging during a feedback comparison task, 

as we have seen in previous sections (eg. Swain & Lapkin, 2002; Qi & Lapkin, 2001; 

etc.), involves the learners in discussing their opinions about the L2 and working out what 

changes the reformulator has made to their written texts and why. By doing so, we 

believed that the content of these joint discussions would then make an impact on the 

children’s approach to the rewriting task and show up in improvements in the upgrading 

and correctness of their strategy use. While in principle the idea is theoretically sound, in 

practice, it meant that the children were simultaneously juggling with three information 

sources: their initial draft, the picture story sheet and the teacher’s reformulated feedback 

sheet, on which they were expected to make a written note of and provide an explanation 

for all the features they noticed. Although note-taking has been regarded as useful for 

actively promoting noticing among learners by guiding them in the identification of errors 

in their written output during comparison with feedback (Santos et al., 2010), and in 

providing researchers with insights into the nature of learners’ awareness (Coyle & Roca 

de Larios, 2014; Hanaoka, 2007; Hanaoka & Izumi, 2012), the physical demands of the 

task seemed to have been too overwhelming for these children, who were unable to divide 

their attentional resources between searching for differences, discussing them with their 

partners and writing down reasons to account for them. It was presumed that during the 

teaching sessions the learners would have accumulated sufficient practice in doing this to 

enable them to perform the second feedback analysis task appropriately. However, during 

these whole class activities the teacher did not systematically check the children’s 

capacity for written languaging, which then proved to be deficient. Had he done so, the 
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instructional sessions could have been organized to better target and develop this aspect 

of feedback analysis. Consequently, the complexity of the task proved to be beyond the 

children’s ability and this inevitably impacted negatively on the quality of their problem-

solving during the rewriting of the second picture story text. This is a limitation of the 

instructional intervention, which could be remedied in future research. 

The children’s difficulties with written languaging are, in turn, related to the 

second issue at stake, which concerns their level of L2 development. It is highly likely 

that the overall low proficiency level of these young learners’ constrained not only what 

they were able to notice from the feedback, but also their understanding of the nature of 

the features noticed (Qi & Lapkin, 2001; Simard, Guénette & Bergeron, 2015). Many of 

the children were unable to do more than produce a list of the changes they had identified, 

while the superficial reasons adduced by other children to account for the changes they 

had located in the reformulations reveal that they had metalinguistic knowledge to draw 

on. How then can children be expected to provide a reasoned explanation for linguistic 

changes they do not fully understand? This raises questions about the role played by 

noticing in facilitating learning from feedback. Izumi (2013) has suggested that perhaps 

at early stages of L2 development simple noticing of forms in the input is sufficient for 

establishing initial form-function mappings: However, in order to advance in their 

knowledge of the L2, greater in-depth noticing and an understanding of the gaps between 

the L2 and the learners’ interlanguage (substantive noticing) may be required. He further 

hypothesizes that developmental constraints on learners’ internal cognitive mechanisms 

might influence the noticing process and, if this were so, instruction would only benefit 

learners if it were contingent to their developmental needs (Pienemann 1984, 1998 in 

Izumi, 2013). While these issues remain, as yet, unexplored in second language 

acquisition research, they do draw our attention to the fact that since the children in the 

study were all within the early stages of interlanguage development, the analytical 

demands imposed on them by the instructional treatment and implemented during the 

rewriting stage in cycle 2 may simply have been beyond their cognitive and syntactic 

processing abilities. This seemed to be especially true for the low proficiency children for 

whom the analysis of the reformulated feedback proved an arduous task. Consequently, 

they used fewer strategies with an upgrading orientation.  

The failure to establish a sound connection between the instructional treatment 

and improvements in children’s use of problem-solving strategies goes against the 
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findings of the few available studies which have focused on strategy-based writing 

instruction with younger learners, both with Spanish monolingual teenagers (Fidalgo, 

Torrance & García, 2008) and with 10-11 year old primary school ESL learners in 

Singapore (Bai, 2015). This research has focused on training L1 writers in planning and 

revising skills in the first case, and L2 learners, in the second case, in planning, text 

generation, feedback handling and revising skills. Both intervention studies provide 

evidence to suggest that strategy instruction was effective in helping the learners improve 

their use of particular strategies and the quality of their written texts. It is interesting that 

Bai (2015) included the analysis of feedback as part of his nine-week interventional 

programme, and that this was one of the strategies (together with text generation and 

revising) on which the experimental group outperformed the control group. However, it 

is not possible to establish a comparison with our research as insufficient information is 

provided on how the feedback handling strategies were embedded into the lessons. In 

addition, the results on strategy use were obtained from children’s questionnaire data 

rather than from alternative methods such think-aloud or collaborative dialogue that allow 

researchers a more direct window into learners’ cognitive processing. It remains to be 

seen whether research that involves a full cycle of strategy-based instruction, as suggested 

by Bai (2015), might not be more advantageous than a more targeted intervention such 

as ours, which focused exclusively on managing feedback. However, a meta-analysis of 

learning strategy instruction carried out by Plonsky (2011) highlights a number of 

additional variables including proficiency, age, context, number of strategies taught and 

duration, all of which mediate the relative success of strategy instruction. Plonsky’s 

suggestion that strategy instruction should focus on strategies that are appropriate for the 

proficiency level of the learners involved, add support to the concern expressed above 

regarding the mismatch between the complex nature of our instructional treatment and 

the low proficiency of the language learners involved. 

 

IV.1.6 Learners’ engagement with feedback  
 

Apart from learners’ proficiency levels and the instructional treatment, the results 

of the present study are undoubtedly influenced by a number of additional factors that 

should be taken into consideration when accounting for children’s strategic problem-

solving behaviour. One of the most crucial is encompassed in the idea of engagement. 
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The notion of learner engagement with written corrective feedback has received 

increasing attention from researchers who have analysed the cognitive, behavioural and 

affective responses shown by learners towards different types of feedback. Engagement 

has thus been examined from different perspectives including learners’ reported noticing 

and depth of processing during feedback analysis (Qi & Lapkin, 2001; Sachs & Polio, 

2007); the acceptance or rejection of feedback as evidenced in episodes of cognitive 

conflict (Tocalli- Beller & Swain, 2005) the interactional patterns of learners’ 

collaborative discussions (Storch & Wigglesworth, 2010; Wigglesworth & Storch, 2010) 

or learners’ attitudes towards feedback (Lee, 2008). More recently, Han and Hyland 

(2015) have proposed a multidimensional framework of learner engagement, which 

integrates these cognitive, behavioural and affective dimensions, and constitutes an 

interesting attempt to reach a more thorough understanding of the link between feedback 

and learning. The case study profiles they present of four Chinese EFL college students 

highlight the dynamic and complex relationship that exists between engagement with 

feedback and learning outcomes. These learners’ beliefs about writing and their differing 

attitudes towards the feedback they received, which ranged from emotional 

disappointment or overconfidence to intentional disengagement, were found to affect the 

relative success of their cognitive processing and revision behaviours. In this respect, the 

study advocates the need for research into feedback to consider the interrelatedness of 

individual, contextual and cognitive factors when considering learners’ responses to 

feedback. This perspective might fruitfully enable us to interpret the findings obtained 

with our younger learners.  

The children who participated in the present study presented a number of 

distinctive behaviours when responding to the feedback they received. Their affective and 

behavioural engagement with the reformulation, which we identified following Han and 

Hyland’s (2015) multidimensional model, generally fell into two categories: (i) learners 

who failed to fully engage with the feedback, and (ii) learners whose level of engagement 

was high to the point of being overly dependent on the reformulation. In the first category, 

pairs who showed lower levels of engagement chose to disregard the feedback they had 

received and specifically attempted to rewrite a new text rather than using the 

reformulation to improve a revised version. This is interesting, as it may speak to 

individual and age-related differences in learners’ representations of task goals. In a study 

on children’s negotiation in oral picture description tasks, for example, Oliver (2009) 
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reported that some of the children solved the tasks in ways that differed from the ‘set’ 

solution, inventing their own descriptions and ignoring items on the task sheet, leading 

her to suggest that young learners may be less constrained than adults by task restrictions.  

Our study suggests that this may also be applicable to children’s writing and feedback 

processing tasks. As far as we are aware, previous research with adolescents and adults 

involving multistage feedback tasks has not reported disparity in learners’ understanding 

of the requirements involved at the rewriting stage, as the participants in these studies 

completed the task as required (Qi & Lapkin; 2001; Swain & Lapkin, 2002; Storch & 

Wigglesworth, 2010; Yang & Zhang, 2010). However, those children who set out to write 

a new story without taking into consideration the feedback they had been given appear to 

have formed their own personal interpretation of the task goals and executed the rewriting 

task accordingly. Learners’ task representation then, as suggested by Manchón (2014) 

and Macaro (2014), will ultimately define task performance and its associated problem-

solving behaviour. 

Although older learners have generally conformed to the revision task in 

accordance with task requirements, researchers have documented the ways in which their 

engagement with the feedback and subsequent acceptance or rejection of the 

reformulation have affected learning outcomes. Swain and Lapkin (2002), Tocalli-Beller 

and Swain (2005) and Wigglesworth and Storch (2012) all report instances when pairs 

acknowledged their lack of confidence in the teacher’s feedback, primarily on linguistic 

grounds but also because they felt their intended meaning had been misinterpreted. 

However, while these episodes of “cognitive conflict” were generally found to lead to 

more accurate revisions in the case of Tocalli-Beller & Swain  (2005), Wigglesworth and 

Storch (2012) found a great deal more variation between learner engagement, rates of 

acceptance and accuracy. This was found to depend largely on the feedback type, with 

editing symbols eliciting high engagement and acceptance but low accuracy, while for 

reformulations engagement and accuracy was high, but acceptance of changes proved 

more variable. While establishing connections between engagement and uptake was 

beyond the scope of the present study, a similar unwillingness to accept reformulations 

at face value was observed in some child pairs. On occasions, when revising their written 

texts, they questioned the changes suggested by the reformulator (both accepting and 

rejecting them) and often seemed to rely more on their previous knowledge of the L2 

when attempting to solve language-related problems. This suggests that regardless of age, 
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it is ultimately the learners themselves who are proactive in determining whether or not 

and how much they are willing to learn from feedback.  

Under engagement with the feedback was also apparent with some lower 

proficiency learners who seemed to find the feedback too linguistically demanding. At 

times, the gap between the language of the reformulation and the children’s L2 knowledge 

was such that many grammatical and lexical features were largely ignored and the 

children resorted instead to the less challenging task of simply reproducing their original 

texts. It would seem, then, that when children’s fragmented or incomplete messages are 

reformulated with overly complex linguistic structures that are beyond their current levels 

of competence, the usefulness of reformulation as a feedback strategy might be 

diminished or even have a detrimental effect on these children’s language learning 

process, given that it may constitute an unattainable model that forces learners to use 

compensatory strategies as they attempt to faithfully reproduce it. Similar results were 

reported by Coyle and Roca de Larios (2014) regarding the use of model texts with young 

EFL learners. They found that children at low proficiency levels were often unable to 

process the challenging language contained in the model when it was not contingent to 

their knowledge of the L2. The pedagogical implications of this clearly point to the 

importance of tailoring feedback more closely to learners’ needs. 

Within the second category outlined above — that of learners whose level of 

engagement with the reformulation was high —, higher levels of engagement with the 

reformulation were reflected in the children’s attempts to retrieve the feedback from 

memory in order to reproduce it as faithfully as possible when rewriting their picture 

stories. This use of memorization as a strategy coincides with Sachs and Polio (2007) 

whose older learners memorized entire sentences from reformulations, as well as the 

visual characteristics of the text and the exact location of the errors on the page. This was 

more easily achieved with error correction than with reformulation, which required the 

learners to actively seek out changes rather than being presented with a set of perceptually 

saliently errors. Likewise, Wigglesworth and Storch (2012) noted that the students in both 

their editing and reformulation groups made explicit use of memory when processing 

feedback. In the case of our younger, less proficient learners, memorisation was often 

mediated by their use of the L1, which involved the recurrent use of decomposition and 

translation strategies in their endeavours to access the meaning of unfamiliar language in 

the reformulation. This, in turn, not only diminished attention to form, but also often led 
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to inaccurate L2 translations of L1 content. In either case, the children’s cognitive and 

behavioural engagement with the feedback, either by disregarding it or by attempting to 

memorize it, led to an ongoing dependency on the same problem-solving strategy type.  

 

IV.1.7 Affective factors influencing children’s writing 
 

The children’s task performance was also influenced by learner-internal factors. 

As noted above, the long-term outcome of the repeated use of reformulation as a feedback 

technique was not as encouraging as anticipated. The children’s growing lack of 

enthusiasm and interest in the writing task, especially after the treatment period, and the 

increasingly predominant influence of external circumstances may have attenuated the 

effects of both instruction and practice in using reformulations. The longitudinal nature 

of our classroom-based study enabled us to witness changes in the learners’ attitudes as 

time progressed. This is important, as most existing research on feedback processing has 

been carried out over a shorter time span, with fewer learners and predominantly in 

laboratory conditions. As a result, these studies have not shed light on the real impact of 

the repeated employment of feedback techniques on learners’ affective engagement and 

motivation in task performance in classroom contexts.  

With younger learners motivation for second language learning is known to be 

determined more by classroom practice than by an intrinsic desire to learn the language 

(Nagy, 2009). Since motivation is also dynamic and subject to constant change (Dörnyei, 

2001), the onus is on the teacher to implement tasks, which children perceive as relevant 

and interesting. In the case of writing, this can represent a genuine challenge, as writing 

tasks do not enjoy the same popularity among children as oral production tasks that are 

perceived as less demanding (Nikolov, 2009; Shak & Gardner, 2008). Although the 

decline in the children’s use of problem-solving strategies after the treatment period might 

be attributed to greater automaticity and fluency in task performance, it is also clear that 

their motivation for writing the picture story narrative in second feedback cycle had 

dropped considerably. As a result, the less time spent on task, the shorter narratives and 

lower strategy use, might be traced to their growing apathy towards the task itself. Two 

reasons might be offered to account for this lack of interest. Firstly, as pointed out by Lo 

and Hyland (2007), children’s motivation for writing tasks is likely to increase when they 

write about personal and experiential topics and when they have a real message to convey. 
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It was clear from the negative reactions of some of our learners when they received the 

picture story sheet in the second of the multistage tasks, especially at the rewriting stage, 

that they had lost interest in writing the same story again. It is possible that the language-

learning potential of the writing task was obscured for the children who simply saw it as 

the meaningless repetition of a task they had already completed. This interpretation 

undoubtedly affected their strategic decision-making and resulting written product. Once 

again, the implications of helping children to form appropriate task representations would 

appear to be decisive. In this case, positive attitudes may possibly have been transformed 

into more suitable task goals, had the pedagogical value of the task has been fully 

comprehended.  

A second reason for the children’s indifference to the writing task might be related 

to the notion of task familiarity. In general, the repetition of oral (Bygate, 1996) and 

written (Manchón (2014) tasks is believed to be useful for helping learners to move from 

semantic to syntactic processing of the second language, by redirecting attention away 

from task procedure and the expression of meaning and allowing greater focus on the 

formal aspects of the language. Yet while there is ample empirical evidence to suggest 

that the repetition of oral and written output can lead to improved performance, the bulk 

of this has been carried out with adult learners (eg Bygate, 2001; Nitta & Babba, 2014). 

Research on task repetition with children is uncommon and has focused almost 

exclusively on oral production (Mackey, Kanganas & Oliver, 2007; Pinter, 2010; van de 

Branden, 1997; Swain & Lapkin, 2008) and oral comprehension tasks (Shintani, 2012). 

As far as we are aware, there have been no studies to date focusing on written task 

repetition with younger learners. In this sense, our study makes a unique contribution to 

the field of second language acquisition by expanding the empirical knowledge base on 

the effects of task repetition and motivation on children’s problem-solving strategies.  

Existing studies on oral tasks have provided evidence that performing the same or 

similar tasks can impact positively on the children’s linguistic performance. Swain and 

Lapkin (2008) found that a sequence of tasks involving roleplay, self-transcription, 

reformulation and repeated roleplay enhanced the lexical acquisition of four pairs of 

French immersion learners. Pinter (2010) reported an increase in the extent of talk and 

improved grammatical accuracy in two 10-year-old Hungarian learners who performed a 

‘spot-the difference’ task over three sessions, while van den Branden noted that 11-year-

olds who repeated a picture description task used a greater range of vocabulary on the 
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second occasion. Mackey et al (2007) have suggested that the conversational interaction 

patterns of 7 and 8-year-old ESL learners during communicative tasks were related to 

their familiarity with both task content and procedure. Repeated participation in ‘listen 

and do’ tasks was also found to enhance the lexical knowledge of young beginner 

Japanese ESL learners (Shintani, 2012).  

Surprisingly, given children’s limited attention span and constant desire for 

variety and change, and contrary to our results, no significant trade-off effects for task 

repetition on children’s motivation or engagement with the task were reported in any of 

these studies. It is significant, however, that most of the abovementioned research was 

completed over a relatively short time span, ranging from a single task repetition (van 

den Branden, 1997) to three repetitions (Pinter, 2010), the performance of a series of tasks 

over five sessions (Swain & Lapkin, 2008) or up to two weeks (Mackey et al 2007). Only 

Shintani (2012) describes a slight longer research design with a total of nine task 

repetitions over a five-week period but claims that motivation levels remained high due 

the competitive element of the task. In an earlier study on language learning tasks, Plough 

and Gass (1993) suggested that adult learners who were familiar with a task seemed less 

interested than those who were unfamiliar with it. Likewise, Mackey et el (2007) noted 

that not all their dyads reacted to the tasks in the same way, leading them to suggest that  

“like all children, those in second language classrooms can also become bored if they are 

asked to repeat identical tasks, or even the same task type too many times” (p. 306). In 

retrospect, it would seem that this might help to explain our findings on the long-term 

outcome of children’s strategic problem-solving behaviour. Essentially, the nature of the 

written tasks themselves, which children find more demanding and less enjoyable than 

oral and listening tasks, as well as the extensive repetition of writing and feedback 

assignments over a period of six weeks, preceded and followed by two multistage writing 

cycles, was simply too overwhelming and ultimately demotivating for these younger 

learners. In this sense, we coincide with Kormos (2012) who affirms that “If students lack 

strong goal orientation and interest and do not believe in their ability to successfully 

acquire the L2, then they are only likely to complete the writing task itself and may not 

engage in further cognitive processing or collaborative effort to learn from the task” (p. 

399). Pedagogically, it may be more beneficial for teachers to use task repetition over a 

shorter time period and to introduce a greater variety of written task types to maintain 

appropriate levels of challenge and motivation with younger learners. 
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IV.1.8 The role of pair dynamics in children’s joint production of texts  
 

The findings to emerge from the children’s collaborative dialogues during the 

multi stage tasks in both cycles can also provide us with some insights into the nature of 

pair dynamics with a group of learners who have previously been excluded from research 

into collaborative writing in the field of second language acquisition. Research to date 

(see Storch, 2016) has focused on (a) the cognitive processes learners engage in during 

writing or feedback analysis, and (b) the language learning outcomes of collaborative 

writing tasks, but these studies have been conducted either with university students, 

mostly in ESL (Storch, 2002, 2005, 2007; Storch & Wigglesworth, 2007; 2010, 2012; 

Watanabe & Swain, 2007; Wigglesworth & Storch, 2012a), and to a lesser extent in EFL 

contexts (de la Colina & García Mayo, 2007; Fernández Dobao, 2012; Shehadeh, 2011; 

Storch & Aldosari, 2013), or with French immersion students (Swain & Lapkin, 2002; 

Tocalli-Beller & Swain, 2005). In this sense, a contribution of the present study has been 

to broaden the range of studies dedicated to collaborative writing by extending it to young 

EFL learners. 

Although an in-depth analysis of the patterns of pair dynamics shown by the 

children throughout the study was beyond the scope of this dissertation, the approach 

adopted by different pairs to the joint discussion of the writing tasks was found to be a 

significant influence on their use of problem-solving strategies. It is important to note that 

even these inexperienced language learners were capable of working together to encode 

meaning in the L2, with varying degrees of success, throughout the process of producing 

a jointly articulated picture story text. The majority of the pairs’ discussions were driven 

by their attempts to render their L1 pretexts into the L2 via processes of decomposition 

and translation, involving mainly lexical searches. However, while attention to the formal 

features of the L2 was inconsistent, a few of the higher proficiency pairs did engage in 

elementary (oral) ‘languaging’ of a sort when discussing how to express their intended 

meaning in the L2. This was mostly limited to specific morphological features of the L2 

that were within their range of experience, including the third person ‘s’ of present 

singular verbs they were familiar with or the past tense endings of irregular verbs, etc., 

but such discussions provided fundamental evidence of the children’s explicit knowledge 

of the L2 and their incipient ability for metalinguistic reasoning. In a way, these findings 

corroborate Swain’s (2006, 2010) tenets that collaborative reflection on the language 
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itself is thought to create important opportunities for learners to potentially enhance their 

knowledge of the second language.  

However, simply assigning learners to work together in pairs does not necessarily 

guarantee that they will collaborate effectively. The children in this study varied in their 

ability to work together and in their attitudes towards the task at hand. While many of the 

higher proficiency pairs deliberated at length over the content of the picture stories and 

the lexical or morphological choices required to complete the task, and provided feedback 

to question, confirm, explain or disagree with each other’s contributions, other lower 

proficiency learners had greater difficulty in providing support for their partners given 

their own limited knowledge of both the L2 and the L1. Their low levels of competence 

meant that these children had fewer resources to pool and their idiosyncratic versions of 

the L2 prevented them, at times, from reaching mutual understanding. As a result, their 

interaction was often counterproductive and resulted in low self-esteem among these 

pairs. As time went on, their discussions tended to be shorter, increasingly less 

collaborative and aimed primarily at task completion. These behavioural patterns would 

appear to be connected to the increase in the use of upgrading strategies by the higher 

proficiency learners in both treatment groups after receiving feedback in comparison to 

the predominant use of compensatory strategies throughout by the lower proficiency 

children who, for the most part, only managed to match upgrading and compensatory 

concerns.  

