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Abstract 

The complexity and variability of the development of writing in a second language have 

motivated extensive theoretical and empirical research of relevance for language learning and 

teaching. Whereas there is abundant evidence about what develops in writing (e.g., linguistic 

aspects in texts, writing strategies, processes, and motivation) and why it develops (e.g., learner 

maturation, instruction, feedback), comparatively less is known about how writing development 

occurs. Understanding how learners of English as a second/foreign language (ESL/EFL) 

develop their writing skills has grown in interest given the dominance of English as the current 

leading language for academic and non-academic communication.  

The present study investigates EFL learners' writing development in a foreign languages pre-

service teacher education programme at a Colombian university. Drawing on the extensive body 

of ESL/EFL writing literature that has examined the complexity of writing development from 

distinct yet rather isolated angles and theoretical traditions, this study adopted a multi-lensed 

approach to investigate writing development as a writer-text-context compound.  

Methodologically, the study responds to calls for counterbalancing the partiality for quantitative 

cross-sectional studies of academic texts of groups of writers in EFL writing development 

research. Thus, it adopts a mixed-methods approach that investigated the participants' writing 

development over a 16-week academic semester. The quantitative phase examined writing 

development differences in groups from three curricular stages of the programme (initial = 31; 

middle = 29; final = 40; N=100) through a non-academic writing task and a questionnaire. The 

qualitative phase examined the developmental trajectories and the factors affecting the writing 

development of six individual learners (three higher scorers and three lower scorers selected 

from the three curricular stages) using interviews and six texts produced by each participant 

over the semester. Three independent raters evaluated the texts in the two phases of the study 

using a rubric developed for this study to reflect the comprehensive view of writing by including 

text-, writer-, and reader-related writing dimensions. The interviews and questionnaires 

provided data about writing development that cannot be seen in the texts. Email letters were 

chosen as a representative non-academic genre used by ESL/EFL learners in the context 

examined and globally. 

The findings showed significant differences across the groups. They revealed various 

developmental trajectories across the various writing dimensions and individual writers, 

associated with long- and short-term factors influencing EFL writing development. These 

findings cast light on what develops, why it develops, and how development occurs at both 

group and individual levels in an EFL situation. It was found that writing progress is limited but 
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significant, nonlinear, and resulting from an interplay between contextual and individual 

characteristics (e.g., L1, family, instruction, personality, motivation, proficiency, and age). It 

was also found that writing development is also linked to interactions between writing facets 

(e.g., content, task, genre, language, authorial voice, audience awareness, language, readability, 

writing situation) in a way that resembles a self-organising system (Larsen-Freeman & 

Cameron, 2008a).  

While the present study was exploratory, the comprehensive view adopted provides a better 

understanding of writing development to inform EFL writing research, teaching, and 

assessment. The complexity and variability of writing development remind L2 writing 

researchers, teachers, and evaluators that, as the writing progress is not linear, having times in 

which there is no evidence of progress, or and at times, apparent regression, caution is needed 

in the evaluation of EFL learners' writing proficiency.  
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Chapter 1. Introduction 

EFL writing is a fascinating, complex phenomenon 

 

English is the current leading language for writing purposes worldwide. Users of English as a 

second/foreign language (ESL/EFL), that is, most of the world population, frequently use 

English for personal, commercial, academic, and cultural purposes through emails and social 

networks. Most academic publications are written in English. The challenge of writing in 

English as an additional language (L2) is worldwide. Thus, understanding ESL/EFL learners’ 

writing development is an important area of research and pedagogical interest in second 

language acquisition studies globally.  

Like most language learners worldwide, I have experienced writing as a challenging endeavour, 

especially in languages additional to my first language, Spanish. Moreover, as a Spanish and 

EFL language teacher and lecturer in Colombia, I have witnessed similar struggles in learners 

and educators from the primary to the university level. This study aims to contribute to 

L2/ESL/EFL writing research with empirical evidence of how writing development occurs in 

an EFL situation, which is of particular relevance for EFL writing teaching and assessment in 

the context where I work (Colombia) and, potentially, in other EFL contexts.  

L2 writing has been extensively investigated, and there is a substantive body of evidence of 

what develops regarding linguistic aspects such as vocabulary and grammar, text organisation 

or structure, genre or type of text, writing motivation and identity. Likewise, why writing 

develops is now arguably quite well understood concerning factors such as instruction, 

feedback, learner maturation, increased proficiency, and practice. However, how writing 

develops is still not well understood (Baba & Nitta, 2014). Furthermore, the distinction between 

ESL and EFL has important research and pedagogical implications. Unlike a second language 

(L2), a foreign language (FL) is not used socially daily, which means scarce opportunities for 

most people to learn and practice a foreign language. The profound differences between ESL 

and EFL learning justify EFL learning studies, which has become a thriving research area 

(Cumming, 2016; Manchón, 2009; Silva, 2016). 

Most L2 writing studies have examined academic writing tasks, which are frequent in EFL 

learners' academic life. Many of these writing tasks are designed to help learners show their 

knowledge (knowledge-telling; Scardamalia & Bereiter, 1987), while other tasks are meant to 

examine their language learning and writing ability (writing-to-learn the language and learning-

to-write; Manchón, 2011). The genres or types of texts usually required by EFL learners belong, 
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naturally, to academic writing, such as argumentative essays and research articles (Hyland, 

2005a). However, EFL learners, particularly language majors such as the participants in the 

study reported in this thesis, also write in non-academic situations such as emails and social 

networks (Facebook, WhatsApp, and the like). While this kind of non-academic writing has 

powerful effects on their writing motivation and learning (Feng, Sun & Zou, 2019; Yasuda, 

2018), there is a paucity of studies examining EFL writing development in non-academic genres.  