These findings on children’s collaborative writing are in line with previous work 

into pair dynamics (Lesser, 2004; Storch, 2002, 2005, 2007; Storch & Wigglesworth, 

2007, 2010; Storch & Aldosari, 2013; Wigglesworth & Storch, 2010; Watanabe & Swain, 

2007), which has identified a whole range of individual variables including the learner’s 

personality, L2 proficiency, self-confidence, goals and motivation that have been found 

to impact on their engagement in collaborative writing. Although our research did not 

examine in detail the patterns of interaction in the thirty pairs who participated in the 

study, the qualitative analysis of the data, as mentioned above, did provide some 

indication that children’s proficiency levels may have influenced their ability to 

collaborate with each other.  

Research on the relationship between pair interaction and proficiency levels has 

still to provide conclusive evidence on how learners’ L2 competence might influence the 

learning potential of their collaborative talk. Lesser (2004) has suggested that low 
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proficiency learners might simply be unable to profit from pair work, even when matched 

with higher proficiency partners, since they may be too linguistically immature to use 

explicit metalinguistic knowledge provided by partners in the course of problem-solving 

dialogue. However, Storch and Aldosari (2013) have claimed that dyadic relationships 

are of greater importance than proficiency levels when pairing learners. In a study with 

ESL college students in Saudi Arabia, the authors reported that although the lower level 

pairs focused more on lexis than on language form, they also proved to be highly 

collaborative. Lower proficiency learners were also found to increase their attention to 

language when paired with a high proficiency partner or when the pair relationship was 

characterized by mutual engagement. These findings, together with subsequent research 

on collaborative writing (Storch, 2005, 2007; Watanabe & Swain, 2007), have provided 

evidence in support of the model of dyadic behavioural patterns originally proposed by 

Storch (2002), which suggests that equality over task management and mutual 

engagement are more influential than proficiency levels alone in determining the learning 

opportunities afforded by collaborative writing tasks.  Storch’s model holds that 

collective scaffolding is more likely to occur in collaborative pairs where equality and 

mutuality are high and both participants contribute equally to the task. Expert/novice 

pairs, in which one member of the pair provides support and encouragement to the less 

competent member, are also considered to embody greater potential for language learning 

than either dominant/dominant or dominant/passive combinations, regardless of 

proficiency levels.  

This interactional model has been tested in studies with university students of 

intermediate and advanced proficiency levels. However, it is important to remember that 

even the lower proficiency learners in the abovementioned research are likely to be more 

linguistically competent than the children in our study. Research into children’s 

collaborative engagement is scarce; however, a study comparing the interactional patterns 

of young Chinese EFL 9-10 year-old learners with slightly older 11-12-year-olds on two 

oral communication tasks performed both in their L1 and L2, found that the younger pairs 

contributed equally to the L1 task, showing a dominant/dominant tendency, whereas they 

remained just as equally passive during the L2 task. On the contrary, the older learners 

showed a collaborative pattern in both languages (Butler & Zeng, 2015). This leads the 

authors to suggest that both age and children’s general L2 proficiency level would appear 
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to impact on their willingness and ability to collaborate. This reminds us that findings 

from research with adult learners cannot be easily extrapolated to younger populations. 

Some indication of the presence of such patterns in the dyadic interaction of the 

children in this study has also been detected. Several pairs were found to have established 

increasingly collaborative relationships over time, whereas other pairs from all three 

groups maintained the fixed dominant/passive roles they had initially acquired at the 

outset. This is indicative of the fact that patterns of collaborative talk are evidently not 

fixed or immutable, but flexible and pervious to change. It seems reasonable to assume, 

therefore, that younger learners might need some help and guidance on how to work 

together usefully on collaborative tasks. In this way, the improved mutual understanding 

shown by some of the children over time might profitably be extended to a greater number 

of pairs through modelling and suitable training. Research carried out in L1 classrooms 

in the UK has provided promising findings in this respect. In a study of collaborative 

writing with mixed-ability monolingual children, Yarrow and Topping (2001) describe 

the improvements in writing and increased self-esteem shown by learners who were 

paired with more competent peers to form expert/novice dyads and trained in a six-stage 

programme of structured interaction involving the generation of ideas, drafting, reading, 

editing, text production and evaluation (p 264). The roles assigned to both members of 

the pairs, either as Helper (tutor) or Writer (tutee) entailed a set of questions and prompts, 

which offered differing degrees of metacognitive support at each stage of the writing 

process. Implementing structured peer interaction would seem a worthwhile avenue to 

explore in children’s collaborative writing in an EFL context. Similarly, working with 

different talk partners over longer periods of time might also help avoid complacency 

among learners. Examining longitudinal data on patterns of collaborative dialogue with 

learners of different ages might be a fruitful area for future research to enquire into. 

 

IV.2 Pedagocial implications 
 

In this section the pedagogical implications that can be drawn from the study are 

described. These include the convenience of using class discussions as a way of making 

learners’ problems visible, facilitating learners’ autonomy in solving their own problems 

and working in collaboration, adjusting the feedback to learners’ real capabilities and 
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attitudes, making use of alternative feedback techniques, prompting learners to use 

appropriate tools to register their noticing processes, and using appropriate means to 

make the task more motivating for children.  

 

In line with the results of the study, reformulation runs the risk of resulting in a 

too demanding technique for lower proficiency learners, given that their previous 

knowledge of the target language is usually rather poor or inexistent. Besides, these 

participants experienced a high rate of problems as they responded to the writing task. 

The experimental conditions of the present study fostered that most of these problems 

could be addressed in subsequent written CF. However, these conditions do not exemplify 

those of a real classroom setting, where a great deal of the dilemmas experienced by 

learners are likely to go unnoticed for the teacher. A way to make these covert problems 

observable to outsiders is to encourage learners to engage in class discussion with the 

teacher so that these problems are made verbally explicit. The benefits of class discussion 

would not only be that problems are addressed and solved but also that collaborative 

learning would take place. Class discussion would also be of great use if implemented 

prior to the writing task as a way to revise and raise children's awareness of the specific 

linguistic aspects already covered in class that will be later addressed in the task. Since 

children overall evidenced having troubles when dealing with formal aspects - which led 

them to focus almost exclusively on lexis —, the teacher may take advantage of these 

class discussions to draw learner's attention to form.  

 An additional way to deal with covert problems could be to foster the children's 

initiative in solving their own problems by, for example, making use of online resources, 

asking questions or consulting their course books. A third way to counteract the negative 

effects of a limited level of proficiency in the L2, which is half way between the two 

aforementioned suggestions, is collaborative dialogue in pairs. The findings reported in 

this study showed that in those cases in which pair dynamics evolved into a more fluent 

and cohesive collaborative dialogue — thus giving rise to an appropriate pooling of 

resources —, learners managed to benefit more from the reformulations. However, data 

also point out that, in general terms, learners lacked collaborative skills. It would be of 

great use, therefore, to promote pair work in the classroom setting, and to provide learners 

with the necessary guidelines to develop their collaborative skills. A further benefit 

derived from pair work is that the amount of reformulations that the teacher has to 
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produce would be lower, which makes the implementation of this written CF in a real 

classroom setting more feasible. 

 It should also be taken into account that the importance of this written corrective 

feedback is not exclusively related to linguistic but also to attitudinal aspects. As 

evidenced in the case of the CG, the deprivation of corrective feedback damaged their 

motivation and made them more vulnerable to fatigue. On the other hand, some of the 

lower proficiency participants, regardless of treatment, evidenced being rather ashamed 

of their poor command of the L2 and showed a very low self-esteem, as a result. In their 

case, the provision of too demanding corrective feedback also had negative attitudinal 

effects inasmuch as it hindered their contributions and caused their productions to be 

even more deficient than expected. It is worthwhile, therefore, to emphasize the 

relevance of providing learners with a written CF that not only addresses linguistic 

related issues but that also nourishes their sense of purpose and their self-esteem. The 

teacher may also alternate the use of reformulation with other types of feedback, more 

direct in nature, which may better facilitate the noticing of correct forms by making them 

more salient.  The study has also shown that the note-taking procedures taught to the RIG 

are not suitable for children. Elaborating reasons for each noticed item clearly surpassed 

the learners’ capacity and deprived them from the cognitive resources required to 

successfully process each feature in context. Hence, it would be useful to turn to other 

noticing procedures that do not undermine the learners’ cognitive capacity.  Underlining, 

for example, is less time consuming and has proven to keep learners' attention on the 

reformulated text. If used with subsequent pair discussion it is a reasonably good 

alternative to be considered. 

 Finally, the evidence that fatigue grew uncontrolled throughout the data collection 

period should not be disregarded. In general terms, the effects of tedium proved to 

overcome — or at least minimize — the potential gains of the written CF and to reduce 

the participants' involvement and motivation. The joint effect of a number of factors can 

be claimed to have caused fatigue. First, task repetition, which gradually left out a key 

element in the teaching-learning process with young learners: novelty. By definition, 

written CF involves the repetition of a task that the children perceive as already 

accomplished. This usually results in a sense of boredom and lack of motivation. If the 

picture prompt used in the rewriting stage were different from the one used back in stage 

1 but still allowed the use of the linguistic features suggested in the reformulation (maybe 
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sharing a similar plot, as it was the case during the treatment period), these negative 

effects could be at least partially counteracted and, at the same time, the reformulation 

would still play its role. Second, the demands of the task were clearly beyond the 

requirements of those activities that children of this age usually carry out in a real 

classroom setting. Consequently, some participants felt challenged beyond their skill as 

they responded to a task that exhausted them and gave them the impression of utter 

failure. Scaffolding the writing tasks so that children were asked to autonomously 

produce whole texts only after due practice would most probably lead to higher rates of 

success and, thus, motivation. Third, the pairing of the participants was made so that high 

proficiency learners were put to one side and their lower proficiency counterparts on the 

other. This plainly contradicts the basic criterion by which they are all intermingled when 

arranged to respond to pair or group work activities in class, so that peer monitoring 

(which benefits both parts) can take place. The findings reported in this study show that 

some learners working together failed to engage in effective collaborative dialogue given 

that one of them had the leading voice. Low proficiency learners took the brunt of this 

pairing criterion given that they had little background knowledge of the target language 

to share or to turn to and their own exposed inefficiency made them feel embarrassed. 

Despite the evident risk that the higher proficient learner took the leading role if paired 

with a lower proficiency participant, it would be worthwhile to try out a new arrangement 

of the participants that allowed the pairing of learners at different levels of proficiency.  

The teacher's guidance together with the already suggested scaffolding of the writing task 

would most certainly help learners to balance their contributions.  

 

IV.3 Limitations of the study 
 

 Some limitations of the present study are in order here. First, this research 

examines the effects of reformulation within the two-cycle writing sequence that 

constituted the data collection period but does not provide data that delves into the 

prevalence of such effects over a longer period of time. Second, and given the design of 

our study, the description of the noticing processes that the participants engaged in as 

they compared their own output with the CF in both comparison stages (Cycles 1 and 2) 

is scarce. It could not be elucidated which of the many features included in the long 

chunks that participants sometimes underlined were actually noticed or with what degree 
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of correctness they were processed. The use of note-taking as a measure of noticing in 

the RIG did not suffice to overcome this drawback since it did not succeed in capturing 

learner's thought processes completely. Consequently, the present study does not provide 

a throughout mapping out of the noticing processes performed by the participants. Third, 

the present study is greatly focused on the processes by which the learners produced their 

output both in stages 1 and 3. Strategy implementation, orientation and degree of 

correctness, therefore, constitute its target. In doing so, however, this research shifts its 

focus of attention away from the actual products, i.e., the texts that the participants wrote, 

which involves leaving aside such promising aspects as the uptake from the reformulated 

texts, length of the output in the different stages, its cohesion and coherence or its 

linearity and the impact that the reformulations or the instruction had on them. Fourth, 

empirical evidence points at a relevant role of individual traits and pair dynamics in the 

participants' performance of the task. However, methodologically this study failed to 

include any mechanisms that measured the occurrence and impact of  such variables 

Finally, the study was conducted under the influence of a number of external 

circumstances - such as the proximity of the graduation ceremony, weather conditions or 

the lack of a permanent place to carry out the recordings (see Method section for further 

details) - that conditioned to varying degrees the participants' performance at different 

stages of the data collection. These circumstances, which were beyond the researcher's 

control, are far from replicating the real conditions under which these learners normally 

carried out their daily work when they were in their classrooms. As a result, it cannot be 

ascertained whether the findings reported in the present study would hold in a real 

classroom setting. On the other hand, as pointed out by Van Beuningen, De Jong and 

Kuiken (2012), it would not have been feasible to establish in an unequivocal way the 

role of reformulation in a less controlled setting.  

 Despite the limitations and qualifications listed above, the findings reported in this 

study not only expand the scarce empirical data available regarding the use of 

reformulation with young learners but also show that this written CF is effective in 

promoting noticing and uptake of target-like forms. Besides, these findings are 

suggestive of further areas to explore in the future. 
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IV.4 Suggestions for future research 
 

 The limitations so far described point at issues for further research in this field of 

investigation. Bringing the issue of the permanence of the gains derived from 

reformulation into future studies of L2 written feedback would shed a light on a number 

of relevant questions. On the one hand it might be elucidated to what extent learners 

benefit from the gains that this written CF entails beyond the data collection period. On 

the other hand, it may be determined if reformulation fosters a more durable learning of 

some given linguistic aspects over the others. A more longitudinal research is needed, 

therefore, that verified and measured the durability of the effects of reformulation on the 

learners and followed up the participants' progress over a longer period of time. 

 Noticing and how to measure it with children provides another area worthy of 

examination. As already explained, at times participants underlined long chunks of the 

written CF. Although there were several problematic aspects to pay attention to, both 

morphological and lexical in nature, these participants just underlined a given sentence 

as a whole, which raises reasonable doubts about whether they had succeeded in noticing 

all these aspects. Futures studies that triangulated the findings of different measures of 

noticing would be advisable so that it could be determined which fits best the children's 

approach to reformulations and, therefore, better capture and help them voice their 

thought processes.  

 Another fruitful area for future research might be the written output produced by 

the participants. Examining the texts produced both in the output-only and in the 

rewriting stage would provide valuable and reliable information about the gains and 

drawbacks of reformulation not yet described in the present study. Such effects, which 

would not show up in the use and orientation of the different strategies described in this 

research, may unfold in such features of the final products as their length or their lexical, 

morpho-syntactic and discourse features.  

 A key aspect of the present study, that of instruction, also merits further 

investigation.  The findings reported in this research indicate that, in general terms - and 

especially in the case of lower proficiency learners — the participants in RIG produced 

low quality commentaries which often deviated from the guidelines provided during the 

treatment period. Besides, their notes were overall less effective that those taken by the 

participants in RG, who did not receive any instructions whatsoever. The low quality of 
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the commentaries produced by the participants in the RIG might be pointing out that the 

guidance provided during the treatment period was neither adequate nor sufficient. Thus, 

further research intended to improve the content of the instructions delivered during the 

treatment regarding note-taking and the way they were explained and demonstrated is 

highly recommended. It could also be deduced by the poor quality of the notes that the 

guidance was not insufficient but oriented towards a mistaken goal, i.e., an emphasis was 

put on what to do after noticing has taken place - taking notes - but not on what to do in 

order to enhance and make the most of this deep internal phenomenon. It could be argued 

that at times failure to engage in quality noticing might not be the result of linguistic 

related factors (such as low proficiency), but possibly caused by inexperience with 

processing feedback. If this was so, instruction could represent a valid remedy and, 

therefore, future studies should look at the effects of different instructional treatments 

with a view of designing a set of guidelines that would more adequately help learners 

engage in noticing processes and thus make the most of reformulations.   

 Another area of inquiry is constituted by the changing roles that reformulation 

played and the different factors that fostered each of them. It has been reported in this 

study that reformulations had an expected, triggering effect on the participant's 

subsequent productions in most cases. However, the data evidenced that reformulations 

also played a deterrent role that at times even led some learners to downgrade their output 

in the rewriting stage. This raises important questions as to what amount of changes the 

learners can deal with, and where the limit lies from when a reformulation stops being a 

source for learning and becomes a hindrance that prevents it from happening. Perhaps 

the focus of attention should not be exclusively on how to teach learners to make the 

most of reformulations, as is the case with the present study, but also on what parameters 

should be taken into account so that reformulations might become a more useful written 

corrective feedback technique. Further research that inquired into this matter would be 

advisable.  

 

IV.5 Conclusion 
 

Although EFL writing is currently being introduced at an early age in many 

educational systems, very little information has so far been gathered about young EFL 

learners’ writing and their learning contexts (Roca de Larios et al, 2016). There is thus a 
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need to include this underexplored population in the research agenda because it has its 

own characteristic goals and writing practices (Manchón et al., 2007; Roca de Larios et 

al., 2016). The present study has contributed to address this gap from different 

perspectives. First, it has broadened the data base of research into L2 writing strategies, 

mainly focused on adults, by analysing their use by young learners. It has also shown that 

the notion of writing strategies, which has traditionally been a domain of individual 

writing research, can also be applied in a rigorous and systematic fashion to the study of 

collaborative writing processes, with the concomitant avenues for future comparative 

research of both writing modes (individual and collaborative) that this approach might 

offer. Third, in order to explore the range of strategic processes involved in the joint 

construction of texts, the study has made use of the integrated notion of problem-solving 

strategy cluster (PSSC). This construct, which has previously been used only in individual 

writing with children (Macaro, 2007) and adolescent and adults (Roca de Larios et al., 

1999), incorporates the notion of strategy orientation as a new analytical category to 

ascertain the language learning potential of writing strategies. Fourth, the study is also 

unique in linking the analysis of writing strategies with written feedback. It has shown 

that the incorporation of feedback in the revised text is not a black and white issue but 

one in which writing strategies operate as they do in ordinary written output production. 

Finally, the longitudinal nature of the research, conducted over a period of 16 weeks is a 

valid alternative to most “one-shot” studies on WCF which have usually been conducted 

in a much shorter period of time. The study thus offers relevant insights about the positive 

and negative effects of instruction on children’s strategic behaviour in their joint 

construction of texts. 

 

 

  

 

 

 

 

 



346 
 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



347 
 
 

References 
 

Adams, R. (2003). L2 output, reformulation and noticing: Implications for IL 

development. Language Teaching Research, 7 (3), 347-376. 

 

Adams, R. (2006). L2 Tasks and Orientation to Form. International Journal of Applied 

Linguistics, 152 (1), 7-33. 

 

Alamargot, D. & Chanquoy, L. (2001). Through the Models of Writing. Dordrecht: 

Kluwer Academic Plublishers. 

 

Alegría de la Colina, A. & García Mayo, P. (2007). Attention to form across collaborative 

tasks by low-proficiency learners in EFL setting. In P. García Mayo (Ed.), Investigating 

Tasks in Formal Language Learning (pp. 91-116). Clevedon: Multilingual Matters. 

 

Allwright, J. (1988). Don’t correct–reformulate. ELT Documents. 129, 109-116. 
 

Allwright, R. L., Woodley, M.P., & Allwright, J. M. (1988). Investigating reformulation 

as a practical strategy for the teaching of academic writing. Applied Linguistics, 9 (3), 

236-256. 

 

Anderson (1983). The architecture of cognition. Cambridge, MA: Harvard University 

Press.   

 

Armengol-Castells, L. (2001). Text-generating strategies of three multilingual writers: A 

protocol-based study. Language Awareness, 10 (2-3), 91-106. 

 

Armengol, L. & Cots, J. M. (2009). Attention processes observed in think-aloud 

protocols: Two multilingual informants writing in two languages. Language Awareness, 

18 (3-4), 259-276. 

 

Baker, C. (2011). Foundations of Bilingual Education. Clevedon: Multilingual Matters. 

 



348 
 
 

Barnawi, O. (2010). Promoting Noticing through Collaborative Feedback Tasks in EFL 

College Writing Classrooms. International journal of teaching and learning in higher 

education, 22 (2), 209-217. 

 

Barnawi, O. (2011). Finding a place for critical thinking and self-voice in college English 

as a foreign language writing classrooms. English Language Teaching, 4 (2), 190. 

 

Barton, A., & Bragg, J. (2010). Springboard to Languages project: Phase 3 report. 

University of Manchester, Manchester. 

 

Bereiter, C. (1980). Development in writing. In L. W. Gregg & E. R. Steinberg (Eds.). 

Cognitive processes in writing (pp. 73-93). Hillsdale, NJ: Erlbaum. 

 

Bereiter, C., & Scardamalia, M. (1987). The psychology of written composition. Mahwah, 

NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum.   

 

Berman, R. (1994). Learners' transfer of writing skills between languages. TESL Canada 

Journal, 12 (1), 29-46. 

 

Bialystok, E. (1988). Aspects of linguistic awareness in reading comprehension. Applied 

Psycholinguistics, 9 (2), 123-139. 

 

Bialystok, E. (1994). Analysis and control in the development of second language 

proficiency. Studies in Second Language Acquisition, 16 (2), 157-168. 

 

Bialystok, E. (2001). Metalinguistic aspects of bilingual processing. Annual Review of 

Applied Linguistics, 21, 169-181. 

 

Bialystok, E., & Ryan, E. B. (1985). Towards a definition of metalinguistic skill. Merrill-

Palmer Quarterly, 31, 229-251. 