The present study thus investigates how Colombian learners develop their EFL writing. 

Colombia is a multilingual and multicultural country, representative of an EFL context, where 

the majority of the population speak Spanish as their first language, and English is a foreign 

language (see Section 1.1). The participants in this investigation were students from a bachelor’s 

in education (B.Ed.) programme that educates future foreign language (FL - English and French) 

teachers at a university in Colombia (UC). This programme will be referred to as BEdFLUC 

throughout this thesis.  

The study adopted a two-phase sequential mixed-methods (quantitative-qualitative) design. The 

quantitative phase examined students’ writing development of three independent groups of 

learners, one in each of the three curricular stages of the BEdFLUC programme (Years 1, 3 and 

4). The second phase was a qualitative study that examined the writing development of six 

individual students (three higher scorers and three lower scorers identified in the three groups 

in the quantitative phase of the study) over a 16-week academic semester in the BEdFLUC 

programme. (See Chapter 4 for a complete explanation of the methodological design). The tasks 

used to explore the participants' EFL writing development were typed e-mail letters, a 

representative form of non-academic writing. Three independent raters scored these texts using 

the same scoring rubric, which comprises 12 specific writing aspects grouped into six general 

categories (see Appendix 4). The writing aspects, referred to as dimensions or facets throughout 

the thesis, were drawn from the literature on writing and existing rubrics for its assessment (see 

Section 4.3.3.2).  

After presenting the topic and the rationale for the present study, this introductory chapter 

presents the context (the ‘human background’) of the study, followed by the theoretical 

background, the research questions, and the significance of the study. The chapter closes with 

the outline of the thesis. The subsequent chapters, mainly the Literature Review (Chapters 2 and 

3), Methodology, and Discussion, develop the arguments that comprise this thesis. 
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1.1 Context of the Study 

EFL, a context that matters 

The study took place in an undergraduate foreign languages programme at a Colombian 

university. As mentioned at the beginning of this chapter, Colombia is a country where most of 

the population are Spanish speakers for whom English is a foreign language. As mentioned 

before, a language is ‘foreign’ in a country when it is not used for daily social communication 

in that country. Most Colombians have contact with English only at school for just a few hours 

a week. Although educational policies in the last three decades have promoted English learning, 

less than 4% of Colombians speak this language (Colombian National Ministry of Education 

[M.E.N.], 1994, 2006, 2016). Not harmonised and often conflicting (Miranda, Berdugo, & 

Tejada, 2016; Sierra, 2019), Colombian language policies have placed English as an educational 

priority, and it is currently taught from primary school to university. Two national examinations, 

one at the end of secondary school and one at the end of the university level, have been 

established to enforce and assess students' English level and the policies' progress. Nevertheless, 

English language proficiency in Colombia continues to be at a low level, third to last (17/19) in 

South America after Venezuela and Ecuador, and the 68th in the world (English First, 2019).  

Concurrently, Colombian undergraduate FL programmes have been frequently transformed and 

have experienced tensions in applying the last 20 years' ever-changing policies. These tensions 

are mostly related to the imposition of ESL standards to an EFL context, unrealistic 

governmental deadlines, the imposition of English at expenses of native languages, a lack of 

infrastructure and resources, and the disregard of local academic community participation 

(Cárdenas, 2007; Correa & González, 2016; Correa, Usma & Montoya, 2014; Miranda, Berdugo 

& Tejada, 2016; Sierra, 2019). English language institutes have multiplied throughout the 

country, with professional development activities permanently offered to EFL teachers. 

However, despite some improvement due to the policies, students and EFL teachers' proficiency 

level is generally below the expected level identified in the policies1 (Cárdenas, Chaves, & 

Hernández, 2015; Miranda, 2018; MEN, 2014). 

Writing in English is not taught in Colombia before university. Generalist teachers (who neither 

are speakers of English nor prepared to teach it) teach English in primary school. The primary 

 
1 After a series of changes over almost a decade postponing the deadlines to achieve the proposed levels, the current 

policy is the National Programme of English (NPE) Colombia Very Well 2015-2025. The NPE  determined the 

following levels to be attained by 2025: 50% of secondary school students will reach level B1 (Independent User 

or low-intermediate); 25% of undergraduate students will reach level B2 (Independent User or high-intermediate), 

and 100% of pre and in-service language teachers will reach level C1 (Proficient User) (Ministry of Education, 

2014). 
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curriculum focuses on lists of isolated words (e.g., numbers, colours, parts of the house, parts 

of the body) (Bastidas, Muñoz, Benavidez, 2011; Cárdenas, Chaves, & Hernández, 2015). 