 

Bitchener, J. (2008). Evidence in support of written corrective feedback. Journal of 

Second Language Writing, 17 (2), 102-118. 



349 
 
 

Bitchener, J. (2012). A reflection on ‘the language learning potential’ of written CF. 

Journal of Second Language Writing, 21 (4), 348-363.  

 

Bitchener, J., & Knoch, U. (2008). The value of written corrective feedback for migrant 

and international students. Language Teaching Research, 12 (3), 409-431. 

 

Bitchener, J. & Storch, N. (2016). Written Corrective Feedback for L2 Development. 

Bristol: Multilingual Matters.  

 

Birdsong, D. (1989). Introduction. In  D. Birdsong (Ed.), Metalinguistic Performance and 

Interlinguistic Competence (pp. 1-9). Berlin: Springer Berlin Heidelberg.  

 

Bot de, K. (1996). The psycholinguistics of the output hypothesis. Language Learning, 

46 (3), 529-555. 

 

Byrnes, H. & Manchón, R. (2014). Task based language learning - Insights from and for 

L2 writing. Amsterdam: John Benjamin Publishing Company.  

 

Campillo, J. M. (2008). Children´s use of free-writing strategies in English as a Foreign 

Language. Unpublished Master’s Thesis. University of Murcia. 

 

Camps, A. & Milian, M. (2000). Metalinguistic activity in learning to write, Amsterdam: 

Amsterdam University Press.  

 

Camps, A., Guasch, O., Milian, M., & Ribas, T. (2000). Metalinguistic activity: The link 

between writing and learning to write. In A. Camps & M. Milian (Eds) Metalinguistic 

activity in learning to write (pp. 103-124). Amsterdam: Amsterdam University Press. 

 

Cánovas, J., Roca de Larios, J. & Coyle, Y. (2015). The use of models as a written 

feedback technique with young EFL learners. System, 52, 63-77. 

 

Chenoweth, N. A., & Hayes, J. R. (2001). Fluency in writing generating text in L1 and 

L2. Written communication, 18 (1), 80-98. 



350 
 
 

Clark, H. & Clark, E. (1997). Psychology and Language. New York: Harcourt Brace 

Jovanovich. 

 

Cohen, A. D. (1983). Reformulation compositions. TESOL Newsletter, 17 (6), 1-5. 

 

Conrad, S. M., & Goldstein, L. M. (1999). ESL student revision after teacher-written 

comments: Text, contexts, and individuals. Journal of Second Language Writing, 8 (2), 

147-179. 

 

Coyle Y. & Roca de Larios, J. (2014). Exploring the role played by error correction and 

models on children’s reported noticing and output production in a L2 writing task. Studies 

in Second Language Acquisition, 36 (3), 451-485. 

 

Corder, S. P. (1981). Error Analysis and Interlanguage. Oxford: Oxford University Press.  

 

Cowan, N. (1988). Evolving conceptions of memory storage, selective attention, and their 

mutual constraints within the human information-processing system. Psychological 

Bulletin, 104 (2), 163. 

 

Cumming, A. (1989). Writing expertise and second-language proficiency. Language 

Learning, 39 (1), 81-135. 

 

Cumming, A. (1990). Metalinguistic and Ideational Thinking in Second Language 

Composing. Written Communication, 7 (4), 482-511. 

 

Cumming, A. (2012). Goal theory and second-language writing development, two ways. 

In R. Manchón (Ed.), L2 Writing Development: Multiple Perspectives (pp. 135-164). 

Berlin: De Gruyter Mouton. 

 

DeKeyser, R. M. (1997). Beyond explicit rule learning: Automatizing second language 

morphosyntax. Studies in Second Language Acquisition, 19 (2), 195-221. 

 



351 
 
 

DeKeyser, R. M. (1998). Beyond focus on form: Cognitive perspectives on learning and 

practicing second language grammar. In C. Doughty & J. Williams (Eds.), Focus on Form 

in Classroom Second Language Acquisition (pp. 42-63). New York: CUP. 

 

DeKeyser, R. M. (2007). Skill acquisition theory. In B. VanPatten  & J. Williams (Eds.), 

Theories in Second Language Acquisition (pp. 97-113). Mahwah NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum 

Associates.  

 

DiNitto, R. (2000). Can collaboration be unsuccessful? A sociocultural analysis of 

classroom setting and Japanese L2 performance in group tasks. The Journal of the 

Association of Teachers of Japanese, 34 (2), 179-210. 

 

Dolz, J., & Erard, S. (2000). Metaverbal activities as an approach to teach spoken and 

written genres. In A. Camps & M. Milian (Eds.), Metalinguistic activity in learning to 

write (pp. 125-144). Amsterdam: Amsterdam University Press. 

 

Donato, R. (1994). Collective scaffolding in second language learning. In J. P. Lantolf & 

G. Appel (Eds.), Vygotskian approaches to second language research (p. 33-56). 

Westport: Ablex Publishing Corporation. 

 

Dörnyei, Z. & Kormos, J. (1998). Problem-solving mechanisms in L2 communication. 

Studies in Second Language Acquisition, 20 (3), 349-385. 

 

Doughty, C. (2001). Cognitive underpinnings of focus on form. In P. Robinson (Ed.), 

Cognition and Second Language Instruction (pp. 206-257). Cambridge: CUP. 

 

Doughty, C & Williams, J. (Eds). (1998). Focus on Form in Classroom Second Language 

Acquisition. Cambridge: CUP.  

 

Eckerth (2008). Investigating consciousness-raising tasks: Pedagogically targeted and 

non-targeted language-learning. International Journal of Applied Linguistics, 18 (2), 121-

145. 

 



352 
 
 

Ede, L. S., & Lunsford, A. A. (1990). Singular texts/plural authors: Perspectives on 

collaborative writing. Illinois: SIU Press. 

 

Elder, C. (2009). Reconciling accountability and development needs in heritage language 

education: A communication challenge for the evaluation consultant. Language Teaching 

Research, 13 (1), 15-33. 

 

Ellis, N. (2005). At the interface: Dynamic interactions of explicit and implicit language 

knowledge. Studies in Second Language Acquisition, 27 (2), 305-352.  

 

Ellis, R. (1995). Interpretation tasks for grammar teaching. Tesol Quarterly, 29 (1), 87-

105. 

 

Ellis, R. (1997). SLA research and Language Teaching. New York: OUP. 

 

Ellis, R. (1999). Item versus system learning: Explaining free variation. Applied 

Linguistics, 20 (4), 460-480. 

 

Ellis, R. (2001). Introduction: Investigating form-focused instruction. Language 

Learning, 51 (1), 1-46. 

 

Ellis, R. (2004). The definition and measurement of L2 explicit knowledge. Language 

Learning, 54 (2). 227-275. 

 

Ellis, R. (2009). Implicit and explicit knowledge in second language learning, testing and 

teaching. Bristol: Multilingual Matters. 

 

Ellis, R. (2010). Epilogue: A framework for investigating oral and written corrective 

feedback. Studies in Second Language Acquisition. 32 (2), 335-349.  

 

Ellis, R., & Heimbach, R. (1997). Bugs and birds: Children's acquisition of second 

language vocabulary through interaction. System, 25 (2), 247-259. 

 



353 
 
 

Ellis, R., Sheen, Y., Murakami, M., & Takashima, H. (2008). The effects of focused and 

unfocused written corrective feedback in an English as a foreign language context. 

System, 36 (3), 353-371. 

 

Fagan, W. T., & Hayden, H. M. (1988). Writing Processes in French and English of Fifth 

Grade French Immersion Students. Canadian Modern Language Review, 44 (4), 653-68. 

 

Fayol, M. (1994). From declarative and procedural knowledge to the management of 

declarative and procedural knowledge. European Journal of Pshychology of Education, 

6, 101-109. 

 

Fayol, M., Alamargot, M. D., & Berninger, V. (Eds.). (2012). Translation of thought to 

written text while composing: Advancing theory, knowledge, research methods, tools, and 

applications. New York: Psychology Press. 

 

Fazio, L. L. (2001). The effect of corrections and commentaries on the journal writing 

accuracy of minority- and majority-language students. Journal of Second Language 

Writing, 10 (4), 235-249. 

 

Fernández Dobao, A. (2012). Collaborative dialogue in learner–learner and learner–

native speaker interaction. Applied Linguistics, 33 (3), 229-256. 

 

Fernández Dobao, A. F. (2014). Vocabulary learning in collaborative tasks: A 

comparison of pair and small group work. Language Teaching Research, 18 (4), 497-

520. 

 

Ferris, D. (2010). Second language writing research and written corrective feedback in 

SLA. Intersections and practical applications. Studies in Second Language Acquisition, 

32 (2), 181-201. 

 

Flower, L., & Hayes, J. R. (1981). A cognitive process theory of writing. College 

Composition and Communication, 32 (4), 365-387. 

 



354 
 
 

Fortune, A. (2005). Learners’ Use of Metalanguage in Collaborative Form-focused L2 

Output Tasks. Language Awareness, 14 (1), 21 - 38. 

 

Fortune, A. & Thorpe, D. (2001). Knotted and entangled: New light on the identification, 

classification and value of language related episodes in collaborative output tasks. 

Language Awareness, 10, (2-3), 143-160.  

 

Galbraith, D. (2009). Galbraith, David. 2009. Cognitive models of writing. German as a 

Foreign Language (2–3). 7–22. 

 

Gass, (1987). The resolution of conflicts among competing systems: A bidirectional 

perspective. Applied Psycholinguistics, 8 (4), 329-350. 

 

Gass, S. M. (1988). Integrating Research Areas: A Framework for Second Language 

Studies1. Applied linguistics, 9 (2), 198-217. 

 

Gass, S. M. (1997). Input, interaction, and the second language learner. Mahwah, NJ: 

Erlbaum 

 

Gass, S. & Mackey, A. (2007). Input, interaction and output in second language 

acquisiton. In B. VanPatten & J. Williams (Eds.), Theories in Second Language 

Acquisition: An Introduction (pp. 175-199). Mahwah NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum Associates. 

 

García Mayo, P. (2002a). The effectiveness of two form-focused tasks in advanced EFL 

pedagogy. International Journal of Applied Linguistics, 12 (2), 156-175. 

 

García Mayo, P. (2002b). Interaction in advance EFL pedagogy: A comparison of form-

focused activities. International Journal of Educational Research, 37 (3), 323-341 

 

Geist, M. (2013). Noticing in L2 writing: problem-solving strategies and individual 

differences. Doctoral Dissertation. Ludwig-Maximilians-Universität, München. 

 



355 
 
 

Gilabert, R., Manchón, R., & Vasylets, O. (2016). Mode in theoretical and empirical 

TBLT research: Advancing research agendas. Annual Review of Applied Linguistics, 36, 

117-135. 

 

Grabe, W., & Kaplan, R. B. (1996). Theory and practice of writing: An applied linguistics 

perspective. Harlow: Pearson Education. 

 

Gutiérrez, X. (2008). What does metalinguistic activity in learners' interaction during a 

collaborative L2 writing task look like? The Modern Language Journal, 92(4), 519-537. 

 

Gutiérrez, X. (2011). Implicit knowledge, explicit knowledge, and achievement in second 

language (L2) Spanish. The Canadian Journal of Applied Linguistics, 15 (1), 20.  

 

Gutiérrez, X. (2013). Metalinguistic Knowledge in Language-Related Episodes with 

Covert Metalinguistic Activity. The Metalinguistic Dimension in Instructed Second 

Language Learning, 1, 147. 

 

Hall, C. (1990). Managing the complexity of revising across languages. Tesol Quarterly, 

24 (1), 43-60. 

 

Han, Z., Park, E. S., & Combs, C. (2008). Textual enhancement of input: Issues and 

possibilities. Applied Linguistics, 29 (4), 597-618. 

 

Han, Y., & Hyland, F. (2015). Exploring learner engagement with written corrective 

feedback in a Chinese tertiary EFL classroom. Journal of Second Language Writing, 30, 

31-44. 

 

Hanaoka, O. (2006). Noticing from models and reformulations: A case study of two 

Japanese EFL learners. Sophia Linguistica, 54, 167-192. 

 

Hanaoka, O. (2007). Output, noticing, and learning: An investigation into the role of 

spontaneous attention to form in a four-stage writing task. Language Teaching Research, 

11 (4), 459-479. 



356 
 
 

Hanaoka, O. & Izumi, S. (2012). Noticing and uptake: Addressing pre-articulated covert 

problems in L2 writing. Journal of Second Language Writing, 21 (4), 332-347. 

 

Hanson, C., & Hirst, W. (1988). Frequency encoding of token and type information. 

Journal of Experimental Psychology: Learning, Memory, and Cognition, 14 (2), 289.  

 

Harklau, L. (2002). The role of writing in classroom in second language acquisition. 

Journal of Second Language Writing, 11 (4), 329-350. 

 

Hatasa, Y. A., & Soeda, E. (2000). Investigating the use of L2 writingstrategies: The case 

of Japanese. In AAAL 2000 Conference, Vancouver, Canada. 

 

Hyland, F. (1998). The impact of teacher written feedback on individual writers. Journal 

of Second Language Writing, 7 (3), 255-286. 

 

Hyland, F. (2010). Future directions in feedback on second language writing: Overview 

and research agenda. International Journal of English Studies, 10 (2), 171-182.  

 

Hyland, K. (2011).  Learning to write: Issues in theory, research, and pedagogy.  In 

Manchón, R.M. (Ed.) Learning to Write and Writing to Learn in an Additional Language 

(pp. 17-35).  Amsterdam: John Benjamins. 

 

Hyland, F. & Hyland, K. (2001). Sugaring the pill: Praise and criticism in written 

feedback. Journal of Second Language Writing, 10 (3), 185-212. 

 

Hedgecock, j. & Lefkowitz, N. (1994). Feedback on feedback. Assessing learner 

receptivity in second language writing. Journal of Second Language Writing, 3, 141-163.  

 

Henry, K. (1996). Early L2 Writing Development: A Study of Autobiographical Essays 

by University‐Level Students of Russian. The Modern Language Journal, 80 (3), 309-

326. 

 



357 
 
 

Hidi, S. & Renninger, K. (2006). The four-phase model of interest development. 

Educational Psychologist, 41 (2), 111-127. 

 

Hirvela, A., Hyland, K. & Manchón, R. M. (2016).  Dimensions in L2 writing theory and 

research: Learning to write and writing to learn. In R. M. Manchón & P. K. Matsuda 

(Eds.), The handbook of second and foreign language writing (pp. 45-64). Boston, MA: 

De Gruyter Mouton. 

 

Housen, A. & Kuiken, F. (2009). Complexity, accuracy and fluency in second language 

acquisition. Applied Linguistics, 30(4), 461-473. 

 

Hu, G. (2002). Psychological constraints on the utility of metalinguistic knowledge in 

second language production. Studies in Second Language Acquisition, 24(03), 347-386. 

 

Ives, Debra. (2004). Three NS-NNS upper primary school pairs. A case study. Australian 

Language & Literacy Matters. 1 (4), 11–16.  

 

Izumi, S. (2002). Output, input enhancement, and the noticing hypothesis. Studies in 

Second Language Acquisition, 24(04), 541-577. 

 

Izumi, S. (2003). Comprehension and production processes in second language learning: 

In search of the psycholinguistic rationale of the output hypothesis. Applied Linguistics, 

24(2), 168—196.  

 

Izumi, S. (2013). Noticing and L2 development: Theoretical, empirical, and pedagogical 

issues. In J. M. Bergsleithner, S. N. Frota, & J. K. Yoshioka (Eds.), Noticing and Second 

Language Acquisition: Studies in honor of Richard Schmidt (pp. 25-38). Honolulu: 

National Foreign Language Resource Center, University of Hawai’i. 

 

Izumi, S. & Bigelow, M. (2000). Does output promote noticing and second language 

acquisition?. TESOL Quarterly, 34 (2), 239-278. 

 



358 
 
 

James, C. (1998). Errors in language learning and use. Essex, UK: Addison Wesley 

Longman.  

 

Jiang, N. (2000). Lexical representation and development in a second language. Applied 

Linguistics, 21(1), 47-77. 

 

Johns, A. M. (2003). Genre and ESL/EFL composition instruction. In B. Kroll (Ed.), 

Exploring the dynamics of second language writing (pp. 195-217). Cambridge: 

Cambridge University Press. 

 

Jones, C.S. & Tetroe, J. (1987). Composing in a second language. In A. Matsuhashi 

(ed.).Writing in real time: Modelling production processes (pp. 34-57). Norwood, NJ: A 

blex.  

 

Jourdenais, Reneé (2001) Protocol analysis and SLA. In Peter. Robinson (Ed.), Cognition 

and second language acquisition (pp. 354-375). New York: Cambridge. 

 

Karmiloff-Smith, C. (1992). Beyond modularity. A developmental perspective on 

cognitive science. Cambridge: MIT Press. 

 

Kellogg, R. T. (1996). A model of working memory in writing. In C. M. Levy & S. 

Ransdell (Eds.),The science of writing: Theories, methods, individual differences, and 

applications (pp. 57-71). Hillsdale : Lawrence Erlbaum Associate 

 

Khaldieh, S. A. (2000). Learning strategies and writing processes of proficient vs. less‐

proficient1 learners of Arabic. Foreign Language Annals, 33 (5), 522-533. 

 

Kim, Y. (2008). The contribution of collaborative and individual tasks to the acquisition 

of L2 vocabulary. The Modern Language Journal, 92 (1), 114-130.  

 

Kim, Y., & McDonough, K. (2008). The effect of interlocutor proficiency on the 

collaborative dialogue between Korean as a second language learners. Language 

Teaching Research, 12 (2), 211-234. 



359 
 
 

Klein, W. (1986). Second Language Acquisition. Cambridge: Cambridge University 

Press. 

 

Kobayashi, H., & Rinnert, C. (1992). Effects of first language on second language 

writing: Translation versus direct composition. Language Learning, 42(2), 183-209. 

 

Kobayashi, H., & Rinnert, C. (2001). Factors relating to EFL writers' discourse level 

revision skills. International Journal of English Studies, 1(2), 71-101. 

 

Kormos, J. (2012). The role of individual differences in L2 writing. Journal of Second 

Language Writing, 21(4), 390-403. 

 

Kowal, M., & Swain, M. (1994). Using collaborative language production tasks to 

promote students’ language awareness 1. Language Awareness, 3 (2), 73-93. 

 

Krashen, S. D. (1984). Writing, Research, Theory, and Applications. Oxford: Pergamon. 

 

Kuiken, F. & Vedder, I. (2002a). Collaborative writing in L2: The effect of group 

interaction on text quality. In S. Ransdell & M. Barbier (Eds.), New Directions for 

Research in L2 Writing (pp. 169-188). Dordrecht: Kluwer. 

 

Kuiken, F. & Vedder, I. (2002b). The effect of interaction in acquiring the gramar of a 

second language. International Journal of Educational Research, 37, 343-358.  

 

Kuiken, F. & Vedder, I. (2005). Noticing and the role of interaction in promoting 

language learning. In A. Housen & M. Pierrard (Eds.), Investigations in Instructed Second 

Language Acquisition (pp. 353-383). Berlin: Mouton de Gruyter. 

 

Lantolf, J. P. (2000). Second language learning as a mediated process. Language 

Teaching, 33 (02), 79-96. 

 



360 
 
 

Lapkin, S., Swain, M., & Smith, M. (2002). Reformulation and the learning of French 

pronominal verbs in a Canadian French immersion context. The Modern Language 

Journal, 86 (4), 485-507.  

 

Lázaro Ibarrola, A. (2009). Reformulation and self-correction: testing the validity of 

correction strategies in the classroom. RESLA, 22, 189-215. 

 

Leeman, J. (2007). Feedback in L2 learning: Responding to errors during practice. In R.  

 

Levelt, W.J.M. (1989). Speaking. Cambridge, Mass: MIT Press. 

 

Dekeyser (Ed.), Practice in a second language: Perspectives from applied linguistics and 

cognitive psychology (p. 111-137). New York: Cambridge University Press. 

 

Leeser, M. J. (2004). Learner proficiency and focus on form during collaborative 

dialogue. Language Teaching Research, 8(1), 55-81. 

 

Leki, I. (1991). The preferences of ESL students for error correction in college‐level 

writing classes. Foreign Language Annals, 24 (3), 203-218. 

 

Leow, R. P. (1997). Attention, awareness, and foreign language behavior. Language 

Learning, 47 (3), 467-505. 

 

Leow, R. P. (2001). Do learners notice enhanced forms while interacting with the L2?: 

An online and offline study of the role of written input enhancement in L2 reading. 

Hispania, 84, 496-509. 

 

Leow, R. P. (2013). Schmidt’s noticing hypothesis: More than two decades after. In  . 

Bergsleithner, J.M., Frota, S.N. & Yoshioka, J. K.  (Eds). Noticing and second language 

acquisition: Studies in honor in Richard Schmidt (pp.23-35). National Foreign Language 

Resource Center. University of Hawaaii at Manoa. 

 



361 
 
 

Leow, R. P. (2015). Explicit Learning in the L2 Classroom: A Student-centered 

Approach. London: Routledge. 

 

Levenson, E. A. (1978). Error analysis of free composition: The theory and the practice. 

Indian Journal of Applied Linguistics, 4(1), 11. 

 

Lindgren, E., Spellman Miller, K., & Sullivan, K. P. (2008). Development of fluency and 

revision in L1 and L2 writing in Swedish high school years eight and nine. ITL 

International Journal of Applied Linguistics, 156, 133-151. 

 

Llach, M. (2010). Examining the role of L2 proficiency in L2 reading-writing 

relationships. Estudios Ingleses de la Universidad Complutense, 18 (1),  35-52. 