Although secondary school teachers have studied and know how to teach English, their 

proficiency is generally below level B2 (Common European Framework of Reference), and their 

teaching focuses on grammar and translation (Cárdenas, Chaves & Hernández, 2015; Correa & 

González, 2016). Consequently, the curriculum in secondary schools is generally grammar-

centred and relies on translation into Spanish as L1. Writing in secondary school is commonly 

limited to model sentences illustrating grammatical patterns (tenses and affirmative, 

interrogative, or negative forms) and short descriptive or narrative paragraphs. Few students 

study English outside their classrooms, for example, in language institutes (Cárdenas, Chaves, 

& Hernández, 2015). These contextual and instructional features are similar to other EFL 

situations (see Section 3.2.1). Despite the limited contextual support for learning this foreign 

language, some secondary and university learners learn English informally outside the 

classroom through personal interests (e.g., music, videogames, videos, TV shows, or social 

networks). The following section describes the specific context in which the study took place.  

The study's context was an undergraduate foreign language (FL) programme in a first-tier public 

Colombian university located in the Southwest of Colombia. The FL programme is offered by 

the Foreign Languages Department of the School of Language Sciences. This School also offers 

two MA programmes (Spanish-Linguistics and Interlinguistic-Intercultural Studies), a 

technology in interpretation/translation programme for blind and deaf-blind persons, and two 

undergraduate programmes (Spanish and Foreign Languages). The School also has seven 

research laboratories, including one in Applied Linguistics.  

The bachelor’s in education (B.Ed.) in Foreign Languages (FL) provides teacher education for 

future teachers of foreign languages (English and French) for secondary schools. Such 

programmes are often known as TESOL (Teaching English to speakers of other languages) in 

the literature on L1 education. The five-year BEdFLUC curriculum (Appendix 3) for language 

majors includes five central cross-curricular components: L1 (Spanish writing, mainly), FL 

(English and French), Pedagogy (teaching theory and practice), Linguistics (structural 

components of language, functional perspectives, applied linguistics), and Educational research.  

The BEdFLUC programme comprises three curricular stages: The first stage (CS1) spans the 

first two years (semesters I-IV); the second stage (CS2) covers the third year and the first 

semester of the fourth year (semesters V to VII). The final stage (CS3) includes the first semester 

of the fourth year and the fifth (semesters VIII and IX). CS1 integrates general EFL 
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communicative skills (listening, speaking, reading, and writing). CS2 includes types of texts or 

genres (description, narration, exposition, and argumentation); Semester V focuses on listening 

and speaking genres, Semester VI focuses on reading and Semester VII covers writing. CS3 

includes English literature and creative writing. Each EFL component runs for 16 weeks with 

two-hour sessions three times a week.  

Writing is an academic skill of particular importance for EFL student teachers. It is included in 

the BEdFLUC curriculum from the first semester and taught throughout the BEdFLUC 

programme. English VII, however, is the only course explicitly devoted to writing in English. 

Writing in English represents a significant challenge for the students, who generally have a low 

English level and have not written in English before studying at the university. In general, the 

focus of EFL writing in the BEdFLUC curriculum is a blend of writing to learn the language 

(Manchón, 2011) and writing to report knowledge (Bereiter & Scardamalia, 1987). While the 

BEdFLUC programme emphasises academic writing, both personal and creative writing have a 

small curriculum weight. In the Colombian context, EFL shares general situational 

characteristics with many other EFL contexts (as described in Section 3.2.1). 

In closing this section, it is noted that although research in EFL learning has increased in 

Colombia, EFL writing (and writing development within it) is still an area scarcely studied in 

Colombia. The present study contributes to Colombian academic efforts to understand EFL 

learning by providing empirical evidence to support EFL writing teaching and evaluation in this 

context.  

1.2 Theoretical Background 

L2 writing, as a complex phenomenon, requires a comprehensive approach  

1.2.1 Traditional views of writing 

Writing is an advanced language skill, as evidenced, first, by its late appearance in both social 

and individual history and, second, by the fact that an individual cannot learn to write without 

social intervention (teaching). Language (writing) is bio-psycho-socio-historical as expressed 

by Cook and Seidlhofer (1995, as cited by Atkinson, 2011, p. 1): 

[Language is] a genetic inheritance, a mathematical system, a social fact, an expression 

of individual identity, an expression of cultural identity, an outcome of dialogic 

interaction, a social semiotic, the intuitions of native speakers, a collection of memorised 

chunks, the sum of attested data, a rule-based discrete combinatory system, or an 

electrical activation in a distributed network . . . We do not have to choose. Language 

can be all of these things at once. (G. Cook & Seidlhofer, 1995, p. 4) 
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Cook and Seidlhfer’s quote clearly illustrates the complex, multifaceted nature of language. The 

multifaceted character of language (in general) and writing (in particular) are reflected in the 

existence of a range of theories and approaches to their study. The following are some existing 

theories (Atkinson, 2011; Belcher, 2012, 2013b; Cumming, 2010, 2016; Hirvela, Hyland, & 

Manchón, 2016; Leki, Cumming, & Silva, 2008; Manchón, 2012; 2016; Peláez-Morales, 2017; 

Riazi, Shi, & Haggerty, 2018; Silva, 2016; Zheng & Yu, 2019): 

• Cognitive process  

• Sociocultural theory  

• Sociocognitive approach  

• Identity approach 

• Language socialisation approaches  

• Conversation-analytic approach  

• Systemic Functional Linguistics  

• Intercultural rhetoric  

• Genre analysis  

• Theories of multicompetence  

• Multimodal approaches  

• Ecological theory  

• Complex dynamic systems 

Such multiplicity of overlapping theories and approaches towards language and writing inhibits 

an integral understanding of language (Hult, 2019) and L2 writing (Bazerman et al., 2017) 

because their “independent and even isolated existences” (Atkinson, 2011, p. xi) offer a 

scattered and fragmented view on language and writing. Considering the current challenges that 

language learning and teaching pose in a globalised world, some integration would be of benefit 

(Atkinson, 2019; Douglas Fir Group [DFG, henceforth], 2016; Duff, 2019; Hult, 2019). 