 

Lo, J., & Hyland, F. (2007). Enhancing students’ engagement and motivation in writing: 

The case of primary students in Hong Kong. Journal of Second Language Writing, 16 

(4), 219-237. 

 

López Serrano, S. (in progress). A think-aloud protocol analysis of language related 

episodes in L2 writing: The role of proficiency. Doctoral Dissertation. University of 

Murcia. 

 

Long, M. H. (1996). The role of the linguistic environment in second language 

acquisition. In W. Ritchie & T. Bhatia (Eds), Handbook of research on second language 

acquisition (pp. 413-468). New York: Academic. 

 

Macaro, E. (2006). Strategies for language learning and for language use: Revising the 

theoretical framework. The Modern Language Journal, 90 (3), 320-337. 

 

Macaro, E. (2007). Language learner strategies: adhering to a theoretical framework. The 

Language Learning Journal, 35 (2), 239-243. 

 

Macaro, E. (2014). Reframing task performance: The relationship between tasks, 

strategic behaviour, and linguistic knowledge in writing. In H. Byrnes & R.M. Manchón 



362 
 
 

(Eds), Task-Based Language Learning. Insights from and for L2 Writing, (pp. 53-77). 

Amstredam: John Bejamins. 

 

Mackey, A. (2006). Feedback, noticing and instructed second language learning. Applied 

linguistics, 27 (3), 405-430. 

 

Mackey, A. (2007). Interaction as practice. In R. Dekeyser (Ed.), Practice in a second 

language: Perspectives from applied linguistics and cognitive psychology (p. 85-110). 

New York: Cambridge University Press. 

 

Mackey, A., Gass, S., & McDonough, K. (2000). How do learners perceive interactional 

feedback?. Studies in Second Language Acquisition, 22 (04), 471-497. 

 

Mackey, A., & Oliver, R. (2002). Interactional feedback and children’s L2 development. 

System, 30 (4), 459-477. 

 

Mackey, A., & Polio, C. (Eds.). (2009). Multiple perspectives on interaction: Second 

language research in honor of Susan M. Gass. London: Routledge. 

 

Malmqvist, A. (2005). How does group discussion in reconstruction tasks affect written 

language output?. Language Awareness, 14 (2-3), 128-141. 

 

Manchón (1997). Learners’ strategies in L2 composing. Communication & Cognition,39 

(1-2), 91-113. 

 

Manchón, R. (2001). Trends in the conceptualizations second language composing 

strategies: a critical analysis. International Journal of English Studies, 2 (1), 47-70. 

 

Manchón, R. (2011). Writing to learn the language. In R.Manchón (Ed.), Learning-to-

Write and Writing-to-Learn in an Additional Language (pp. 61-82). Amsterdam: John 

Benjamin Publishing Company.  

 



363 
 
 

Manchón, R. (2014). The internal dimension of tasks: The interaction between task 

factors and learner factors in bringing about learning through writing. In H. Byrnes & R. 

M. Manchón (Eds.), Task-based language learning—Insights from and for L2 writing 

(pp. 27–53). Amsterdam, The Netherlands: John Benjamins. 

 

Manchón, R. & Roca de Larios, J. (2007). On the temporal nature of planning in L1 and 

L2 composing. Language Learning, 57 (4), 549-593. 

 

Manchón, R. M., Roca de Larios, J. & Murphy, L. (2007). Lexical retrieval processes and 

strategies in second language writing: A synthesis of empirical research. International 

Journal of English Studies, 7 (4). 147-172. 

 

Manchon, R. M., Roca de Larios, J., & Murphy, L. (2009). The temporal dimension and 

problem-solving nature of foreign language composing processes: Implications for 

theory. In R. Manchón (Ed), Writing in foreign language contexts: Learning, Teaching, 

and Research (pp. 102-129). Bristol: Multilingual Matters. 

 

Manchón, R. M., Murphy, L. & Roca de Larios, J. (2009). Lexical retrieval processes and 

strategies in second language writing: A synthesis of empirical research. International 

Journal of English Studies, 7 (2), 149-174. 

 

Manchón, R. & Roca de Larios, J. (2011). Writing to learn in FL contexts. Exploring 

learners’ perceptions of the language learning potential of L2 writing. In R. Manchón 

(Ed.), Learning-to-write and Writing-to-learn in an Additional Language (pp. 181-207). 

Amsterdam: John Benjamin Publishing Company. 

 

Manchón, R. M., & Williams, J. (2016). L2 writing and SLA studies. In R. M. Manchón 

& P. K. Matsuda (Eds.), The handbook of second and foreign language writing (pp 567-

586). Boston, MA: De Gruyter Mouton. 

 

Matsuda, P. K., & De Pew, K. E. (2002). Special issue on early L2 writing. Journal of 

Second Language Writing, 11 (4), 261-268. 

 



364 
 
 

McCarthey, S. J., Guo, Y. H., & Cummins, S. (2005). Understanding changes in 

elementary Mandarin students’ L1 and L2 writing. Journal of Second Language Writing, 

14 (2), 71-104. 

 

McCutchen, D. (1996). A capacity theory of writing: Working memory in composition. 

Educational Psychology Review, 8 (3), 299-325. 

 

McCutchen, D. (2000). Knowledge, processing, and working memory: Implications for 

a theory of writing. Educational Psychologist, 35 (1), 13-23. 

 

McLauhglin, B. (1990). ‘Concious’ versus ‘unconcious’ learning. TESOL Quarterly, 24 

(4), 617-634. 

 

McMullen, M. G. (2009). Using language learning strategies to improve the writing skills 

of Saudi EFL students: Will it really work?. System, 37 (3), 418-433. 

 

Mellow, J. D. (2008). The emergence of complex syntax: A longitudinal case study of 

the ESL development of dependency resolution. Lingua, 118 (4), 499-521. 

 

Milton, J. & Alexiou, T. (2006) Language aptitude development in young learners. In C. 

Abello-Contesse, R. DeKeyser, P. Chandler, Fco. Gallardo del Puerto, M. L. García 

Lecumberri, K. Geeslin, P. Guijarro-Fuentes, J. Milton, C. Muñoz, C. Pérez-Vidal, Gloria 

Ruiz-González & T. Scovel (Eds.) The age factor in L2 acquisition and teaching (pp.177-

192). Monograph issue of ELIA (Estudios de Linguística Inglesa Aplicada), Peter Lang 

Publishers, Spain. 

 

Mitchell, R. (2000). Anniversary article. Applied linguistics and evidence-based 

classroom practice: the case of foreign language grammar pedagogy. Applied Linguistics, 

21 (3), 281-303. 

 

Moragne e Silva, M. (1988). A Study of Composing in a First and a Second Language. 

Texas Papers in Foreign Language Education, 1 (2), 132-151. 

 



365 
 
 

Muranoi, H. (2007). Output practice in the L2 classroom. In R. DeKeyser (Ed.), Practice 

in a Second Language. Perspectives from Applied Linguistics and Cognitive Psychology 

(pp. 51-84). New York: Cambridge University Press.  

 

Murphy, L. & Roca de Larios, J. (2010). Searching for words: One strategic use of the 

mother tongue by advanced Spanish EFL writers.  Journal of Second Language Writing, 

19 (2), 61-81. 

 

Myles, F. (2004). From Data to Theory: the Over‐Representation of Linguistic 

Knowledge in SLA. Transactions of the Philological Society, 102 (2), 139-168. 

 

Nassaji, H., & Swain, M. (2000). A Vygotskian perspective on corrective feedback in L2: 

The effect of random versus negotiated help on the learning of English articles. Language 

Awareness, 9 (1), 34-51. 

 

Nassaji, H. & Tian, J. (2010). Collaborative and individual output tasks and their effects 

on learning English phrasal verbs. Language Teaching Research, 14 (4), 397-419. 

 

Norris, J., & Ortega, L. (2003). Defining and measuring SLA. In C. J. Doughty & M. H. 

Long (Eds.), The handbook of second language acquisition (pp. 716-761). Oxford: 

Blackwell Publishing Ltd. 

 

Niu, R. (2009). Effect of task-inherent production modes on EFL learners’ focus on form. 

Language Awareness, 18 (3), 384-402. 

 

Oliver, R. (2000). Age differences in negotiation and feedback in classroom and 

pairwork. Language Learning, 50 (1), 119-151. 

 

Oliver, R. (2002) The patterns of negotiation for meaning in child interactions. The 

Modern Language Journal 86, 97–111.  

 

Oliver, R., Philp, J., & Mackey, A. (2008). The impact of teacher input, guidance and 

feedback on ESL children's task-based interactions. In R. Oliver, J. Philp & A. Mackey 



366 
 
 

(Eds.), Second Language Acquisition and the Younger Learner. Child's Play? (pp. 131-

147) Amsterdam: John Benjamins Publishing Company. 

 

Olsen, S. (1999). Errors and compensatory strategies: A study of grammar and vocabulary 

in texts written by Norwegian learners of English. System, 27(2), 191-205.  

 

Ortega, L. (2009). Understanding Second Language Acquisition. London: Routledge. 

 

Ortega, L. (2012). Epilogue: Exploring L2 writing-SLA interfaces. Journal of Second 

Language Writing, 21 (4), 404-415. 

 

Pavlenko, A. (Ed.). (2009). The bilingual mental lexicon: Interdisciplinary approaches. 

Bristol: Multilingual Matters. 

 

Pennington, M. C. & So, S. (1993). Comparing writing process and product across two 

languages: A study of 6 Singaporean university student writers. Journal of Second 

Language Writing, 2 (1), 41-63.  

 

Pérez-Vidal, C., Torras, M. R., & Celaya, M. L. (2000). Age and EFL written 

performance by Catalan/Spanish bilinguals. Spanish Applied Linguistics, 4 (2), 267-290. 

 

Philp, J., Oliver, R., & Mackey, A. (Eds.). (2008). Second language acquisition and the  

younger learner: child's play? (Vol. 23). John Benjamins Publishing. 

 

Pica, T. (1994). Questions from the language classroom: Research perspectives. Tesol 

Quarterly, 28 (1), 49-79. 

 

Pica, T., Young, R. & Doughty, C. (1987). The impact of interaction on comprehension. 

Tesol Quarterly, 21 (4), 737-758. 

 

Pinter, A. (2006). Verbal evidence of task related strategies: Child versus adult 

interactions. System, 34 (4), 615-630. 

 



367 
 
 

Pinter, A. (2007). Some benefits of peer–peer interaction: 10-year-old children practising 

with a communication task. Language Teaching Research, 11 (2), 189-207. 

 

Polio, C. (2012). The relevance of second language acquisition theory to the written error 

correction debate. Journal of Second Language Writing, 21 (4), 375-389. 

 

Polio, C., & Williams, J. (2009). Teaching and testing writing. In M. H. Long and C. J. 

Doughty (Eds), The handbook of language teaching (pp. 486-517). Oxford: Wiley-

Blackwell. 

 

Poulisse, N. (1997). Language production in bilinguals. In A.M.B. de Groot & J.F. Kroll 

(Eds.), Tutorials in bilingualism: Psycholinguistic perspectives. Mahwah, N..J.: Erlbaum.   

 

Qi, D. (1998). An inquiry into language-switching in second language composing 

processes. Canadian Modern Language Review, 54 (3), 413-435. 

 

Qi, D. & Lapkin, S. (2001). Exploring the role of noticing in a three-stage second 

language writing task. Journal of Second Language Writing, 10 (4), 277-303. 

 

Raimes, A. (1987). Language proficiency, writing ability, and composing strategies: A 

study of ESL college student writers. Language Learning, 37 (3), 439-468. 

 

Reinders, H. (2009). Learner uptake and acquisition in three grammar-oriented 

production activities. Language Teaching Research, 13 (2), 201-222. 

 

Reinders, H. (2012). Towards a definition of intake in second language acquisition. 

Applied Research on English Language, 1 (2), 15-36 

 

Robinson, P. (1995). Attention, memory, and the “noticing” hypothesis. Language 

Learning, 45 (2), 283-331. 

 

Robinson, P. (2011). Task-based language learning: A review of issues. Language 

Learning, 61 (1), 1-36. 



368 
 
 

 

Robinson, P. (2005). Aptitude and second language acquisition. Annual Review of 

Applied Linguistics, 25, 46-73. 

 

Roehr, K. (2008). Metalinguistic knowledge and language ability in university-level L2 

learners. Applied Linguistics, 29 (2), 173-199. 

 

Roca de Larios, J. (1999). Cognitive processes in L 1 and L 2 writing: a cross-sectional 

study (Tesis Doctoral). Universidad de Murcia, Murcia. 

 

Roca de Larios, J., Murphy, L. & Manchón, R. (1999). The use of restructuring strategies 

in EFL writing: A study of Spanish learners of English as a foreign language. Journal of 

Second Language Writing, 8 (1), 13-44. 

 

Roca de Larios, J., Marín, J. & Murphy, L. (2001). A Temporal Analysis of Formulation 

Processes in L1 and L2 Writing. Language Learning, 51 (3), 497—538. 

 

Roca de Larios, J., Murphy, L., & Marin, J. (2002). A critical examination of L2 writing 

process research. In S. Randsdell & M. Barbier (Eds), New directions for research in L2 

writing (pp. 11-47). Berlin:Springer Netherlands. 

 

Roca de Larios, J., Manchón, R. M. & Murphy, L. (2006). Generating text in native and 

foreign language writing: A temporal analysis of problem solving formulation processes. 

The Modern Language Journal, 90 (1), 100-114. 

 

Roca de Larios, J. R., Nicolás-Conesa, F., & Coyle, Y. (2016). 12 Focus on writers: 

Processes and strategies. In In R. M. Manchón & P. K. Matsuda (Eds.), Handbook of 

Second and Foreign Language Writing (pp. 267-286). Boston, MA: De Gruyter Mouton. 

 

Roca de Larios, J., Manchón, R., Murphy, L., & Marín, J. (2008). The foreign language 

writer's strategic behaviour in the allocation of time to writing processes. Journal of 

Second Language Writing, 17 (1), 30-47.  

 



369 
 
 

Rosa, E., & O'Neill, M. D. (1999). Explicitness, intake, and the issue of Awareness. 

Studies in Second Language Acquisition, 21 (04), 511-556. 

 

Rosa, E. M., & Leow, R. P. (2004). Awareness, different learning conditions, and second 

language development. Applied psycholinguistics, 25(02), 269-292. 

 

Rutherford, W., & Smith, M. S. (1985). Consciousness-raising and universal grammar. 

Applied linguistics, 6, 274.  

 

Sachs, R. & Polio, C. (2007). Learners’ uses of two types of written feedback on an L2 

writing revision task. Studies in Second Language Acquisition, 29, 67-100. 

 

Salaberry, M. R. (1997). The Role of Input and Output Practice in Second Language 

Acquisition. Canadian Modern Language Review, 53(2), 422-451. 

 

Santos, D., Graham, S.,  & Vanderplank, R. (2008). Second language listening strategy 

research: Methodological challenges and perspectives. Evaluation and Research in 

Education, 21, 111–133. 

 

Santos, M., López-Serrano, S., & Manchón, R. M. (2010). The differential effects of two 

types of direct written corrective feedback on noticing and uptake: reformulation vs. error 

correction. International Journal of English Studies, 10(1), 131-154. 

 

Sasaki, M. (2000). Toward an empirical model of EFL writing processes: An exploratory 

study. Journal of Second Language Writing, 9 (3), 259-291. 

 

Sasaki, M. (2002). Building an empirically-based model of EFL learners’ writing 

processes. In S. Ransdell & M. Barbier (Eds.), New Directions for Research in L2 Writing 

(pp. 49-80). Berlin:Springer Netherlands. 

 

Sasaki, M. (2004). A multiple-data analysis of the 3.5-year development of EFL student 

writers. Language Learning, 54 (3), 525-582. 

 



370 
 
 

Sasaki, M., & Hirose, K. (1996). Explanatory variables for EFL students' expository 

writing. Language Learning, 46 (1), 137-168. 

 

Sengupta, S. (2000). An investigation into the effects of revision strategy instruction on 

L2 secondary school learners. System, 28 (1), 97-113. 

 

Schachter, J. (1986). In search of systematicity in interlanguage production. Studies in 

Second Language Acquisition, 8 (02), 119-133. 

 

Schachter, J. (1993). Second language acquisition: Perceptions and possibilities. Second 

Language Research, 9 (2), 173-187. 

 

Schmidt, R. (1990). The role of consciousness in second language learning. Oxford 

Journals Humanities, Applied Linguistics, 11 (2), 129-158. 

 

Schmidt, R. (1994). Deconstructing consciousness in search of useful definitions for 

applied linguistics. Consciousness in Second Language Learning, 11, 237-326. 

 

Schmidt, R. (1995). Consciousness and foreign language learning: A tutorial on the role 

of attention and awareness in learning. Attention and Awareness in Foreign Language 

learning, 9, 1-63. 

 

Schmidt, R. (2001). Attention. In P. Robinson (Ed.), Cognition and Second Language 

instruction (pp. 3-32). Cambridge: CUP. 

 

Schoonen, R., Snellings, P., Stevenson, M., & Van Gelderen, A. (2009). Towards a 

blueprint of the foreign language writer: The linguistic and cognitive demands of foreign 

language writing. In R. Manchón (Ed.), Writing in foreign language contexts: Learning, 

teaching, and research (p. 77-101). Bristol: Multilingual Matters. 

 

Shaw, P., & Ting-Kun Liu, E. R. I. C. (1998). What develops in the development of 

second-language writing?. Applied Linguistics, 19(2), 225-254. 

 



371 
 
 

Sheen, Y. (2007). The effect of focused written corrective feedback and language aptitude 

on ESL learners' acquisition of articles. Tesol Quarterly, 41 (2), 255-283. 

 

Shehadeh, A. (2001). Self-and other-initiated modified output during task-based 

interaction. Tesol Quarterly, 35 (3), 433-457. 

 

Shehadeh, A. (2003). Learner output, hypothesis testing, and internalizing linguistic 

knowledge. System, 31 (2), 155-171. 

 

Shintani, N., Ellis, R. & Suzuki, W. (2014). Effects of written feedback and revision on 

learners’ accuracy in using two English grammatical structures. Language Learning, 64 

(1), 103-131. 

 

Silva, T. (1993). Toward an understanding of the distinct nature of L2 writing: The ESL 

research and its implications. Tesol Quarterly, 27 (4), 657-677. 

 

Simard, D. (2004). Using diaries to promote metalinguistic reflection among elementary 

school students. Language Awareness, 13 (1), 34-48. 

 

Simard, D., Guénette, D., & Bergeron, A. (2015). L2 learners' interpretation and 

understanding of written corrective feedback: insights from their metalinguistic 

reflections. Language Awareness, 24 (3), 233—254. 

 

Simard, D. & Wong, W. (2004). Language awareness and its multiple possibilities for the 

L2 classroom. Foreign Language Annals, 37 (1), 96. 

 

Skehan, P. (1998). A Cognitive Approach to Language Learning. Oxford: OUP. 

 

Skibniewski, L. (1988). The writing processes of advanced foreign language learners in 

their native and foreign languages: Evidence from thinking-aloud and behavior protocols. 

Studia Anglica Posnaniensia, 21, 177-186. 

 



372 
 
 

Smagorinsky, P. (1998). Thinking and speech and protocol analysis. Mind, Culture, and 

Activity, 5 (3), 157-177. 

 

Smith, V. (1994). Thinking in a foreign language: An investigation into essay writing and 

translation by L2 learners. Tübingen:Gunter Narr Verlag. 

 

Song, M. & Suh, B.-R. (2008). The effects of output task types on noticing and learning 

of the English past conterfactual conditional. System, 36, 295-312. 

 

Stanovich, K. (1980). Toward an interactive-compensatory model of individual 

differences in the development of reading fluency. Reading Research Quarterly, 16(1), 

32-71. 

 

Stapleton, P. (2010). Writing in an electronic age: A case study of L2 composing 

processes. Journal of English for Academic Purposes, 9(4), 295-307. 

 

Stevenson, M., Schoonen, R. & De Glooper, K. (2006). Revising in two languages: A 

multi-dimensional comparison of online writing rehojavisions in L1 and FL. Journal of 

Second Language Writing, 15 (3), 201-233. 

 

Storch, N. (1998a). A classroom-based study: insights from a collaborative text 

reconstruction task. ELT Journal, 52 (4), 291-300. 

 

Storch, N. (1998b). Comparing second language learners' attention to form across tasks. 

Language Awareness, 7 (4), 176-191. 

 

Storch, N. (1999). Are two heads better than one? Pair work and grammatical accuracy. 

System, 27, 363-374. 

 

Storch, N. (2001a). Comparing ESL learners’ attention to grammar on three different 

classroom tasks. RELC Journal, 32 (2), 104-124. 

 



373 
 
 

Storch, N. (2001b). How collaborative is pair work? ESL tertiary students composing in 

pairs. Language Teaching Research, 5 (1), 29-53. 

 

Storch, N. (2002). Patterns of interaction in ESL pair work. Language learning, 52 (1), 

119-158. 

 

Storch, N. (2005). Collaborative Writing: Product, process, and students’ reflections. 

Journal of Second Language Writing, 14 (3), 153-173. 

 

Storch, N. (2007). Investigating the merits of pair work on a text editing task in ESL 

classes. Language Teaching Research, 11 (2), 143-159. 

 

Storch, N. (2008). Metatalk in a pairwork activity: Level of engagement and implications 

for language development. Language Awareness, 17 (2), 95-114. 

 

Storch, N. (2009). The Nature of Pair Interaction: Learners' Interaction in an ESL Class; 

Its Nature Andimpact on Grammatical Development. Saarbrücken: VDM Verlag Müller. 

 

Storch, N. (2013). Collaborative Writing in L2 Classrooms. Bristol: Multilingual Matters.  

 

Storch, N. (2016). Collaborative writing. In In R. M. Manchón  & P. K. Matsuda (Eds.), 

Handbook of Second and Foreign Language Writing (pp. 387-406). Boston, MA: De 

Gruyter Mouton. 

 

Storch, N. & Wigglesworth, G. (2007). Writing tasks: The effect of collaboration. In M. 

P. García Mayo (Ed.), Investigating Tasks in Foreign Language Learning (pp. 157-177). 

Clevedon: Multilingual Matters. 

 

Storch, N. & Wigglesworth, G. (2010). Learners’ processing, uptake and retention of 

corrective feedback on writing. Studies in Second Language Acquisition, 32, 303-334. 

 

Storch, N., & Aldosari, A. (2013). Pairing learners in pair work activity. Language 

Teaching Research, 17 (1), 31-48. 



374 
 
 

Swain, M. (1985). Communicative competence: Some roles of comprehensible input and 

comprehensible output in its development. In S.Gass & C. Madden (Eds.), Input in 

Second Language Acquisition (pp. 235-253). Rowley MA: Newbury House. 

 

Swain, M. (1995). Three functions of output in second language learning. In G. Cook & 

B. Seidlhofer (Eds.), Applied Linguistics, Studies in Honour of H. G. Widdowson. (pp. 

125-144). Oxford: OUP. 

 

Swain, M. (1998). Focus on form through conscious reflection. In C. Doughty & J. 

Williams (Eds.), Focus on Form in Classroom Second Language Acquisition (pp. 64-81). 

Cambridge: CUP. 

 

Swain, M. (2000). The output hypothesis and beyond: Mediating acquisition through 

collaborative dialogue. In J. Lantolf (Ed.), Sociocultural Theory and Second Language 

Learning (pp. 97-114). Oxford: OUP. 

 

Swain, M. (2006). Languaging, agency and collaboration in advance second language 

proficiency. In H. Byrnes, Advanced Language Learning. The Contribution of Halliday 

and Vygotsky (pp. 95-108). London: Continuum. 

 

Swain, M., Brooks, L., & Tocalli-Beller, A. (2002). 9. Peer-peer dialogue as a means of 

second language learning. Annual Review of Applied Linguistics, 22, 171-185. 

 

Swain, M. & Lapkin, S. (1995). Problems in the output and the cognitive processes they 

generate: A step towards second language learning. Applied Linguistics, 16, 371-391. 

 

Swain, M. & Lapkin, S. (1998). Interaction and second language learning: Two 

adolescent French immersion students working together. The Modern Language Journal, 

82 (3), 329-337. 

 

Swain, M. & Lapkin, S. (2001). Focus on form through collaborative dialogue: Exploring 

task effects. In M. Bygate, P. Skehan & M. Swain (Eds), Researching pedagogic tasks: 

Second language learning, teaching and testing (pp. 99-118). Harlow, Essex: Longman. 



375 
 
 

Swain, M. & Lapkin, S. (2002). Talking it through: Two French immersion learners’ 

response to reformulation. International Journal of Educational Research, 37, 85-304. 

 

Tan, L. L., Wigglesworth, G., & Storch, N. (2010). Pair interactions and mode of 

communication. Australian Review of Applied Linguistics, 33(3), 27-1. 

 

Tarone, E., & Liu, G. Q. (1995). Situational context, variation, and second language 

acquisition theory. In G. Cook & B. Seidhofer (Ed.), Principle and practice in applied 

linguistics: Studies in honour of HG Widdowson (p.107-124). Oxford: Oxford University 

Press. 

 

Thornbury, S. (1997). Reformulation and reconstruction: Tasks that promote ‘noticing’. 

ELT journal, 51 (4), 326-335. 

 

Thorson, H. (2000). Using the computer to compare foreign and native language writing 

processes: A statistical and case study approach. The Modern Language Journal, 84 (2), 

155-170. 

 

Tillema, M. (2012). Writing in first and second language: Empirical studies on text 

quality and writing processes. Utrecht: Netherlands Graduate School of Linguistics. 

 

Tocalli-Beller, A. & Swain, M. (2005). Reformulation: The cognitive conflict and L2 

learning it generates. International Journal of Applied Linguistics, 15 (1), 5-28. 

 

Tolchinsky, L. (2000). Contrasting views about the object and purpose of metalinguistic 

work and reflection in academic writing. In A. Camps & M. Milian (Eds), Metalinguistic 

activity in learning to write (p. 29-48). Amsterdam: Amsterdam University Press.  

 

Tomlin, R. S., & Villa, V. (1994). Attention in cognitive science and second language 

acquisition. Studies in Second Language Acquisition, 16 (02), 183-203. 

 

Towell, R., & Hawkins, R. D. (1994). Approaches to Second Language Acquisition. 

Multilingual matters. 



376 
 
 

Truscott, J. (1996). The case against grammar correction in L2 writing classes. Language 

Learning, 46 (2), 327-369. 

 

Truscott, J. (1998). Noticing in second language acquisition: A critical review. Second 

Language Research, 14 (2), 103-135. 

 

Truscott, J. (2004). Evidence and conjecture on the effects of correction: A response to 

Chandler. Journal of Second Language Writing, 13 (4), 337-343. 

 

Truscott, J. (2007). The effect of error correction on learners’ ability to write accurately. 

Journal of Second Language Writing, 16 (4), 255-272. 

 

Truscott, J., & Smith, M. S. (2011). Input, intake, and consciousness. Studies in Second 

Language Acquisition, 33 (04), 497-528. 

 

Tyler, M. D. (2001). Resource Consumption as a Function of Topic Knowledge in 

Nonnative and Native Comprehension. Language Learning, 51(2), 257-280. 

 

Uggen, M. (2012). Reinvestigating the noticing function of output. Language Learning, 

62 (2), 506-540. 

 

Van den Branden, K. (1997). Effects of negotiation on language learners' output. 

Language learning, 47 (4), 589-636. 

 

Van Lier, L. (1988). The Classroom and the Language Learner: Ethnography and Second 

Language Classroom Research. Harlow, Essex: Longman. 

 

Van Lier, L. (2000). 11 From input to affordance: Social-interactive learning from an 

ecological perspective. In J. P. Lantolf (Ed.), Sociocultural theory and second language 

learning (pp. 245-260). Oxford: OUP. 

 

Van Patten, B. (1990). Attending to form and content in the input. Studies in Second 

Language Acquisition, 12(3), 287-301. 



377 
 
 

VanPatten, B. (1996). Input processing and grammar instruction in second language  

acquisition. Norwood, NJ: Ablex.  

 

Van Weijen, D. (2009). Writing processes, text quality, and task effects: Empirical studies 

in first and second language writing. Utrecht: Netherlands Graduate School of 

Linguistics. 

 

Vygotsky, L. (1978). Interaction between learning and development. Readings on the 

Development of Children, 23(3), 34-41. 

 

Wang, L. (2003). Switching to first language among writers with differing second-

language proficiency. Journal of Second Language Writing, 12(4), 347-375. 

 

Wang, W., & Wen, Q. (2002). L1 use in the L2 composing process: An exploratory study 

of 16 Chinese EFL writers. Journal of Second Language Writing, 11 (3), 225-246. 

 

Watanabe, Y., & Swain, M. (2007). Effects of proficiency differences and patterns of pair 

interaction on second language learning: Collaborative dialogue between adult ESL 

learners. Language Teaching Research, 11 (2), 121-142. 

 

Way, D. P., Joiner, E. G., & Seaman, M. A. (2000). Writing in the secondary foreign 

language classroom: The effects of prompts and tasks on novice learners of French. 

Modern Language Journal, 84 (2), 171-184.  

 

Weissberg, R. (2006). Scaffolded feedback: Tutorial conversations with advanced L2 

writers. In K. Hayland & F. Hayland (Eds.), Feedback in second language writing: 

Contexts and issues (p. 246-265). Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. 

 

Whalen, K. & Ménard, N. (1995). L1 and L2 writers' strategic and linguistic knowledge: 

A model of multiple-level discourse processing. Language Learning, 45 (3), 381-418. 

 

Wigglesworth, G. & Storch, N. (2009). Pair versus individual writing: Effects on fluency, 

complexity and accuracy. Language Testing, 26 (3), 445-466. 



378 
 
 

Wigglesworth, G. & Storch, N. (2012a). What role for collaboration in writing and 

writing feedback, Journal of Second Language Writing, 21 (4), 364-374.  

 

Wigglesworth, G. & Storch, N. (2012b). Feedback and writing development through 

collaboration: A socio-cultural approach. In R. Manchón (Ed.), L2 Writing Development: 

Multiple Perspectives (pp. 69-97). Berlin: Mouton de Gruyter. 

 

Williams (2001). Learner-generated attention to form. Language Learning, 51, 303-346.  

 

Williams (2008). Focus on form and L2 writing instruction. The Korean Language in 

America, 12, 1-14 (2008).  

 

Williams, J. (2012). The potential role(s) in writing in second language development. 

Journal of Second Language Writing, 21 (4), 321-331. 

 

Wolfersberger, M. (2003). L1 to L2 writing process and strategy transfer: A look at lower 

proficiency writers. TESL-EJ, 7 (2), 1-12. 

 

Woodall, B. R. (2002). Language-switching: Using the first language while writing in a 

second language. Journal of Second Language Writing, 11 (1), 7-28. 

 

Yang, L. & Zhang, L. (2010). Exploring the role of reformulations and a model text in 

EFL students’ writing performance. Language Teaching Research, 14 (4), 464-484. 

 

Zhang, S. (1995). Reexamining the affective advantage of peer feedback in the ESL 

writing class. Journal of Second Language Writing, 4 (3), 209-222. 

 

Zhao, H. (2010). Investigating learners’ use and understanding of peer and teacher 

feedback on writing: A comparative study in a Chinese English writing classroom. 

Assessing writing, 15 (1), 3-17. 

 

Zhao, S. Y., & Bitchener, J. (2007). Incidental focus on form in teacher–learner and 

learner–learner interactions. System, 35 (4), 431-447. 



379 
 
 

Zimmermann, R. (2000). L2 writing: Subprocesses, a model of formulating and empirical 

findings. Learning and instruction, 10 (1), 73-99. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



380 
 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



381 
 
 

Appendices 

Appendix A — Picture Prompts 

Cycle 1. “The Witch” 
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Cycle 2. “The Scientist” 
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Appendix B — Cycle 1, Stages 1, 2 & 3 (RG, RIG) 1 & 2 (CG) 

Pair 3 (RG) Cycle 1, Stages 1, 2 & 3 
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Pair 6 (RIG) Cycle 1, Stages 1, 2 & 3 
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Pair 4 (CG) Cycle 1, Stages 1 & 3  
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Appendix C — Picture Prompts (Instruction period) 
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Appendix D — Cycle 2, Stages 1, 2 & 3 (RG, RIG) 1 & 2 (CG) 

Pair 10 (RG) Cycle 2, Stages 1, 2 & 3 
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Pair 5 (RIG) Cycle 2, Stages 1, 2 & 3 
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Pair 4 (CG) Cycle 2, Stages 1 & 3 
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Capítulo I 

Introducción 
 

I.1 Resumen general del estudio 
 

La destreza de la escritura ha sido tradicionalmente dejada de lado en favor de la 

gramática y la práctica oral en las clases de inglés como segunda lengua de Educación 

Primaria. La convicción de que escribir de manera efectiva en una segunda lengua es una 

tarea demasiado compleja y exigente como para llevarla a cabo con niños ha prevalecido 

sobre la teoría y la investigación, las cuales ponen de manifiesto los beneficios de la 

escritura como catalizador del aprendizaje de la lengua.  

 Partiendo de esta situación, el presente estudio combina los conocimientos 

empíricos y teóricos de tres áreas de investigación que hasta ahora habían permanecido 

separadas: (i) estrategias de escritura en L2, con una especial atención en las estrategias 

de resolución de problemas, (ii) procesos de escritura colaborativa y (iii) procesos 

cognitivos implicados en las tareas multi-etapa de feedback escrito.  

Aunque algunos estudios han relacionado las estrategias de resolución de 

problemas con los procesos de aprendizaje de lenguas (Cumming, 1990; Swain & Lapkin, 

1995), es de especial relevancia para el presente estudio que la investigación sobre las 

estrategias de escritura en L2 es prácticamente inexistente en el ámbito del feedback 

escrito.  

La investigación sobre la escritura colaborativa demuestra que hay discusiones 

sobre textos ya escritos o textos por escribir que pueden dar lugar a una serie de actos del 

lenguaje tales como acuerdos, desacuerdos, confirmaciones, clarificaciones y 

explicaciones que pueden permitir a los estudiantes compartir sus recursos, ser 

conscientes de aspectos específicos del lenguaje y dedicarse a ellos. Del mismo modo, el 

proceso del feedback en colaboración indica que las interacciones de los estudiantes con 

el feedback y entre ellos mismos les permiten poner a prueba sus hipótesis sobre el input 

proporcionado y recibir feedback inmediato de sus compañeros, lo cual les lleva a 

implicarse más en profundidad en la lengua. Sin embargo, los estudios sobre escritura 

colaborativa generalmente no incluyen el análisis de las estrategias de escritura como uno 
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de sus principales intereses y prácticamente han dejado de lado el análisis de los procesos 

implicados en la construcción conjunta de textos por parte de los niños.  

La estructura multi-etapa de las tareas de feedback escrito combina de manera 

ideal los beneficios para el aprendizaje normalmente asociados a la producción de output 

y el procesamiento del input. En este estudio, los procesos son explorados a través de la 

construcción conjunta de textos escritos por parte de niños de escuela primaria que 

estudian inglés como segunda lengua antes y después de que se les haya proporcionado 

una reformulación, una técnica de feedback en la que los aprendices de inglés comparan 

sus textos originales con una nueva versión de los mismos que ha sido reformulada por 

un hablante nativo que ha preservado el significado original (Qi & Lapkin, 2001).  

El principal foco de investigación del presente estudio es, por tanto, la interacción 

entre los procesos de escritura colaborativa, el procesamiento del feedback  escrito multi-

etapa (reformulación) y las estrategias de resolución de problemas relacionadas con la 

composición. Este objetivo general de investigación se basa en una doble premisa: (i) 

cuando los aprendices son conscientes de un hole (un elemento lingüístico ausente) en 

sus interlenguajes, estarán atentos al input que se les proporciona (reformulación, en este 

caso) debido a la relevancia del fenómeno captado en primer lugar, y probablemente su 

interlenguaje en sus próximas producciones escritas; (ii) los procesos de noticing (darse 

cuenta, notar) implicados en la producción inicial de output escrito y en la escritura de 

output posterior una vez recibido el feedback puede hacerse visible a través de las 

estrategias de resolución de problemas que los alumnos emplean cuando escriben sus 

textos colaborativamente.  

Algunos estudios han proporcionado importantes conocimientos sobre (i) la 

relación entre el procesamiento lingüístico generado durante el proceso de escritura y los 

procesos implicados en la adquisición de una segunda lengua y (i) el modo en que esta 

conexión parece estar influida por variables tales como el nivel de competencia del 

alumno. Básicamente, el argumento  es que cuando los escritores se encuentran con 

problemas en la escritura de la L2, conscientemente prestan atención tanto a las ideas que 

quieren comunicar como a las representaciones lingüísticas de ese contenido al mismo 

tiempo. Con la contribución crucial de los mecanismos internos de feedback, los 

escritores activan procesos de búsqueda de sus propios recursos (acceso y recuperación 

de elementos relacionados almacenados en la memoria y construcción de conexiones 

entre ellos) que les permiten generar alternativas y abordar la valoración de las formas 
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generadas, reflexionando por tanto de una manera consciente  sobre las opciones 

disponibles y considerándolas en términos de su corrección o idoneidad. Estos ciclos 

operativos, que pueden implicar diferentes grados de complejidad, permiten a los 

escritores ocuparse de procesos de mapeo de las formas, los significados y los usos y se 

cree que realizan las funciones de creación y puesta a prueba de hipótesis y dan lugar a la 

consolidación del conocimiento. Esta consolidación puede darse mediante la aplicación 

del conocimiento tanto a nuevos contenidos como a los ya conocidos. Además, se ha 

afirmado que en algunos casos es posible internalizar nuevos conocimientos, aunque esta 

posibilidad todavía no se ha explorado en profundidad.  

 

I.2 La razón de este estudio 
 

El rol instrumental que la escritura individual o colaborativa puede jugar en el 

aprendizaje de una segunda lengua ha sido destacado recientemente por varios 

investigadores que se basan en el argumento de que la escritura puede dar a los alumnos 

oportunidades especiales para incrementar su conocimiento de la lengua  (e.g., Cumming, 

1990; Harklau, 2002; Manchón,  2011; Manchón & Roca, 2007; Manchón & Williams, 

2016; Williams, 2012), debido a que la escritura, al contrario que la producción oral, no 

tiene una naturaleza efímera y por tanto posibilita que los aprendices puedan emplear 

procesos cognitivos cruciales y puedan prestar atención a los aspectos formales. La 

escritura y el procesamiento del feedback pueden, por tanto, ayudar a los alumnos a 

consolidar su conocimiento existente de la segunda lengua y, al menos potencialmente, 

desarrollar nuevos conocimientos (Manchón, 2011). 

 Aunque tradicionalmente han seguido metas distintas, hoy en día ha surgido un 

nuevo cuerpo de investigación que aúna el interés por la adquisición de una segunda 

lengua y la investigación sobre la escritura en L2 y que generalmente se denomina 

“escribir para aprender”. Esta línea de investigación apunta a la posibilidad de que los 

procesos implicados en la escritura puede fomentar el aprendizaje de una segunda lengua.   

 La investigación empírica relacionada con este campo se ha concretado en (i) 

estudios descriptivos de escritura en L2 colaborativa e individual que abarca temas tan 

importantes como el papel de la producción escrita como un catalizador para el 

aprendizaje de la lengua y (ii) estudios intervencionistas, que esencialmente están 

orientados a la observación de cómo el feedback escrito influye en la corrección de las 
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producciones escritas de los alumnos, en su procesamiento lingüístico individual o 

colaborativo y, en menor medida, en cómo la práctica escrita puede influir en el 

procesamiento del input en lo que se refiere a formas gramaticales. En cada uno de estos 

cuerpos de investigación, la conexión entre escritura y aprendizaje de la L2 ha sido 

abordada y evidenciada.  

 Desde una perspectiva cognitiva, se propone que el conocimiento explícito 

proporcionado a los alumnos a través del feedback escrito puede facilitar la adquisición 

de la segunda lengua, es decir, que puede convertirse en conocimiento implícito. Al 

contrario de las teorías cognitivas, las teorías socioculturales se basan en la premisa de 

que el conocimiento individual se construye socialmente.  

 Inspirado de manera implícita por las suposiciones cognitivas mencionadas, se ha 

realizado un gran volumen de investigación sobre WCF, que ha demostrado que los 

efectos de distintos tipos de WCF son consistentes en algunas áreas pero no tanto en otras. 

Además, puesto que tiene una motivación eminentemente pedagógica, WCF ha estado 

más interesado en medir la corrección de las producciones finales que en observar y 

validar las diversas etapas del procesamiento. Como consecuencia, una de las principales 

limitaciones de la investigación en este campo es que el análisis de los procesos 

cognitivos implicados en las distintas etapas de una tarea de feedback han sido 

prácticamente dejado de lado. Una excepción a esta limitación la constituyen un pequeño 

grupo de estudios que, desde una perspectiva cognitiva, han observado cómo los alumnos 

trabajaban individualmente con reformulaciones haciendo uso de técnicas de 

pensamiento en voz alta.  

En cuanto al diálogo colaborativo que tiene lugar durante las tareas de escritura, 

los estudios demuestran que este se ve afectado por los niveles de competencia de los 

aprendices y por la dinámica que se crea en cada pareja, lo cuales, a su vez, influencian 

la calidad del output escrito y el procesamiento de información obtenido durante las 

interacciones de negociación. 

Sin embargo, se sabe muy poco sobre la habilidad de los jóvenes estudiantes  para 

trabajar juntos de manera exitosa con el objetivo de identificar problemas en su 

conocimiento de la L2 mientras escriben e, incluso menos, sobre su habilidad para utilizar 

estrategias de escritura para solucionar dichos problemas. Cuando se centra el foco de 

atención en el WCG en particular, se sabe muy poco en lo que respecta a la habilidad de 

los niños para atender al feedback escrito correctivo y después utilizar este conocimiento 
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para mejorar sus producciones escritas en la L2. Esta falta de información sugiere la 

utilidad de investigar la escritura colaborativa y el análisis del feedback como un punto 

de aprendizaje en el aula de L2.  

 

I.3 Objetivos el estudio 
 

Uno de los intereses del presente estudio en la relación es la falta de atención que 

han sufrido los procesos y estrategias implicadas en la producción escrita en L2.  De 

hecho, ningún estudio hasta el momento ha intentado especificar la naturaleza de 

resolución de problemas de los distintos LREs a través de un análisis sistemático  y una 

clasificación  de las estrategias de escritura en L2 que implican. Es necesario, por tanto, 

un análisis más completo del procesamiento de información en cada etapa de una tarea 

de feedback, lo que implica tomar en consideración el uso de estrategias de escritura por 

parte de los estudiantes.  

Otro punto de interés para el presente estudio es el  hecho de que los estudios 

sobre reformulación han sido principalmente llevados a cabo con adultos y adolescentes 

que tenían un nivel de L2 bastante alto, lo cual ha dejado fuera a los alumnos más jóvenes 

y con menos nivel de competencia en la segunda lengua. Además, al contrario de lo que 

ocurre en general en los estudios realizados, es necesario llevar a cabo una investigación 

en al que los aprendices realicen una tarea en varios ciclos de tratamiento de feedback de 

manera que el impacto en el aprendizaje pueda ser determinado.  