Likewise, L2 writing research, influenced by linguistics trends, second language acquisition 

(SLA), and applied linguistics research, has suffered from a lack of integration.  

Despite their variation, most (if not all) perspectives in SLA and L2 (ESL/EFL) writing have 

recognised the complex nature of writing (and writing development) and the diversity of 

influencing factors. However, writing and writing development are frequently not defined in 

writing studies, and few theories address writing complexity. Mixed or comprehensive 

approaches, such as socio-cognitivism, sociocultural, and complex dynamic systems (CDS) 

perspectives, might have more explanatory power for the complexity of writing than single 

perspectives. Complex dynamic systems theory (CDST), for instance, has postulated iteration 

(practice associated with task repetition) and co-adaptation (mutual influence) of the various 

components of writing as the mechanism of writing development (Baba & Nitta, 2014; Larsen-

Freeman & Cameron, 2008; Murakami, 2016).  
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Within the diversity of writing research, three views of writing have been described. In 

Cumming’s (1998) words:  

The word "writing" refers not only to text in written script but also to the acts of thinking, 

composing, and encoding language into such text; these acts also necessarily entail 

discourse interactions within a sociocultural context. Writing is text, is composing, and 

is social construction. This threefold distinction—between text analytic, composing 

process, and social constructivist views of writing—has served usefully to distinguish 

the major orientations adopted in inquiry into second language writing and to 

circumscribe the implications they have for instruction (e.g., Grabe and Kaplan 1996, 

Raimes 1991, Silva 1990). (p. 61) 

The three views of writing mentioned by Cumming correspond to text- or product-centred; 

writer- or process-centred; and context- or situation-centred (Hyland, 2008e; Manchón, 2017; 

Matsuda & Silva, 2005; Riazi, Shi, & Haggerty, 2018; Zheng & Yu, 2019). A text-centred 

approach to writing focuses on linguistic structures and rhetorical features of texts; writer-

centred views emphasise the mental and brain or motor processes related to writing, whereas 

context-centred approaches concentrate on the situational aspects of writing. The next three 

subsections review the theoretical views of writing noted above. 

1.2.1.1 Text/Product centred view of writing 

Within the text-centred view of writing, language-focused L2 writing research developed 

historically from an interest in grammatical and lexical accuracy and appropriacy of L2 writers 

of English (Lado, 1957). It generated constructs such as interlanguage (Corder, 1971), text 

quality (Crossley & McNamara, 2014), focus on form (syntactic structures; Ellis, R. 2016) and 

text structure (Kobayashi & Rinnert, 2008). The research focused on form (grammar) includes 

many empirical studies interested in the linguistic improvement of learners’ texts as the result 

of various kinds of pedagogical interventions, as exemplified below. 

• Writing process approach (Salsabila & Maolida, 2019; Zare-ee & Mahdavi, 2014)  

• Writing across the curriculum (WAC) (Anson, 2006; Craig, 2012) 

• Task-based writing (Kafipour, Mahmoudi, & Khojasteh, 2018; Yasuda, 2017)  

• Feedback (Bitchener & Ferris, 2012; Wigglesworth & Storch, 2012)  

• Genre (academic writing usually; Gray, 2015; Hyland, 2012; Lee, 2019; Nagao, 2019; Yoon 

& Polio, 2017)  

• Technology-based and web-based writing (Bikowski, & Vithanage, 2016; Lin, 2019)  

More recently, a large number of language-centred studies have focused on syntactical 

complexity (C) and accuracy (A), lexical (L) features of learners’ texts, and writing fluency (F) 
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(Bulté & Housen, 2012; Housen, De Clercq, Kuiken & Vedder, 2019; Lambert & Kormos, 

2014). According to their key constructs, these studies have been referred to as CAF or CALF 

(Pallotti, 2009; Housen, Kuiken, & Vedder, 2012). Despite describing ESL/EFL learners’ 

language and text features, language-centred research has been criticised for limiting writing to 

texts and as well as a reduced (i.e., purely linguistic) view of texts and writing (Manchón, 2011) 

and for missing essential dimensions of writing related to text types (genres), writers, and 

writing contexts. Another critical objection refers to the underlying ‘power bias’ of this approach 

implied by the common disqualification of L2 writing as a sort of underqualified L1 writing 

(Calafato, 2019; DFG, 2016; Manchón, 2017; Schreiber, 2019). However, this criticism does 

not apply to text-centred writing research focused on rhetorical (organisational) aspects in 

learners’ texts (Atkinson, 2004; Connor, Ene, & Traversa, 2016; Reichelt, 2003). This approach 

draws attention to the cultural and social dimensions involved in texts (e.g., genres) and is thus 

located in the context-centred approach to writing below (Section 1.2.1.3). 