Por último, en los estudios existentes no se ha prestado la suficiente atención al 

modo en que la instrucción puede mejorar el uso que los alumnos hacen de la 

reformulación.  

La investigación presentada en esta tesis doctoral tiene como objetivo abordar 

estos temas y contribuir a la investigación de la escritura orientada al aprendizaje de la 

L2 dilucidando el potencial que tienen la escritura y el feedback a la hora de fomentar el 

desarrollo del interlenguaje en los niños. Más específicamente, este estudio pretende (i) 

analizar sistemáticamente los problemas que los niños estudiantes de inglés como 

segunda lengua notan y abordan durante el proceso de composición, tanto antes como 

después de comparar sus textos con la versión reformulada de los mismos y (ii) 

determinar la influencia que el nivel competencia en la L2 de los niños y la instrucción 
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sobre procesamiento de feedback ejerce sobre las estrategias que utilizan para tratar de 

resolver dichos problemas.   

Teniendo en cuenta estos objetivos generales, las preguntas de investigación que 

se plantea el presente estudio son las siguientes:  

1. ¿Qué estrategias de resolución de problemas utilizan (si utilizan alguna) 

los niños que estudian inglés como segunda lengua cuando escriben en 

colaboración un texto narrativo basado en dibujos? 

2. ¿Hay algún cambio en las estrategias de resolución de problemas que los 

niños usan después de recibir el feedback en forma de reformulación? 

¿Están estos cambios (si los hay) influidos por el nivel de competencia de 

los niños y el tipo de instrucción recibido? 
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CAPÍTULO 2: 

Método 
 

 

II.1 Contexto 
 

Esta investigación se llevó a cabo en un colegio situado en una zona residencial 

de una localidad cercana a la ciudad de Murcia. Se trababa de un colegio con tres líneas 

por nivel (desde infantil hasta la ESO) y unos 1100 alumnos.  

El colegio no estaba adscrito a ningún programa bilingüe cuando este estudio se 

llevó a cabo. El tipo de enseñanza tenía algunos rasgos del método comunicativo, sin 

embargo, algunos factores determinantes hacían que el tipo de enseñanza fuera bastante 

tradicional (falta de interacción entre los alumnos en la L2, trabajo predominantemente 

individual, gran cantidad de tiempo dedicada a la explicación de gramática explícita). 

 La lectura se trabajaba principalmente a través del uso de distintos tipos de textos 

cercanos a los intereses y experiencias de los alumnos (cómics, emails, documentos sobre 

temas de interés, etc.). Estos textos normalmente se abordaban haciendo uso de la 

traducción.  

El desarrollo de la escritura básicamente consistía en ejercicios gramaticales, 

contestar preguntas o escribir textos cortos siguiendo modelos. Muchas veces en estos 

textos solo había que reproducir el modelo cambiando algunas palabras clave. La creación 

autónoma de textos rara vez se daba.  

 

II.2 Participantes 
 

Los participantes de este estudio fueron 60 de educación primaria que estudiaban 

inglés como lengua extranjera y tenían dos niveles distintos de competencia. Pertenecía 

a tres clases de sexto a los que daba clase el mismo maestro de inglés y tenían entre 11 y 

12 años cuando este estudio se llevó a cabo. A partir de ahora, estas clases serán 

nombradas como Clase A, Clase B y Clase C. Tal y como se estipulaba en la LOE, 2/2006, 

estos niños llevaban estudiando inglés como lengua extranjera desde preescolar.  La carga 

horaria de la asignatura de inglés en sexto era de tres horas a la semana. 



406 
 
 

Los participantes no se seleccionaron al azar, sino de tal manera que la selección 

final cumpliera dos criterios: (i) que tanto los niños con nivel alto en inglés como los que 

tenían nivel bajo estuvieran representados en las tres clases y (ii) que los niños 

seleccionados tuvieran buenas habilidades comunicativas, no tuvieran reparos ni 

dificultades a la hora de expresarse espontáneamente y los miembros de una misma pareja 

se conocieran bien entre sí, de manera que se sintieran cómodos trabajando juntos. 

Además, se tuvo especial cuidado en que las parejas resultantes de cada uno de las Clases 

A, B y C fueran equiparables en términos de dominio del inglés. El género de los alumnos 

no se tuvo en cuenta. 

Las parejas de la Clase A constituyeron el Grupo de Reformulación (RG), las 

parejas de la Clase B, el Grupo de Reformulación e Instrucción (RIG) y las de la Clase C 

formaron el Grupo de Control (CG). Estos roles fueron asignados al azar. Cada grupo 

estaba formado por diez parejas (cinco de nivel alto y cinco de nivel bajo).  

 

II.3 Diseño 
 

El diseño consistió en dos ciclos de escritura de una semana cada uno divididos 

en varias etapas (escritura del texto inicial, comparación de este texto con el feedback y 

reescritura de un nuevo texto) con un intervalo de dos meses entre ambos (seis semanas 

de instrucción — solo para los grupos RG y RIG — y dos semanas de vacaciones de 

Semana Santa). La recogida de datos se extendió durante un período de 4 meses (desde 

principios de febrero hasta finales de mayo).  

A las parejas de RG y RIG se les pidió que llevaran a cabo el primero de los dos 

ciclos de la tarea de escritura utilizando como punto de partida unos dibujos y, después 

de las seis semanas de tratamiento (que fue distinto para RG y para RIG), los dos grupos 

hicieron el segundo ciclo usando dibujos distintos a los que ya habían usado. Las parejas 

de CG  solo hicieron las etapas 1 y 3 de cada ciclo. Este grupo no recibió tratamiento de 

ningún tipo durante la toma de datos (aunque sí cuando el estudio ya había concluido).   

 Durante las seis semanas de instrucción, a los niños de RG y RIG se les enseñó a 

usar la reformulación como técnica de feedback . Además, los niños escribían y 

reescribían sus textos  y procesaban el feedback en parejas.  
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II.4 Recogida de datos 
  

Antes de la recogida de datos, los padres del los niños participantes dieron su 

permiso para que los diálogos entre los niños pudieran ser grabados. El proceso de 

recogida de datos consistió en dos ciclos divididos en tres tareas respectivamente y un 

período de tratamiento con dos tipos de diferentes de instrucción.  

El proceso completo de recogida de datos duró unas 16 semanas. El primer ciclo 

duró unas 5 semanas. A este le siguió el período de tratamiento, que se llevó a cabo con 

los grupos RG y RIG durante 6 semanas. Los participantes del grupo CG escribieron 

durante este período un texto semanal basado en los mismos dibujos que sus 

compañeros de RG y RIG, pero no tuvieron acceso a ningún tipo de feedback. El 

segundo ciclo tuvo lugar inmediatamente después y duró otras 5 semanas. Dentro de 

cada ciclo, el tiempo transcurrido entre cada una de las tres etapas de la tarea y el 

momento del día eran exactamente los mismos para todos los grupos. La etapa 2 tenía 

lugar dos días después de la 1. Para minimizar la posible memorización del feedback, la 

etapa 3 tenía lugar cuatro días después de la 2 (una semana después de la etapa inicial).   

 

II.4.1. Ciclo 1 

 

El primer ciclo tuvo lugar durante el segundo trimestre del curso académico 2011-

2012, desde principios de febrero hasta mediados de marzo, y constaba de tres etapas: 

etapa 1 (tarea de escritura), etapa 2 (comparación con la reformulación) y etapa 3 (tarea 

de reescritura). La primera etapa consistía en escribir por parejas un texto utilizando como 

punto partida unas ilustraciones (todos los grupos). En la segunda etapa (solo RG y RIG) 

las parejas recibían las mismas ilustraciones junto con sus textos originales y una versión 

reformulada de los mismos. En la etapa 3 (todos los grupos) los niños volvían a escribir 

por parejas un texto como respuesta a los mismos dibujos.  

El idioma utilizado para dar las instrucciones fue el español. También los niños 

interaccionaban en este idioma mientras hacían las distintas tareas. Todos los diálogos 

fueron grabados en presencia del investigador: Los niños no tenían límite de tiempo para 

realizar ninguna de las tareas.  

Se utilizaron dos sets de seis ilustraciones (“La bruja” y “El científico”) que 

tocaban temas cercanos a los intereses y experiencias de los niños.  
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 En la etapa 1 (etapa de escritura) a los niños se les pidió que escribieran una 

historia utilizando los dibujos de “La bruja”. No se les dio ninguna indicación para que 

utilizaran ningún vocabulario o tiempo verbal específico, pero sí se les animó a que 

verbalizaran cualquier problema que estuvieran experimentando.  

En la etapa 2 (etapa de comparación) a cada pareja se le dio su propio texto 

original junto con la versión reformulada. Se les pidió que revisaran su texto original y 

apuntaran, subrayaran o verbalizaran cualquier diferencia que notaran con respecto a la 

reformulación. Tampoco en esta etapa recibieron ninguna instrucción.  

 Los textos de los niños fueron reformulados por el investigador con el propósito 

de corregir los errores sintácticos, léxicos o morfológicos, quitar cualquier deficiencia 

en la secuencia lógica o en el léxico y siempre manteniendo la idea original de los 

niños. Las reformulaciones también incluían aquellos aspectos de la historia mostrada 

en los dibujos a los que los niños no se habían referido.   

En la etapa 3 (etapa de reescritura) cada pareja recibía el mismo set de 

ilustraciones y reescribía el texto. En esta etapa a los niños no se les entregaba su texto 

original para evitar que se limitaran a copiar en vez de poner en marcha otras estrategias.  

 

II.4. 2. Período de instrucción  

 
 Una vez finalizado el ciclo 1, se dedicó un período de 6 semanas (desde 

mediado de marzo hasta final de abril) a entrenar a los niños en RG y RIG en el uso de 

las reformulaciones. Este programa de enseñanza constaba de dos procedimientos 

distintos que podrían denominarse como implícito y explícito. A los niños de RG se les 

proporcionó cada semana la versión reformulada de sus textos originales para que los 

compararan y los niños en RIG recibían instrucciones explícitas sobre cómo usar las 

reformulaciones como técnica de feedback. Los niños de CG, como ya se ha dicho, no 

recibieron ningún tratamiento.  

En este período de instrucción no participaron solo los niños seleccionados para 

el estudio, sino que también participó el resto de cada una de las clases (que también 

habían sido organizados en parejas).  
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Antes del inicio del tratamiento se organizó una sesión inicial con los niños de las 

tres clases durante la cual las parejas escribieron el texto que serviría como punto de 

partida para la primera sesión de tratamiento (para RG y RIG).  

Además, los niños de RIG tuvieron una sesión adicional de entrenamiento que 

también tuvo lugar antes del inicio del tratamiento y que sirvió para entrenar a los niños 

en el uso de las reformulaciones.  

 

a. Materiales usados durante la instrucción 

 

Los sets de ilustraciones utilizados durante el tratamiento fueron los mismos para 

RG, RIG y CG. Aunque ligeramente distintos en términos de argumento, estos sets eran 

similares en términos de léxico y personajes a los sets utilizados durante la recogida de 

datos. También constaban de 6 ilustraciones cada uno y no tenían ningún texto escrito ni 

ningún otro signo que pudiera servir de orientación para entender lo que estaba ocurriendo 

en los dibujos. Estos sets fueron tomados de libros de texto distintos a los que los 

participantes usaban en el colegio.   

 

b. Tratamiento con el Grupo de Reformulación (RG) 

 

El RG se incluyó en el estudio con el propósito de aislar los efectos de la práctica 

con reformulaciones sin instrucciones explícitas sobre la escritura de los niños.  

Los participantes en RG completaron por parejas las tareas de escritura y en cada 

ocasión se les pidió que encontraran las diferencias que pudieran entre sus propios textos 

y las versiones reformuladas de los mismos (pero no se les dio ninguna indicación sobre 

cómo hacerlo).   

Las sesiones de tratamiento se organizaron de la siguiente forma: (i) comparación 

del texto de la semana anterior con el feedback  (15 min.) y (ii) producción escrita de un 

nuevo texto (20 min.).  

 

c. Tratamiento con el Grupo de Reformulación e Instrucción (RIG)  

 

Los niños de RIG también hicieron una tarea semanal de escritura y compararon sus 

textos con las versiones reformuladas. La diferencia es que, en su caso, se les enseñó 
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cómo hacerlo siguiendo una serie de indicaciones: (i) leer los dos textos completos,  (ii) 

escribir cualquier diferencia que notaran entre los dos textos y (iii) aportar una razón que 

explicase cada una de estas diferencias entre los dos textos.  

 Las sesiones de tratamiento para RIG se organizaban de la siguiente manera: (i) 

instrucción sobre cómo utilizar la reformulación. Para ello se utilizaba un texto de una de 

las parejas de RG y su correspondiente reformulación (20 min), (ii) comparación del texto 

de la semana anterior con su versión reformulada (15 minutos) y (iii) producción de un 

nuevo texto escrito (20 minutos).  

 

d. Grupo de Control (CG) 

 

Los niños de CG no recibieron ningún tratamiento. Simplemente se les pedía que 

produjeran en parejas un texto semanal. Las sesiones se organizaban de la siguiente 

manera: (i) producción de un texto escrito y (ii) autocorrección.  

 

II.4.3. Ciclo 2 
 

Una vez concluido el período de instrucción, comenzó el ciclo 2. Este ciclo, que 

se llevó a cabo en mayo, constaba de las mismas etapas que el ciclo 1 (escritura, 

comparación y reescritura) para los niños de RG y RIG (CG solo hizo las etapas 1 y 3). 

En esta ocasión se utilizó un set de dibujos distinto (“El científico”).  

 

II.4.4. Las sesiones de grabación 
 

En cada etapa se pidió una pareja cada vez que hablara mientras hacían la tarea 

escrita, de manera que sus problemas, dudas y explicaciones se pudieran grabar (solo 

audio). Los participantes podían preguntarse dudas entre ellos, pero no se las podían hacer 

al investigador, que estaba con ellos (solo estaba permitidas las preguntas prácticas 

relacionadas con el funcionamiento de la actividad). En cada etapa se recordó a los niños 

que releyeran sus textos antes de entregarlos.   

Hubo algunos factores externos que influyeron sobre la recogida de datos. Estos 

factores, que pueden ser considerados como limitaciones, condicionaron la recogida de 
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datos durante el ciclo 1, pero ejercieron una mayor influencia durante el desarrollo del 

ciclo 2 (con la llegada de las altas temperaturas, los preparativos para la graduación y la 

desaparición efecto motivador que suponía la novedad de la actividad). Los factores 

externos fueron: (i) el espacio (no había un lugar fijo para llevar a cabo las grabaciones. 

Algunos de los lugares, debido a los ruidos y las interrupciones, no eran los más 

adecuados), (ii) habilidades para verbalizar limitadas y (iii) la hora (las sesiones de 

grabación tenían lugar por las tardes, de tres a cinco, después de que los niños (muchos 

de ellos se quedaban a comer en el colegio) hubieran pasado en el patio tres horas.  

 

II.5. Data analysis 

Cada sesión de diálogo colaborativo se grabó (solo audio) y los protocolos 

resultantes se transcribieron íntegros para ser analizados. Cada pareja de RG y RIG 

produjeron 6 protocolos de diálogo colaborativo en los ciclos 1 y 2 (n=120) y las parejas 

de CG, un total de 4 (n=40). Los datos principales para el presente estudio eran por tanto 

las grabaciones y los protocolos transcritos (n=160) así como los textos escritos por los 

niños (n=120) en los tres grupos antes y después del tratamiento. Sin embargo, este 

estudio se centró principalmente en el análisis de los diálogos.   

 Las transcripciones (etapas 1 y 3) se prepararon para ser codificadas siguiendo 

algunos pasos previos: (i) se distinguió entre el texto escrito (se representaba subrayado) 

y el proceso mediante el que este se generaba, (ii) se aislaron las relecturas del texto ya 

escrito (se representaban utilizando cursiva) y (iii) se marcaban en los protocolos todas 

las revisiones hechas en el texto escrito (con indicaciones tales como “tacha”, “añade”, 

etc.). En cuanto a la etapa 2, los fragmentos que os niños subrayaban en la reformulación 

se indicaban con un subrayado discontinuo. El resto del protocolo era marcado igual que 

las etapas 1 y 3. 

 El diseño del esquema de codificación implicó los siguientes pasos: (i) la 

caracterización de noticing como problemas lingüísticos a los que los niños se 

enfrentaban mientras escribían (etapas 1 y 3). Como resultado de este primer paso, se 

diferenció en los protocolos entre problemas orientados a la lengua y episodios orientados 

a otros intereses. (ii) Un segundo paso consistió en abordar los tipos de búsquedas que 

los niños llevaban a cabo para solventar los problemas anteriormente citados. (iii) La 
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aplicación del esquema de codificación llevó a la identificación de una serie de estrategias 

de escritura en inglés. 

 

II.5.1 Episodios relacionados con la lengua  como unidades iniciales de 

análisis  
 

Los episodios relacionados con la lengua (LREs) se definen como “cualquier parte 

del diálogo en el que los estudiantes hablan como el lenguaje que producen y reflexionan 

el uso que hacen de la lengua” (Swain y Lapkin, 2002). 

 Para aislar los LREs el investigador se fijó en los indicadores que aparecían en las 

verbalizaciones de los niños (formulaciones explícitas, comentarios metalingüísticos, 

generación de alternativas o pausas).    

Cada vez que el indicador de un problema era identificado, la unidad lingüística 

que constituía su área de interés (léxico, gramática...) tenía que ser identificado 

igualmente. Para ello se adoptó la categorización de Yang y Zang (2010), en la cual se 

describían tres grandes categorías: léxica (L-LRE), formal (F-LRE) y discursiva (D-

LRE). Una cuarta categoría fue añadida: oración (S-LRE).  

 Siguiendo esta clasificación, se consideró que cada LRE se centraba en un 

problema lingüístico en particular y que acababa cuando los niños encontraban una 

solución o lo dejaban sin resolver y seguían adelante con la tarea. Tras a codificación de 

los 160 protocolos se obtuvo un total de 1492 LREs. 

Este análisis, sin embargo, proporcionaba poca información sobre cómo los niños 

afrontaban los problemas. Por este motivo, se llevó a cabo una revisión de las propuestas 

más relevantes relacionadas con la formulación de textos en la literatura producida acerca 

de las estrategias en la escritura en inglés.  

 

II.5.2 Categorías utilizadas para codificar las estrategias en la 

escritura en inglés relacionadas con la formulación de textos 
 

La revisión de la literatura sobre escritura colaborativa llevada a cabo mostró que 

el análisis de estrategias se centra en tres campos principales: (i) el foco lingüístico de los 
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LREs (que ya había sido abordado en la clasificación de los LREs), (ii) la resolución y 

(iii) las características de la reflexión sobre la lengua. 

Con respecto a la resolución, cada episodio se codificó como “correcto” 

(aceptable gramaticalmente) o “incorrecto” (no aceptable gramaticalmente).  

La exploración de la reflexión sobre la lengua llevada a cabo por los niños se hizo 

a través del análisis de la actividad cognitiva que era evidente en las verbalizaciones y las 

acciones de los participantes. La naturaleza estratégica de estas reflexiones podía estar 

orientada (i) a la generación, selección y evaluación de alternativas o (ii) a captar cómo 

los niños utilizan su conocimiento para defender o justificar sus decisiones lingüísticas. 

En el presente estudio, los niños hicieron uso de las siguientes estrategias principales para 

formular sus textos en las etapas 1 y 3: generación de alternativas tanto en la L1 como en 

la L2, comparación de equivalentes, traducción de palabras y sintagmas, recuperación de 

sintagmas, análisis de palabras (morfemas y ortografía), análisis de sintagmas, 

recombinación de los constituyentes de una oración, reformulación de oraciones, uso 

explícito del conocimiento metalingüístico, explicaciones semánticas, uso de analogías, 

transferencia, comprobaciones orales, comprobaciones escritas,  repetición de palabras o 

sintagmas, relectura de pequeñas secciones del texto, traducción inversa, uso de la 

memoria, petición de confirmación, suministro de feedback, detección y corrección de 

errores, uso de la L1 para la gestión de la tarea, conciencia de las propias limitaciones, 

formulaciones en L1, evaluación, peticiones de ayuda y análisis de la veracidad del texto 

con respecto a las ilustraciones. 

 

II.5.3 La reconceptualización de los LREs como espacios-problema 
 

 Los datos mostraron que los niños combinaban las estrategias mencionadas en 

cada LRE, lo que llevó al investigador a sugerir que cada combinación de estrategias, 

podía ser considerada como un espacio-problema. Los LREs, por tanto, fueron 

reconceptualizados como espacios-problema relacionados con la lengua, que, según 

Newell (1980) se definen el espacio que existe entre un estado inicial y el estado final u 

objetivo, y la distancia entre ellos, que está recorrida por una secuencia de pasos 

estratégicos que definen el proceso específico de búsqueda en el que el aprendiz se 
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encuentra inmerso. Siguiendo esta definición, el investigador consideró que había un 

problema lingüístico en las etapas 1 y 3 cuando los protocolos indicaban la existencia de 

un hueco o espacio entre el mensaje planeado y los elementos morfológicos, léxicos, etc... 

necesarios para expresarlo. Esta conceptualización de espacio-problema relacionado con 

la lengua como combinación de estrategias (PSSC), permitió añadir una nueva dimensión 

al análisis: la orientación de estas estrategias, que podía ser compensatoria o de mejora. 

Esta nueva dimensión podría proporcionar un mayor conocimiento sobre el potencial de 

aprendizaje de la escritura en los niños. 

Por tanto, el investigador supuso que el trabajo colaborativo de los niños los llevaría a 

poner en marcha distintos tipos de episodios de resolución de problemas y que cada 

episodio llevaría a la activación de un PSSC en particular (con una orientación en 

concreto) y que este, a su vez, daría forma y caracterizaría cada episodio específico.  

 En la etapa 2 (comparación), el investigador se centró en ver cómo los 

participantes (RG y RIG)  intentaban procesar el feedback. Por otro lado, también se 

prestó atención a las estrategias que los participantes utilizaban para acceder al feedback 

y qué aspectos del mismo notaban y cuales les pasaban desapercibidos. También se tuvo 

en cuenta si los niños señalaban o no de alguna manera los aspectos que detectaban y 

hasta qué punto su interpretación de las discrepancias entre los dos textos era acertada. 

Finalmente, se rastreó cualquier incorporación de aspectos del feedback en la etapa 3. 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



415 
 
 

CAPÍTULO 3 

Resultados 

 

Pregunta de investigación 1: ¿Qué estrategias de resolución de 

problemas (si las hay), utilizan los estudiantes de inglés como lengua 

extranjera cuando escriben textos narrativos basados en ilustraciones? 
 

El objetivo de la primera pregunta de investigación era identificar las estrategias 

de resolución de problemas utilizadas por los jóvenes aprendices de inglés como segunda 

lengua cuando escriben textos basados en ilustraciones. Utilizando la idea de PSSC de la 

sección anterior como unidad de análisis, se identificaron cinco tipos principales de 

grupos de estrategias que nos niños utilizaban al ser conscientes de los huecos en su 

conocimiento del inglés: Búsqueda ortográfica, Búsqueda morfológica, Búsqueda léxica, 

Restructuración y Descomposición y traducción. Un análisis más detallado mostró que 

cada grupo de estrategias también se podía clasificar según su orientación (compensatoria 

o de mejora) y su resolución (correcta o incorrecta).   

 

Búsqueda ortográfica: Este PSSC implicaba la búsqueda de la forma ortográfica 

correcta de un elemento lingüístico problemático por medio de distintas estrategias tales 

como segmentar la palabra en letras, comprobaciones orales, hacer uso de la memoria o 

producir y valorar alternativas.   

 
Búsqueda morfológica: Este PSSC implicaba la producción y valoración de 

opciones morfológicas alternativas en busca de la más adecuada desde un punto de vista 

lingüístico o textual. El rango de estrategias empleadas en estas búsquedas era bastante 

limitada puesto que los niños recurrían con frecuencia a comprobaciones orales, 

repetición de formas y traducciones, aunque a veces complementaban sus evaluaciones 

con cometarios metalingüísticos explícitos.  

 

Búsquedas léxicas: Este PSSC implicaba la producción de varios elementos en 

L1 o L2 (o en los dos) semánticamente relacionados para salvar un hueco entre el mensaje 
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que los niños tenían en mente y los elementos (palabras o sintagmas) necesarios para 

expresarlo.  

 

Restructuración: Este PSSC implicaba la búsqueda de un plan sintáctico 

alternativo una vez que los niños anticipaban o eran conscientes de que su plan original 

no iba a ser satisfactorio o viable por una serie de razones lingüísticas. Normalmente 

conllevaba la sustitución del mensaje original. 

 

Descomposición y traducción: Este PSSC implicaba la formulación de un 

mensaje previsto en L1 y su posterior descomposición en partes más pequeñas y más 

fácilmente abordables que eran directamente traducidas a la L2 o, de una manera más 

indirecta, a través del uso de búsquedas léxicas, morfológicas u ortográficas (o incluso 

restructuraciones).  

En ocasiones los niños realizaban la tarea produciendo directamente en inglés sus 

planes previstos y previamente verbalizados en L1, sin que estas traducciones conllevaran 

ningún tipo de búsqueda.  

 

III.1 Orientación de los grupos de estrategias de resolución de 

problemas   
 

Los datos mostraron que cada grupo de estrategias tenían una orientación 

específica. Esta orientación podía ser compensatoria o de mejora. 

Una orientación de mejora fue descrita como un intento por parte de los niños de 

producir un mensaje específico en inglés de la manera más exacta y adecuada posible, ya 

sea desde un punto de vista formal o ideacional. En estos casos, los grupos de estrategias  

que usaban los niños mostraban que estaban intentado sacar el máximo partido de sus 

recursos lingüísticos para evitar repeticiones, describir un dibujo o una acción que no 

habían sido descritas en la etapa anterior o mejorar la exactitud o corrección léxica, 

morfosintáctica y ortográfica de sus textos. Aunque esta orientación quedaba patente en 

las etapas 1 y 3 de los dos ciclos, el impacto de las reformulaciones  fue más evidente en 

los intentos de los participantes por mejorar sus textos en las etapas 3 de los dos ciclos.   
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La orientación compensatoria se define como aquellos intentos por parte de los 

niños por encontrar maneras alternativas de transmitir un mensaje como consecuencia de 

los sus recursos limitados en la L2. Por definición, las estrategias compensatorias 

implicaban algún tipo de reducción en relación con el plan original de los participantes. 

Las acciones llevadas a cabo por los niños para evitar un problema en concreto o para 

encontrar una solución alternativa se fueron identificadas tanto en las etapas 1 como en 

las etapas 3 de los dos ciclos. 

Cada una de estas dos estrategias se subdividió, según la corrección y exactitud 

del output, en correctas e incorrectas.  
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Pregunta de investigación 2: ¿Hay diferencias en la frecuencia, 

orientación y corrección de las estrategias de resolución de problemas 

empleadas por los niños antes y después del período de tratamiento? 

¿Están estas diferencias (si las hay) condicionadas por el nivel de 

competencia en inglés de los niños?  

 
 

III.3 Frecuencia de uso de los grupos de estrategias: resultados 

cuantitativos 
 

El test ANOVA mostró una interacción significativa entre Tiempo (etapa) y 

Estrategia (F=7; p=.00; eta=.23), lo que significa que los niños usaron las cuatro 

estrategias de resolución de problemas principales (búsqueda morfológica y ortográfica, 

búsqueda sintáctica, restructuración y descomposición y traducción) de manera distinta 

en cada etapa y ciclo.   

 Descomposición y traducción y las búsquedas léxicas fueron las 

estrategias más utilizadas y fueron utilizadas de una manera similar en todas las etapas a 

excepción de la etapa 3 del ciclo 2 (Tiempo 4), en la que las búsquedas léxicas 

descendieron significativamente. Las búsquedas morfológicas y ortográficas fueron 

globalmente las terceras más usadas, salvo en la etapa 3 del ciclo 1 (Tiempo 2), en la que 

fue la más usada y en la etapa 1 del ciclo 2 (Tiempo 3) donde sufrió un gran descenso e 

igualó los valores alcanzados en Tiempo 4. La restructuración fue con diferencia la 

estrategia menos usada. La mayor frecuencia de uso se registró en la etapa 1 del ciclo 1 

(Tiempo 1), seguida del Tiempo 2 y Tiempo 3, las cuales registraron una frecuencia de 

uso significativamente mayor que en el Tiempo 4. Se puede concluir, por tanto, que el 

uso de estrategias, a excepción de descomposición y traducción, disminuyó con el paso 

del tiempo.  

Además, estos patrones de uso de estrategias a lo largo de las distintas etapas no 

están relacionados con el tratamiento ni con el nivel de competencia en la L2. 
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III.4 Frecuencia de uso de las estrategias: análisis cuantitativo  
 

Un análisis cualitativo de los resultados reveló que hay una serie de patrones en 

las interacciones de los niños que pueden ser de ayuda para comprender los resultados 

cuantitativos presentamos más arriba.  

 

III.4.1 Descomposición y traducción y búsquedas léxicas  
  

Una frecuencia significativamente más baja en el uso de estas estrategias habría 

sido de esperar en el Tiempo 2, cuando los niños reescribían sus textos después de haber 

recibido el feedback. Sin embargo, los datos muestran que la frecuencia de uso de estas 

estrategias permaneció prácticamente igual en los Tiempos 1 y 2, como si el esfuerzo 

cognitivo y el análisis del feedback que tuvieron lugar en la etapa de la comparación no 

hubieran sido de mucha utilidad.  

Los datos también muestran que los niños usaron la descomposición y traducción 

de manera similar en los dos ciclos, al igual que las búsquedas léxicas (aunque el uso de 

esta última disminuyó en el Tiempo 4). Sin embargo, habría sido de esperar que se diera 

una reducción en la frecuencia de uso de estas estrategias en el ciclo 2, al menos por parte 

de RG y RIG, después de haber pasado por el tratamiento. However, neither of these 

hypotheses was confirmed by the data. In addition, the three groups also showed a similar 

profile (since there were no significant differences among them) in the reduction of 

lexical searches at Time 4, which suggests, once again, that the treatment received by the 

RG and the RIG cannot be adduced as an explanatory factor for the frequency of strategy 

use. 

Ninguna de estas hipótesis quedó confirmada por los resultados. Un análisis 

cualitativo de las interacciones de los niños revela una serie de patrones que pueden ser 

aducidos como argumentos válidos para explicar la frecuencia de uso de estas estrategias. 

Estos patrones están relacionados con la falta de efecto acumulativo de las distintas etapas 

en relación al rendimiento de los niños y también con la tendencia contraria, es decir, con 

la excesiva dependencia de las etapas previas.  

La ausencia de efecto acumulativo cuando los niños reescribían sus textos se hizo 

evidente en el hecho de que los niños no hacían ninguna referencia a las etapas previas 

de la tarea tal y como demuestra su (i) interpretación del set de dibujos como una historia 
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parcialmente nueva, (ii) su tendencia a evitar intencionalmente algunos aspectos de los 

textos originales como punto de partida para elaborar los nuevos textos y (iii) su tendencia 

a pasar por alto aspectos importantes de las reformulaciones. Esta última tendencia estaba 

principalmente motivada por tres factores: (i) los niños querían evitar imitar la 

reformulación, puesto que de otra manera sentían que estaban copiando, (ii) la influencia 

de la instrucción recibida en clase por parte de su maestro de inglés era más fuerte y (iii) 

la existencia de un desequilibrio entre las exigencias lingüísticas del feedback y el nivel 

de competencia real de los niños.  

Por el contrario, los patrones relacionados con la fuerte dependencia de las etapas 

anteriores que también existía se evidenciaban en sus intentos por (i) reproducir las 

reformulaciones literalmente y (ii) el recuerdo que tenían de las reformulaciones en L1.  

Aunque contradictorias en apariencia, el resultado de estos dos patrones en 

términos de uso de estrategias era similar, puesto que las necesidades resultantes en los 

dos casos encaminaban a los niños a usar la descomposición y traducción y las búsquedas 

léxicas con una frecuencia similar en las distintas etapas de la tarea (salvo las búsquedas 

léxicas en el Tiempo 4).  

 

III.4.2 Búsquedas morfológicas y ortográficas  
 

Puesto que el uso de estas estrategias fue significativamente más frecuente en el 

ciclo 1 con respecto al 2, cada estrategia será comentada por separado en el ciclo 1 y 

conjuntamente en el ciclo 2.  

 

III.4.2.1 Búsquedas morfológicas en el ciclo 1 

 

El uso de las búsquedas morfológicas incrementó significativamente en el ciclo 1 

del Tiempo 1 al Tiempo 2 principalmente porque en la primera etapa los niños estaban 

concentrados en las búsquedas léxicas. Su preocupación por el léxico era tan fuerte que 

cualquier otro aspecto gramatical fue, en comparación, pasado por alto.  
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a. Tiempo 1 

 

En general, los procesos cognitivos estaban centrados en el nivel léxico, por lo 

que la atención a la forma era inconsistente.  

 

b. Tiempo 2 

 

En el tiempo 2 los niños reelaboraban algunos de los mensajes que ya habían 

abordado en la etapa anterior, con lo que una considerable cantidad de búsquedas léxicas 

eran ahora menos exigentes puesto que se trataba de recuperar palabras que ya habían 

usado o que habían visto en la reformulación. Esto permitió a los niños  hacer uso de la 

memoria (explícita o implícitamente) como una estrategia adicional que les permitió 

liberar cierta cantidad de su capacidad congnitiva, la cual pudo ser usada para centrarse 

en los aspectos formales del mensaje.  

 

III.4.2.2 Búsquedas ortográficas en el ciclo 1  

 

El incremento del uso de esta estrategia del Tiempo 1 al Tiempo 2 está 

estrechamente relacionado con las reformulaciones en el caso de RG y RIG. Los niños 

pertenecientes a estos grupos encontraron en el feedback (i) palabras que habían intentado 

encontrar sin éxito en el Tiempo 1, (ii) versiones correctas de palabras que habían 

conseguido evocar de manera deficiente en el Tiempo 1 y (iii) palabras nuevas útiles que 

estaban dentro de su competencia de la L2 pero no habían sido consideradas en el Tiempo 

1. Llegado el momento de usar estas palabras en el Tiempo 2, los niños se veían en la 

necesidad de hacer uso de búsquedas ortográficas.  

En el caso de CG, el incremento del uso de esta estrategia está relacionado con la 

producción de mensajes totalmente nuevos en el Tiempo 2. Los niños de CG producían 

nuevos mensajes en el Tiempo 2 porque (i) lo hacían en base a sus propios mensajes ya 

elaborados en el Tiempo 1, que eran más asequibles que las reformulaciones y (ii) la 

sensación de vergüenza que había dificultado sus producciones en el Tiempo 1 había 

disminuido notablemente.  
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III.4.2.3 Búsquedas morfológicas y ortográficas en el ciclo 2  

 

En los Tiempos 3 y 4 se registró un descenso significativo en el uso de estas 

estrategias debido a dos factores principales: (i) factores generales externos (que se 

comentarán más adelante) y (ii) una persistente orientación hacia el léxico, lo que llevaba 

a inconsistencias en la atención a la forma (en especial cuando se trataba de elementos 

léxicos que implicaban alguna dificultad o eran poco familiares).  

 

III.4.2.4 Reestructuración 

 

Esta fue la estrategia menos usada por los niños. Aunque ya se ha comentado que 

los niños abordaban la tarea en el Tiempo 2 como si vieran el set de dibujos por primera 

vez, es necesario recordar que esta reacción en general estaba relacionada con detalles 

específicos. Por tanto, cambios a gran escala tales como reestructuraciones completas no 

solían ocurrir.  

El uso de las reestructuraciones disminuyó aún más en el ciclo 2, tal y como cabía 

esperar, puesto que esta estrategia se encuentra al otro lado del espectro cuando se 

compara con estrategias más asequibles como las búsquedas léxicas. Puesto que el uso de 

esta última, que era más sencilla, disminuyó en el Tiempo 4, era normal que el uso de las 

reestructuraciones, que implicaban una mayor complejidad, disminuyera también.  

 

III.5 Factores generales implicados en la reducción del uso de estrategias 

en el ciclo  2 
 

Como ya se ha comentado, con la excepción de descomposición y traducción, la 

frecuencia de uso de las estrategias disminuyó con distintos niveles de intensidad del ciclo 

1 al ciclo 2. Los datos indican que, además de las razones ya expuestas, hay una serie de 

factores generales que pueden explicar este fenómeno. Estos factores son (i) la sensación 

de creciente fatiga en los niños, que fue más evidente en las estrategias que más exigentes, 

como las búsquedas morfológicas (ii) el efecto negativo de las circunstancias externas, 

tales como la proximidad de la fiesta de graduación y los preparativos que esto implicaba 

y (iii) el desarrollo de la dinámica de las parejas, que, aunque en algunos casos se tradujo 

en una mayor fluidez y entendimiento mutuo, en otras conllevó efectos negativos 



424 
 
 

(anulación del miembro de la pareja más tímido, empobrecimiento de las interacciones, 

etc.)  

 

III.6 Orientación de las estrategias: resultados cuantitativos  

 

Los resultados mostraron una cuádruple interacción entre Tiempo, Orientación, 

Grupo y Competencia (F=2.31; p=.042; eta=.161) lo cual señala que no solo el feedback 

y la instrucción, sino también el nivel de competencia debe ser incluido en la ecuación 

para explicar el modo en el que los niños hacían uso de las estrategias.  

 

III.6.1 Orientación de las estrategias de los niños de nivel alto 
 

 Los datos señalan que los niños de nivel alto de CG no mostraron un mayor uso 

de las estrategias con orientación de mejora que aquellas con orientación compensatoria 

en ninguna de las cuatro etapas consideradas. Sin embargo, los grupos RG y RIG 

registraron un perfil en zig-zag paralelo que implicaba un mayor uso de estrategias 

compensatorias en los Tiempos 1 y 3 (cuando los niños estaban produciendo sus textos 

originales) y un mayor uso de estrategias de mejora en los Tiempos 2 y 4 (cuando los 

textos estaban siendo reescritos una vez recibido el feedback).  

Una observación más detallada de los datos revela que a corto plazo (en cada 

ciclo) la reformulación tuvo un impacto positivo en la manera en que los niños con un 

nivel alto mejoraban su uso de las estrategias cuando reescribían sus textos, aunque esta 

mejora fue más evidente en RG en los dos ciclos. A largo plazo (comparando los dos 

ciclos) hay tres hallazgos relevantes: (i) las estrategias usabas por los niños en CG se 

hacían cada vez más compensatorias, (ii) RIG mostró una distribución similar de 

estrategias, haciendo un mayor uso de las estrategias compensatorias cuando escribían 

sus textos originales y un mayor uso de las de mejora cuando los reescribían y (iii) RG 

también utilizó más estrategias de mejora cuando reescribían sus textos en los dos ciclos, 

pero en mayor medida que RIG y, al contrario que RIG, consiguieron avanzar desde un 

predominio de estrategias de compensación en el Tiempo 1 a un equilibrio entre 

compensación y mejora en el Tiempo 3.  
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III.6.2 Orientación de las estrategias de los niños con nivel bajo 
 
 Los datos indican que, con la excepción de equiparación de compensación y 

mejora de RG en las etapas de reescritura en los dos ciclos (Time 2, d=-1.00, n.s; Time 

4, d=-1.60, n.s.) y de RIG en la etapa de reescritura del primer ciclo (Time 2, d=2.00, 

n.d.), el uso de estrategias con orientación compensatoria fue significativamente mayor 

en el resto de etapas y ciclos en los grupos de tratamiento. A corto plazo (en cada ciclo), 

este patrón indica que el feedback tuvo (i) un efecto limitado en el rendimiento de RG en 

ambos ciclos y (ii) un efecto aún más limitado en el rendimiento de RIG. 

 A largo plazo (de un ciclo a otro) los datos indican que (i) CG hizo uso con más 

frecuencia de las estrategias compensatorias en todos los tiempos, (ii) los grupos RG y 

RIG no fueron capaces de hacer un uso significativamente mayor de estrategias de 

mejora, (iii) los niños de RG mostraron en el ciclo 2 una orientación en sus estrategias 

similar a la que habían mostrado en el ciclo 1, (iv) los niños en RIG, al igual que los de 

RG, mostraron un perfil estratégico que implicaba la transición de una mayor frecuencia 

de estrategias compensatorias en el Tiempo 1 a una equiparación de compensatorias y de 

mejora en el Tiempo 2 pero, a diferencia de RG, no consiguieron mantener este perfil de 

transición en el ciclo 2, puesto que efectuaron un mayor uso de estrategias compensatorias 

en los Tiempos 3 y 4.  

 

III.6.3 Orientación de las estrategias de los niños con nivel alto y los 

niños con nivel bajo combinados  
 

 Los datos mostrados más arriba vistos en conjunto muestran que: (i) todos los 

niños de RG y RIG se beneficiaron de la reformulación, aunque con distintos grados de 

intensidad, (ii) los beneficios de la reformulación estaban influidos por el nivel de 

competencia y (iii) en términos de uso de estrategias para mejorar, los niños tanto de nivel 

alto como de nivel bajo de RG tuvieron un mejor rendimiento que los de RIG. 
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III.7 Orientación de las estrategias: análisis cualitativo  
 

III.7.1 La reformulación como factor determinante en la orientación de 

las estrategias  
 

Tal y como se ha comentado, los niños de nivel alto de RG y RIG disminuyeron 

su uso de estrategias compensatorias en las etapas de reescritura de los dos ciclos e 

incrementaron su uso de las de mejora. Además, los niños de nivel bajo de RG 

equipararon la orientación de sus estrategias en las mismas etapas y sus compañeros de 

RIG lo hicieron en el ciclo 1. Por el contrario, los niños de CG utilizaron sus estrategias 

predominantemente de manera compensatoria. Cuando estos datos son contemplados en 

conjunto, la conclusión es que la reformulación fue en factor determinante en la 

orientación de mejora de las estrategias que utilizaron los niños.   

 

III.7.1.1 Los efectos de la reformulación sobre la orientación de mejora: 

características generales   

 

a. The strategic orientation of the CG  

 

Los patrones de orientación estratégica que mostraron los niños en CG se pueden 

atribuir a la falta de feedback que tuvieron en los dos ciclos, lo cual les pudo causar la 

sensación de que trabajaban sin un objetivo concreto. Esta sensación negativa se agravó 

con el paso del tiempo y afecto su motivación, que cada vez era menor, y les llevó a tener 

una actitud negativa hacia la tarea. Los efectos de esta actitud se pueden observar no solo 

en el incremento de estrategias compensatorias, sino en la tendencia general a resumir sus 

textos originales en el Tiempo 4 y a afrontar la tarea con más prisa (lo cual llevaba a una 

cantidad de errores mayor). 
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III.7.1.2 Los efectos de la reformulación en la orientación de mejora de los 

niños  

  

a. Efectos de la reformulación en la orientación de mejora con evidencia de 

comprensión   

 

En algunos casos, la exposición a las reformulaciones implicaba un tipo de 

noticing que permitía los niños mejorar con comprensión (explícita o implícita) su uso de 

los elementos que habían sido ignorados, evitados o usados incorrectamente en la etapa 

de escritura.  