1.2.1.2 Writer/process-centred view of writing 

As a reaction to the text-centred and language-based approaches to writing research, writer-

centred studies of writing emphasised cognitive processes of writing, including planning, 

composing, reflection, monitoring, retrieving knowledge, revision, edition, and processing 

feedback (Manchón & Williams, 2016; Révész, Michel, & Lee, 2019), and expressive/stylistic 

development (Matsuda, 2003). Biological processes (brain or hand/eye motor activity) involved 

in writing have received recent attention (Barkaoui, 2014; Chukharev-Hudilainen, Saricaoglu, 

Torrance, & Feng, 2019; Fears & Lockman, 2019). Most of the process-centred EFL writing 

studies have been cognitivist, focused on writers' observable mental behaviours while writing. 

(See reviews of L2 process-centred research in L2 writing in Cumming, 2016; Galbraith & 

Vedder, 2019; Roca de Larios, Nicolás-Conesa, & Coyle, 2016.)  

Key constructs of the writer/process-centred research approach refer to cognitive processes 

involved in writing, planning, drafting, revising, editing (Barkaoui, 2007ab; Roca de Larios, 

Manchón, Murphy, & Marín, 2008); writing skill or skills and competence (Canale & Swain, 

1980); performance (Plakans, Gebril, & Bilki, 2019), and writing fluency (Abdel Latif, 2009). 

These studies have shown that, in general, expert or skilled writers plan and revise more than 

novice writers do, whereas novice writers lack metacognitive awareness (knowledge) of writing 

strategies (Ruan, 2014). Pedagogical approaches to the teaching of writing as a process have 

been based on this perspective on writing.  
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A second parallel focus of interest in the writer-centred approach to writing has been related to 

extensively studied individual variables such as age, experience, skill, proficiency, motivation, 

and multicompetence (for example, Dörnyei & Ryan, 2015; Rinnert & Kobayashi, 2012). 

Writer- and process-centred approaches to writing have informed an understanding of EFL 

learners’ texts and supported the teaching and assessment of writing.  

The writer/process-centred approach has been criticised for drawing heavily on L1 writing 

(Manchón, 2009; Ortega, 2009). A second critique is that this view misses the links between the 

writers´ cognitive processes and social and cultural backgrounds (Atkinson, 2003; Hyland, 

2003a; Matsuda, 2003). The third strand of writer-centred research is socio-political and 

ideological, which deals with, for instance, bi- and multi-lingual identity and linguistic 

inequality (Hyland, 2015b, 2016a; Manchón, 2017). A further criticism of the writer/process-

centred approach might be that the focus on capturing the online (while-writing) behaviours of 

L2 writers necessarily entails a relatively static approach not adequate to examine writing 

development over time.  

1.2.1.3 Context-centred approaches 

The third view of writing, context-centred approaches, focuses on writing's situational aspects 

(Ferris & Hedgcock, 2014). This perspective is rooted in sociolinguistic and pragmatist views 

of language and writing and focuses on social, political, and cultural factors that influence texts 

such as academic discourses (Gray, 2015; Hyland, 2012), rhetorical traditions (Atkinson, 2004; 

Connor, Ene, & Traversa, 2016; Reichelt, 2003) and language distance (how similar or different 

the L1 is from the L2). This perspective also includes factors that determine writers’ identity 

and attitudes towards writing, additional languages and bi-, and multilingualism situations 

(Dörnyei, 2009ab; Duff, 2015; Norton, 2013). A context-centred approach to writing also 

includes usage-based approaches (Ellis, N, 2015), Systemic Functional Linguistics (Ryshina-

Pankova, 2018), multimodal approaches (O´Halloran, Tan, & Smith, 2016), and genre analysis 

(e.g., Shaw, 2016). Context-centred approaches to writing sometimes seem to dismiss the text 

while favouring sociological, ethnographic, discursive, and ideological analyses, which has a 

few practical implications for the teaching and testing of writing.  

1.2.2 An alternative, comprehensive view of writing and writing development 

This study assumes that a comprehensive view of writing can be drawn from the three major 

historical traditions in L2 writing research (language/writer/context-centred) described in the 

previous section. These views emphasise specific aspects of writing; none of them alone allow 

an integral understanding of writing complexity. Furthermore, their theoretical and empirical 
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multiplicity reflects the tension between positivist views focused on quantifying empirical 

textual evidence and qualitative perspectives emphasising the social and cultural dimensions of 

writing. Consequently, multiple calls have been made for integrated views of L2 writing and 

SLA (Atkinson, 2011; Bazerman et al., 2017; Cumming, 2013; DFG, 2016; Han, 2016; Hult, 

2019; Larsen-Freeman, 2019a; Polio & Park, 2016).  

The Douglas Fir Group (DFG, 2016), a collective of 15 prominent applied linguists of various 

methodological orientations,  has recently proposed a comprehensive SLA approach. Their 

proposal views language and language learning as multifaceted and requiring “the integrative 

consideration of learners’ mental and neurobiological processing, remembering and 

categorising patterns, and moment-to-moment use of language in conjunction with a variety of 

socioemotional, sociocultural, sociopolitical, and ideological factors” (DFG, 2016, p. 19). As 

part of the language, writing is necessarily a bio-psycho-sociocultural and historical 

phenomenon involving skills across these three general dimensions.  This integrative view aligns 

with views such as Ferris’s (2013) and Belcher’s (2013b), who see L2 writing as necessarily 

involving texts and writers, and call for a wider lens through which to view L2 writing research.  