 

b. Efectos de la reformulación en la orientación de mejora sin evidencia de 

comprensión  

 

Los beneficios de las reformulaciones en la orientación de mejora también 

aparecían cuando los niños simplemente hacían uso de la memoria y aseguraban de 

manera explícita que no entendía un elemento lingüístico en particular (normalmente 

léxico) que, sin embargo, eran capaces de recordar.  

 

c. Efectos de la reformulación incluso cuando los niños parecían ignorar el 

feedback  

 

La influencia de las reformulaciones consiste en el abastecimiento de elementos 

léxicos, morfológicos y ortográficos alternativos que a menudo eran detectados y 

procesados por los niños y eran posteriormente usados en las etapas de reescritura incluso 

cuando habían sido aparentemente rechazados.  
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III.7.1.3 Los efectos de la reformulación en relación con la competencia   

 

III.7.1.3.1 Orientación estratégica de los niños de nivel alto en RG y RIG 

  

 La oportunidad que los niños de RG y RIG tuvieron de mejorar sus producciones 

a la luz de las versiones reformuladas de sus textos originales es la principal razón que 

explica la diferencia en los patrones estratégicos entre estos dos grupos y CG.   

 Estos resultados se pueden relacionar con dos procedimientos basados en la 

memoria que usaban los niños en RG y RIG y que compartían con sus compañeros de 

nivel bajo: (i) intentar reproducir las reformulaciones de la manera más fidedigna posible 

and (ii) utilizar la L1 como punto de partida para recordar el feedback. Los niños de nivel 

alto añadieron a estos dos procedimientos el uso de cualquier recurso a su disposición 

(como elementos de las etapas anteriores) en el ciclo 2. 

 

 III.7.1.3.2 Orientación estratégica de los niños con nivel bajo de RG y RIG  

 

 En la mayoría de los casos estos niños tenían dificultades para recordar las 

reformulaciones principalmente porque (i) tenían recursos muy limitados en la L2 y la el 

recuerdo (a veces incompleto) que tenían del feedback les empujaba más allá de dichos 

límites (ii) elaboraban formulaciones incorrectas en español en un intento por recordar el 

feedback y las utilizaban como base para elaborar sus textos (iii) desarrollaron dinámicas 

de interacción negativas y (iv) tuvieron dificultades para revisar sus textos 

adecuadamente.  

 

 
II.7.2 Diferencias en la orientación de las estrategias entre RG y RIG 

 

Los niños en RG en los dos niveles de competencia tuvieron un rendimiento mejor 

que los de RIG.  
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III.7.2.1 Orientación estratégica de los niños de nivel alto de RG y RIG 

 

a. Ciclo 1 Etapa 2 (Tiempo 2)  

 

Los resultados obtenidos por RG y RIG parecen estar directamente relacionados 

con el modo en el que afrontaron el feedback en la etapa de comparación. Al contrario 

que los niños de RIG, las parejas 1, 2, 3 y 4 de RG (4 de 5 parejas de alto nivel) decidieron 

de manera espontánea tomar notas de las diferencias que notaban entre los dos textos en 

la etapa de comparación en el Tiempo 1 (etapa de escritura). Estas notas tuvieron un 

efecto beneficioso en el Tiempo 2 (etapa de reescritura) en el grupo RG. 

 

b. Ciclo 2 Etapa 3 (Tiempo 4)  

 

En este ciclo el patrón de toma de notas fue el inverso. Los niños de RIG, como 

respuesta al tratamiento que habían recibido, tomaron notas en la etapa de comparación 

mientras que los niños de RG no escribieron nada. En este caso, la toma de notas no tuvo 

un efecto beneficioso en el Tiempo 4 para los niños de RIG. Varias razones pueden 

explicar este hecho: (i) la instrucción fue en apariencia insuficiente dado que los niños 

tomaron notas de un modo que claramente se desviaba de las indicaciones dadas durante 

el tratamiento, (ii) las notas se reducían en la mayor parte de los casos a una lista de 

palabras sacadas de contexto sin más explicaciones, (iii) es posible que el written 

languaging necesario para tomar notas adecuadamente no esté al alcance de los niños y, 

por último, (iv) las notas obligaron a los niños de RIG a invertir su capacidad cognitiva 

en la tarea equivocada, lo cual no les permitió procesar adecuadamente el feedback.  

  

c. Ciclo 2 Etapa 1 (Tiempo 3)  

           

 Tal y como ya se ha comentado, los niños en RIG mostraron un uso 

predominante de estrategias compensatorias, que contrasta con RG en la medida en que 

estos fueron capaces de igualar las estrategias compensatorias y las de mejora. Este hecho 

se puede explicar si se tiene en cuenta que (i) los niños en RIG, en comparación con los 

de RG, elaboraban en ocasiones formulaciones en la L1 más complejas y exigentes, (ii) 

los niños en RIG mostraban una mayor urgencia por terminar la tarea y (iii) los niños en 
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RIG produjeron un mayor número de intentos fallidos de recordar elementos de la 

instrucción.  

 

III.7.2.2 Orientación estratégica de los niños con nivel bajo de RG y RIG   

 

 Los datos muestran que solo los niños de RG se beneficiaron de las 

reformulaciones en el ciclo 2. Una vez más, una posible explicación son las notas que los 

niños tomaban durante las etapas de comparación. Mientras que ninguno de los niños en 

RG tomó notas durante el ciclo 2, las parejas 6, 7, 9 y 10 de RIG sí lo hicieron, lo cual 

tuvo los siguientes efectos adversos: (i) agotó sus limitados recursos, (ii) invertían su 

capacidad cognitiva en anotar elementos del feedback sin llegar a entenderlos y (iii) les 

llevó a acusar más la fatiga y el aburrimiento causado por la tarea.  

   

III.8 Orientación de las estrategias y corrección  
 

 El test ANOVA produjo una triple interacción entre Tiempo, Orientación y 

Corrección (F=8, 57; p=.00; eta=.26). Los datos muestran que, en las cuatro etapas, hubo 

un mayor número de estrategias de mejora correctas que incorrectas, mientras que con las 

estrategias compensatorias ocurría lo contrario. Estos resultados se pueden explicar a 

través de los efectos combinados de tres factores determinantes: (i) las reformulaciones, 

(ii) el período de tratamiento y (iii) la creciente fatiga de los niños.  

 Los datos muestran que la orientación de mejora de las estrategias daba como 

resultado producciones correctas mientras que las compensatorias daban como resultado, 

sobre todo, producciones incorrectas. Hay dos razones que pueden explicar estos 

resultados: (i) los niños en RG y RIG principalmente usaban las estrategias 

compensatorias cuando tenían tratar con elementos problemáticos, lo que quiere decir que 

esta orientación está relacionada con los episodios más exigentes y que, por tanto, es 

natural que el resultado fuera en general incorrecto y (ii)  las estrategias de mejora se 

utilizaban en relación con elementos con los que los niños se sentían seguros de sí 

mismos, de manera que normalmente el resultado era correcto.  
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CAPÍTULO 4 

Discusión y Conclusión 

IV.1 Discusión 

Los cambios en el uso, orientación y grado de corrección que los niños mostraron 

en el uso de las estrategias durante la tarea de escritura colaborativa proporcionan pruebas 

de que la reformulación como WCF tuvo un impacto positivo en la naturaleza y el 

producto del procesamiento cognitivo de los niños. En consonancia con investigaciones 

empíricas que han documentado el impacto positivo de las reformulaciones en una serie 

de contextos (Adams, 2003; Hanaoka, 2007; Qi & Lapkin, 2002; Santos, López Serrano, 

Manchón, 2010; Swain & Lapkin, 2002; Tocalli-Beller & Swain, 2007; Storch & 

Wigglesworth, 2010; Wigglesworth & Storch, 2012a), los hallazgos de este estudio 

contribuyen de varias maneras a cuerpo de conocimiento acumulado hasta la fecha acerca 

del potencial de aprendizaje de lenguas que tiene la reformulación en la escritura de la 

segunda lengua en la medida que (i) el presente estudio es único a la hora de ampliar el 

foco de atención sobre los efectos de la reformulación sobre la escritura yendo más allá 

de la consideración de las categorías puramente lingüísticas analizadas hasta ahora para 

ocuparse de cómo las reformulaciones pueden influir en el procesamiento estratégico de 

los LREs por parte de los aprendices; (ii) la naturaleza longitudinal y experimental de 

este estudio añade una nueva dimensión a los estudios “one-shot” llevados a cabo hasta 

ahora y (iii) los resultados de este estudio sobre los niños con nivel de competencia bajo 

complementan los resultados existentes hasta ahora, que principalmente se refería a 

adultos o jóvenes con nivel alto.  

Los resultados de este estudio sugieren una potencial relación entre las 

reformulaciones y al orientación del uso estratégico de los niños al menos a corto plazo, 

puesto que los aprendices, con la excepción del CG, mejoraron el uso de estrategias de 

mejora en ambas ocasiones inmediatamente después de haber tenido acceso al feedback. 

Al contrario de lo que cabía esperar, sin embargo, a firme incremento de la orientación 

de mejora en el uso que los niños hicieron de las estrategias no se materializó después del 

período de tratamiento, sino que el empleo de las estrategias de resolución de problemas 

siguieron distintos patrones en cada uno de los tres grupos. Aquellos niños que había 

recibido reformulaciones repetidamente durante las seis semanas de tratamiento 
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continuaron usando menos estrategias de resolución de problemas con orientación de 

mejora, mientras que los niños que habían recibido instrucción acerca de cómo usar las 

reformulaciones no lo hicieron mejor, y solo consiguieron igualar su uso de estrategias 

compensatorias y de mejora incluso después de las sesiones de instrucción. En ambos 

casos, sin embargo, tuvieron un mejor rendimiento que sus compañeros de CG, los cuales, 

al no haber recibido ningún tipo de feedback, hicieron un mayor uso de estrategias 

compensatorias. Estos resultados apuntan al hecho de que, mientas que la provisión de 

feedback parece promover más oportunidades para el aprendizaje de la lengua que una 

simple repetición de una tarea de escritura, también es cierto que las mejoras a largo plazo 

en la orientación de las estrategias de resolución de problemas por parte de los niños 

quizás sea resistente tanto a la influencia de la instrucción como a la práctica repetida con 

el feedback. Sin embargo, estos hallazgos requieren una interpretación cuidadosa, puesto 

que una serie de factores individuales, contextuales y sociales, que emergieron durante la 

realización de la tarea escrita, parecieron combinarse para dar forma a los resultados de 

este estudio. Estos factores incluyen el nivel de competencia de los niños, el alcance de 

su implicación y atención al feedback, la representación que se hicieron de la tarea y sus 

metas, los niveles de motivación y la influencia de las dinámicas de las parejas.  

 

IV.2 Implicaciones pedagógicas 
 

 A la luz de los datos obtenidos en este estudio, la reformulaciones corren el riesgo 

de ser una herramienta demasiado exigente para los niños con nivel de competencia bajo. 

Estos niños tuvieron una gran cantidad de problemas que las condiciones experimentales 

del estudio permitieron atender. Sin embargo, estas condiciones no son un buen ejemplo 

de las condiciones reales de un aula, donde un gran número de estos problemas no son 

detectados por el maestro y se convierten en problemas ocultos. Una manera de dar 

visibilidad a estos problemas es animar a los estudiantes a participar en discusiones en 

clase con el maestro de manera que estos sean hechos explícitos lo cual, además, (i) 

propiciaría un aprendizaje colaborativo, (ii) traería aun primer plano de la consciencia 

los conocimientos previos de los niños y (iii) ayudaría a los niños en prestar atención a 

la forma.   

 Otro modo de contrarrestar los efectos negativos del nivel bajo de competencia 

sería el trabajo en parejas. Los datos muestran que los niños, en general, no tenían 
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destrezas para el trabajo colaborativo, por lo que sería de gran utilidad proporcionar a los 

niños las directrices  para que pudieran desarrollar dichas estrategias. Un efecto positivo 

adicional del trabajo en parejas es que la cantidad de escritos que el maestro tendría que 

reformular sería menor y por tanto esta técnica sería más factible.  

 Debe también tenerse en cuenta que la importancia del WCF no está 

exclusivamente relacionada con aspectos lingüísticos, sino actitudinales (los niños en 

CG, por ejemplo, rápidamente perdieron la motivación al no recibir ningún feedback; 

otros niños se sentían avergonzados por la cantidad de errores que habían cometido). Es 

importante, por tanto, hacer hincapié en la relevancia que tiene proporcionar un feedback 

a los niños que no solo se ocupe de los aspectos lingüísticos, sino que nutra su motivación 

y autoestima.  

 Los resultados empíricos muestran que la toma de notas no era un método 

apropiado para los niños puesto que consumía una gran parte de la capacidad cognitiva 

de la que disponen. En este respecto, es necesario encontrar procesos que permitan a los 

niños procesar las reformulaciones de una manera más efectiva. El subrayado en contexto 

de los elementos encontrados en la reformulación seguido de una discusión en parejas 

podría ser una alternativa digna de consideración.  

 Por último, los datos muestran que la sensación de fatiga cundió de manera 

descontrolada entre los niños a medida que avanzaba el proceso de toma de datos. En 

términos generales, este sentimiento de fatiga superó los posibles beneficios del WCF. 

Algunos modos de neutralizar o, al menos, frenar este cansancio podrían ser: (i) usar 

distintos sets de dibujos cada vez en vez de repetir los mismos para no perder la sensación 

de novedad, (ii) aumentar gradualmente la dificultad de las tareas sin comenzar 

directamente con una producción de textos escritos totalmente autónoma o (iii) emparejar 

a los niños de manera que los niños de alto nivel y de bajo nivel estuvieran mezclados, y 

no separados, de manera que se pudieran dar las parejas tutoriales.  

    

IV.3 Limitaciones  
 

 En primer lugar, este estudio examina los efectos de la reformulación en una 

secuencia de dos ciclos, pero no proporciona datos sobre la prevalencia de tales efectos 

en un período de tiempo más largo. Segundo, y dado el diseño de este estudio, la 

descripción de los procesos de noticing de los participantes durante las etapas de 
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comparación es escasa. Como consecuencia, este estudio no proporciona suficiente 

información sobre estos procesos. En tercer lugar, este estudio se centra principalmente 

en los procesos, lo que hace que el foco de atención quede lejos de los productos (lo cual 

implica dejar de lado aspectos tan prometedores como las incorporaciones que los niños 

hacen a partir de las reformulaciones, la longitud del output en las distintas etapas o el 

impacto que la instrucción tuvo en los productos finales). Cuarto, los datos empíricos 

demuestran que los rasgos individuales y la dinámica de las parejas jugaron un papel 

muy relevante en el rendimiento de los niños. Sin embargo, este estudio, dada su 

metodología, no incluye mecanismos para medir el impacto de estas variables.  

 Finalmente, este estudio se llevó a cabo bajo la influencia de un número de 

circunstancias externas que condicionaron el rendimiento de los participantes. Estas 

circunstancias, que estaban más allá del control del investigador, están lejos de ser un 

fiel reflejo de las condiciones reales de un aula. Como resultado, no se puede asegurar 

que los resultados  de este estudio se mantuvieran en una clase real.  

 A pesar de las limitaciones mencionadas, los resultados de este estudio no solo 

amplían el escaso conocimiento empírico disponible en relación al uso de las 

reformulaciones con niños, sino que muestra que el WCF es efectivo cuando se trata de 

mejorar la orientación de estrategias en niños. 

  

IV.4 Propuestas para estudios futuros 
 

 Las limitaciones descritas hasta ahora apuntan a temas para estudios futuros en 

este campo de investigación. Hacer objeto de investigación el tema de la permanencia de 

los beneficios que implica el uso de las reformulaciones aportaría valiosa información 

sobre cuestiones tan relevantes como la medida en que los niños se benefician de este 

WCF más allá del período de recogida de datos y  si la reformulación favorece un 

aprendizaje más duradero de unos aspectos lingüísticos sobre otros. Es necesario, por 

tanto, un estudio más longitudinal que verifique y mida la duración de los efectos de la 

reformulación.  

 El noticing y cómo medirlo con niños proporciona otro área que merece la pena 

examinar. Como ya se ha explicado, a menudo los niños subrayaban largas secciones del 

WCF. Esto da lugar dudas razonables sobre si los niños realmente eran capaces de notar 

todos los aspectos que dichas secciones incluyen. Sería aconsejable realizar estudios que 
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determinaran cuál es la mejor manera de medir el noticing que mejor encaja con los niños 

y que, por tanto, les ayudaría mejor a poner voz a sus procesos mentales. Otra área de 

estudio podrían ser las producciones de los niños. Examinar los textos escritos en las 

distintas etapas proporcionaría sin duda información valiosa y fiable sobre los beneficios 

y desventajas de las reformulaciones que no han sido descritas en este estudio.  

 Un aspecto clave de este estudio, la instrucción, también merece investigaciones 

adicionales. Sería recomendable realizar estudios que mejoraran el contenido de las 

instrucciones dadas a los niños durante el período de tratamiento en relación con la toma 

de datos y el modo en que eran explicadas y demostradas.  

 Por último, los datos de este estudio hacen patente que las reformulaciones 

tuvieron un inesperado efecto disuasorio en algunos casos. Esto llega a importantes 

cuestiones, tales como la cantidad de cambios que un niño es capaz de trabajar o donde 

está el límite a partir del cual la reformulación deja de ser una herramienta de aprendizaje 

y se convierte en un obstáculo que lo dificulta, que sería aconsejable abordar. 

    

IV.5 Conclusión 

 
 Los resultados de este estudio demuestran que, sin importar el nivel de 

competencia ni el tratamiento, los niños usaron cinco tipos principales de estrategias de 

resolución de problemas cuando detectaban lagunas en su conocimiento de la lengua 

inglesa. Estas estrategias eran las búsquedas ortográficas, las búsquedas morfológicas, las 

búsquedas léxicas, restructuraciones y descomposición & traducción. Los datos muestran 

que en todos los casos las estrategias de resolución de problemas eran usadas por los niños 

con una orientación específica, que fue categorizada como de mejora o compensatoria. 

Cada una de estas estrategias se dividía en dos grupos, correcta o incorrecta, según la 

idoneidad del output. 

 Los resultados de este estudio también indican que la descomposición & 

traducción fue la estrategia que más usaron los niños sin importar ni el tratamiento ni el 

nivel de competencia. El uso persistente de esta estrategia indica una alta dependencia de 

la L1 por parte de los niños y también que el tratamiento recibido por RG y RIG no puede 

ser aducido como un factor que explique la frecuencia de uso de las estrategias. La 

evidencia empírica señala un número de razones que puede explicar esta tendencia y que 
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pueden ser resumidas en dos reacciones opuestas hacia la reformulación: la falta de efecto 

acumulativo de las etapas previas y la excesiva dependencia de las etapas previas. 

Las búsquedas morfológicas y ortográficas incrementaron de una etapa a otra en 

el ciclo 1 sin importar el tratamiento puesto una parte de la capacidad cognitiva que estaba 

ocupada en el léxico estaba ahora libre. Este incremento, en el caso de RG y RIG, también 

está relacionado con la reformulación, mientras que en el caso de CG se relaciona con la 

creación de nuevos mensajes o la expansión de los ya existentes. En los tiempos 3 y 4 

hubo un significativo descenso de las búsquedas morfológicas y ortográficas como 

consecuencia de la continuada orientación hacia el léxico que mostraron los niños. La 

restructuración fue la estrategia menos empleada puesto que se trataba de la estrategia 

más exigente.  

Con la excepción de la descomposición & traducción, el resto de estrategias 

disminuyeron de un ciclo al siguiente sin importar el tratamiento ni el nivel de 

competencia debido a una serie de factores: (i) el cansancio, (ii) circunstancias externas 

desfavorables y (iii) el desarrollo de la dinámica de las parejas, que el algunos casos fue 

positiva y en otros negativa.  

 Los datos señalan que el uso de las estrategias compensatorias por parte de los 

niños de nivel alto de RG y RIG disminuyó en los Tiempos 2 y 4 y, al mismo tiempo, 

estos mismos participantes hicieron un mayor uso de estrategias de mejora. Los niños de 

nivel bajo de RG igualaron la orientación de las estrategias que utilizaron en las dos etapas 

de reescritura, al igual que los de RIG en el ciclo 2. Los niños de CG, sin embargo, usaron 

en general las estrategias con una orientación compensatoria debido a que no recibieron 

feedback. Se puede concluir, por tanto, que la reformulación fue un factor determinante 

para el uso de estrategias de mejora.  

 Los datos empíricos muestran que los efectos de la reformulación en la orientación 

de las estrategias estaba determinada por el nivel de competencia. Los niños con nivel 

alto incorporaban aspectos de las reformulaciones en sus escritos con más éxito que sus 

compañeros de nivel bajo. Los datos también muestran que los niños en RG en los dos 

niveles de competencia tuvieron un mejor rendimiento en términos de orientación que sus 

compañeros de RIG, lo cual se puede atribuir a las diferencias en la toma de notas.  

  Por último, los resultados de este estudio apuntan hacia una relación entre la 

orientación de las estrategias y la corrección e indican que las estrategias con una 
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orientación de mejora resultaban generalmente en un output correcto mientras que las 

estrategias compensatorias llevaban a un output incorrecto.  

 
 