In line with the above calls for integrative approaches and proposals, this study adopts a 

comprehensive view of writing by drawing on the abovementioned traditions. This inclusive 

stance may help integrate the most prominent facets of writing, the text (the product of 

composing), the writer, the reader, and the context with more explanatory power for EFL 

writing development. The text exists because of a writer who writes for an audience, as writing 

is a communicative action. Readers (writers themselves, teachers at school, evaluators who 

score a writing test, an audience in general) assess the text and writing quality. This means that 

although based on textual features, text and writing quality are affected by writers’ variables 

and are mediated by readers. Writers write and readers read depending on many personal 

variables or features, such as age, proficiency, motivation, confidence, and knowledge of the 

topic about which they write or read. Besides, text, writer, and reader are necessarily situated, 

that is, immersed in a social and cultural context or situation. Thus, the text comprises more 

than linguistic (lexical and grammatical) and organisational (rhetorical) aspects.  

The complexity of writing is generally acknowledged, and it is precisely this complexity that 

has led to the analysis of discrete facets of writing. Nevertheless, there is a need for a 

comprehensive view of writing, and the present study is an attempt in this direction. 

Consequently, this study defines writing as a situated (context-dependent) composite skill 

involving a range of abilities in the linguistic, rhetoric, communicative, psychological, and 
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sociocultural domains. Consistent with this definition of writing, writing development is defined 

here as situated progress in the various writing skills included in writing. The comprehensive 

view of writing and writing development adopted is reflected in the rubric used to evaluate the 

participants' writing development in this study (Section 4.3.3.2 and Appendix 4). This 

encompassing view of writing and writing development requires the support of a multi-lensed 

approach, as explained below.  

1.2.3 A multiple-lensed theoretical approach 

 A comprehensive approach requires a multi-lensed view 

The present study responds to calls for a comprehensive, integrative approach to L2 writing 

based on the assumption that an encompassing operationalisation of writing and writing 

development may have more explanatory power and pedagogical value than a unidimensional 

approach. In the absence of a unified framework, the present study attempts a comprehensive 

view of writing and writing development from a ‘multiple-lensed’ approach to the study. A 

multiple-lensed approach involves recognising the validity of single theories and the need to 

integrate their individual contributions for a better understanding of writing and its complex 

nature. Furthermore, a multiple-lensed theoretical approach aligns with the study's mixed-

method research approach (see Chapter 4).   

It is important to note that it is beyond the present study's scope to fully integrate or use several 

theories and approaches or propose a unified framework here. The multi-lensed approach 

attempted here must be understood as an exploration in the use of convergent perspectives by 

using some of the central tenets of several theories and theoretical approaches. This integrative 

attempt is operationalised through the definitions of writing and writing development adopted 

in the present study and through the integration of writing constructs, as seen in Figure 1.1. Two 

criteria were decisive for selecting the theories or theoretical approaches to draw from in the 

present study's multi-lensed approach. First, they must address a similar phenomenon (writing 

development, in the present case). Second, they need to do it from compatible assumptions (the 

multifaceted and situated nature of writing development). Accordingly, the present study uses 

some constructs from the sociocultural approach (mediation, internalisation, the person as a 

social being); socio-cognitive approach (inseparability of mind, body and world; the central role 

of use in development); complexity theory (e.g., complex adaptive system, self-organisation, 

non-linearity), and systemic functional linguistics (the role of context in language development);  

to try to explain EFL writing development. These approaches were chosen given that they share 

the recognition of writing as linguistic, communicative, individual-social, and context-related. 
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Sections 1.2.3.1 to 1.2.3.3 establish the elements from those theories and approaches used in the 

study, and Section 1.2.3.4 presents its multi-lensed approach.  

1.2.3.1 Sociocultural theory and second language acquisition 

The sociocultural theory about second language acquisition (SCT-L2) postulates that language 

is developed as a psychological mediator (regulating or controlling tool) used to regulate or 

control mental and communicative activity. That is, it is a self- and social-mediator (Frawley & 

Lantolf, 1985; Lantolf, 2011). SCT-L2 also posits that language is developed not only in terms 

of target-like performance but also through social-cultural mediation. Furthermore, “SCT holds 

that development originates in the integration of biologically endowed abilities with culturally 

organised artefacts that mediate thinking” (Lantolf, 2011, p. 26). Language develops through 

internalisation or appropriation through communicative interaction with adults (initially) and 

peers (later). SCT-L2 emphasises that language's mediational power lies in its meaning-making 

capacity or potential use, not in its structure. Language serves as a symbolic tool to facilitate 

communication and participation in social and communicative activities, and it is appropriated 

in and through these activities. Overall, SCT sees writing as a social act, emphasising the 

importance of the social context in which the writing is done for a particular audience (Grabe & 

Kaplan, 1996) and, in line with its Vygotskian origin, SCT views the environment as a central 

mechanism in development.  

An SCT-L2 view implies that social and psychological uses of language are closely intertwined. 

For that reason, writing needs to be seen as concurrently linguistic, psychological (involving 

mental processes), and sociocultural. Lantolf (2011) puts it this way:  

[t]he ZPD [Zone of Proximal Development2] begins with actual ability based on 

independent performance but is oriented toward future development determined by 

learner responsiveness to mediation: Students with the same actual level of development 

do not necessarily project identical future development (p. 31).  

This implication applies to writing development assessment in that first development manifests 

through performance changes and mediation changes that support learner performance. Second, 

development is not uniform for all learners (Poehner, 2008).  

 
2 ZDP is a key concept in SCT. The Zone of Proximal Development (ZPD) is the activity in which instruction (i.e., 

socialization at home and formal teaching at school) and development interrelate: learners appropriate their 

community’s cultural artefacts via socialization processes in which adults or more knowledgeable peers interact 

with learners in actions that allow them go beyond actual state of development. (Vygotsky, 1978) 
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1.2.3.2 Complexity theory approach to L2 development 

Complex dynamic systems theory (CDST) applied to SLA (de Bot, Lowie, & Verspoor, 2007; 

Larsen-Freeman & Cameron, 2008) views language as “a complex adaptive system, which 

emerges bottom-up from interactions of multiple agents in speech communities (Larsen-

Freeman, 1997; Ellis with Larsen-Freeman, 2009). The system is adaptive because it changes to 

fit new circumstances, which are also themselves continually changing” (Larsen-Freeman, 

2011, p. 49). A system is a set of inter-related parts. It is complex when it has a large number of 

factors or variables interrelated into an organic whole; that is, a complex system is organised 

complexity (Larsen-Freeman, 2011).  

Importantly, what makes a system complex is not the number of components or parts of the 

system but the number of interrelations and their array into an organic, dynamic, and self-

organising (alive-like) whole. The system's dynamism is evident in the parts' changing roles, 

“with some parts playing more central roles at times, and at other times playing minor or no 

obvious roles at all” (Larsen-Freeman, 2011, p. 50). The changes in the parts' functions are 

related to time, reciprocal and mutually supporting relationships of the parts (co-adaptation 

relationships), and external influences (the system is ‘open’ or permeable to exterior influences).  

Self-organisation is the emergence of a more complex order, which originates spontaneously 

from the interactions among the parts and not from an ‘internal plan’ or an external influence 

(Mitchel, 2003). Self-organisation is dynamic stability; that is, stability does not mean a static 

state. Likewise, the emergence of self-organisation due to internal forces does not mean that the 

system is ‘closed’ or immune to outside influences. The system is permeable to external 

influences (i.e., it is ‘open’), “[b]ecause the system is open, self-organisation is not a once-and-

for-all process” (Larsen-Freeman, 2011, p. 51). In other words, there is continuous change and 

building of new structures without changing the identity of the system. In the case of language, 

it evolves permanently. It changes through space (in the form of accents), time (e.g., old/modern 

English), social groups, and communicative situations (educated/colloquial) without losing its 

identity.  

Finally, a primary interest of CDST is change, the main feature of development. CDST sees 

change as nonlinear. Nonlinear change is opposite to the usual view of progress as a simple 

continuous linear progression, or progress through fixed stages, as in a ladder- or staircase-like 

manner in which development is seen “as a simple fixed progression, following monotonic 

change, with one step following another in a single direction” (Fischer, Yan, & Stewart, 2003, 

p. 491). Nonlinear change occurs discontinuously as developmental webs of dynamic 
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construction within multiple ranges in multiple directions, with “at least three important 

features: (1) development occurs in a complex multilevel range; (2) developmental pathways 

undergo dynamic transformation through multiple strands or network links; and (3) 

multidirectional construction is the form of development” (Fischer et al., 2003, p. 492).  

When discontinuous change reaches a critical moment, there is a reorganisation of the system 

into a higher-level state; this reorganisation is called phase shift or phase transition (Baba & 

Nitta, 2014). Thus, “emergence is characterised by phase transition, or conversely, phase 

transition is the change with emergent properties” (Baba & Nitta, 2014, p. 5). After a phase 

transition, a system usually stabilises itself in a dynamic (non-static) state or pattern or into what 

is known in CDS as an attractor state; these relatively stable stages are the developmental phases 

or stages. However, attractor states are not entirely stable due to the influences of a range of 

environmental factors. At some point in time, the factor(s) can destabilise the system to the 

extent of generating a new state or phase. The factor(s) that destabilise the system generating 

phase transitions are called control parameters in CDST and are of interest to this theory (Baba 

& Nitta, 2014).  

Thus, writing development research from a CDST approach is interested in developmental 

phases, critical changes and factors (not just changes or any factors), and the complex internal 

mechanisms of development referred to as ‘co-adaptation’ (Larsen-Freeman, 2011). (For further 

detail on non-linear development and change in CDST, see Baba & Nitta, 2014; Fischer, Yan, 

& Stewart, 2003; Larsen-Freeman, 2011; Larsen-Freeman & Cameron, 2008a).  

In summary, complex systems are organic, dynamic, self-organising, open, adaptive, and 

nonlinear. Writing is a complex dynamic system (Larsen-Freeman, 2006): It is complex in that 

it is made of many interrelated components, which make a whole that is more than just the sum 

of parts. The components of writing are systems themselves (texts - made of vocabulary, syntax, 

text structures, genres; writers - with a number of physical, cognitive, affective, background and 

situation variables; context - from the immediate writing circumstances to broader social and 

cultural situations). Writing is self-organising in that a text results from the composition of 

phrases into sentences, then into paragraphs, and ultimately into whole texts, each organised, 

depending on each other by syntactic and semantic (meaning) rules. The composition process is 

dynamic in that the words, phrases, paragraphs, and larger parts of texts flexibly play various 

functions depending on, for instance, topics, intentions, and types of texts. A text can be 

composed in different ways and with different words, phrases, text organisation. Writing is open 

and adaptive: It changes using new linguistic and non-linguistic resources, incorporating from 
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past and current knowledge and experiences, adjusting to topics, genres, and communicative 

interests. The openness and adaptiveness of writing are based on the social context, a central 

concept in the sociocognitive approach to L2 learning.  

1.2.3.3 Sociocognitive approach to L2 

As its name suggests, the sociocognitive approach's central tenet is the inseparability of mind 

(cognition) and social contexts. In Atkinson’s (2011) words, “[t]he core claim of a 

sociocognitive approach is that mind, body, and world function integratively in second language 

acquisition (SLA)” (p. 143). In other words, mind, body, and social-cultural context are an 

indivisible unit that occurs within the ecology of real life. Atkinson posits that this view implies 

that learning occurs constantly and everywhere (not only in classrooms). It is extended and 

distributed; it is part of a natural, adaptive process of ecological alignment (p. 144). That is, L2 

learning, including EFL writing development, involves simultaneously psychological 

(cognitive, emotional, attitudinal), biological, and context-related (social-cultural) abilities. 

Cognition can be separated neither from the brain nor from the social context in which it evolves 

and to whose evolution it contributes. First, “bodily states, bodily orientation, and emotions 

affect and are affected by cognitive processes; cognitive development depends on embodied 

action, and neural mechanisms underlying cognition are fundamentally embodied” (Atkinson, 

2011, p. 145). 

Furthermore, cognition cannot be separated from language, a tool for social action and 

communication. Thus, mind (cognition) and language must adapt to the permanently changing 

circumstances in which communication and social action occur. This view implies that use, 

more than structure, is central in language, and use always occurs in each situation or context; 

it is a functional view of language as meaning-making in situated action or use. 

In summary, learning and language are situated activity systems (Hutchins, 1995), in which 

learning takes place as ‘growing alignment’ where a learner progressively adopts socially shared 

practices and uses. Thus, the sociocognitive approach to L2 highlights the cultural nature of 

cognition and language learning, which is particularly applicable to writing. 

1.2.3.4 A multi-lensed approach 

Drawing on the main historical traditions in L2 writing research and some of the central 

constructs of the sociocultural and sociocognitive approaches and the systemic functional and 

complexity theories, this study operationalises writing and writing development as 

simultaneously involving text, writer, and context. In this integrative view, text, writer, and 

context are interdependent, part of a unified writing construct. Simply said, texts do not exist 
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without writers and writers write based on their (linguistic, social, cultural) backgrounds and 

personal characteristics (e.g., age, gender, personality) and under present/current contexts that 

may include, among others, a particular genre or type of text, audience, and purpose.  

The factors influencing the writer also affect the reader. In classroom instruction, the readers are 

frequently the teachers who often assume the role of evaluators or raters. This implies that both 

writers and readers bring personal, social and cultural facets to writing alongside the linguistic 

or rhetorical, organisational aspects of texts. These influences are reflected in the various 

dimensions or facets of texts. A comprehensive view of writing and writing development, with 

an awareness of the influences or situational conditions, identifies the limitations of seeing 

writing as either only texts (and only linguistic or rhetorical, organisational aspects in texts) or 

only cognitive processes.  

Thus, writing can be compared to a coin, with two inseparable sides, the writer and the reader, 

with the text in the middle. On the ‘head’ side, a writer composes a text under a specific writing 

situation; on the ‘tail’ side, a reader (audience) reads and consciously, or subconsciously, 

assesses the text quality. While the key constructs of the text-centred approach to writing are 

text, text quality, and linguistic accuracy and complexity, and the essential constructs of the 

writer and process-centred approach include process, skill, fluency, and performance, the 

context or situation-centred views of writing include the constructs of context and task. There 

is mutual interdependence between writing skills, composing processes, text features, and text 

quality. Skills partly determine composing processes, and these shape some text features, which 

in turn affect the way readers may see text and writing quality. The comprehensive view 

proposed here articulates the primary constructs of writing, as seen in Figure 1.1.  
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Figure 1-1 A comprehensive view of writing 

As seen in Figure 1.1, writers, texts, and audience are the essential components of writing. 

Individual variables such as background, personality, writing skills and competence are on the 

writer’s side. Composing processes lead to the writing product. Notably, the composing 

processes entail a bidirectional connection between writer and text: writers create texts and are 

influenced by the resulting text during the writing process. In turn, texts are characterised mainly 

by linguistic, rhetoric or organisational, pragmatic, sociocultural, and authorial features. The 

communicative nature of writing implies that texts are aimed at readers, or an audience, who 

either intuitively or consciously assess the text quality concerning its features (e.g. content, 

language, readability, complexity, and genre) and the reader’s particular interests. As readers 

bring to texts their background knowledge, skills, and interests (e.g., reading for pleasure, 

information, or evaluation of writing), the connection between texts and readers, that is, the 

reading, is bidirectional, indicating the interactive nature of reading. Writing fluency depends 

on the writer’s individual features, the composing situation (e.g., writing medium, task), and 

text features (e.g. genre). Likewise, sub-constructs of text quality such as accuracy, complexity, 

and readability depend on text features and the reader’s views. Finally, writing performance 

appears to be a general construct related to composing processes, text features, and text quality 

assessment. In brief, writing is multidimensional and situated; that is, context-related. 

In turn, the context that surrounds writers, texts, and readers is also multidimensional. Context 

is intrinsically related to language and communicative functions, as stated by systemic 
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functional linguistics (SFL). SFL is a language model that sees language as a resource for 

meaning-making more than a set of grammatical patterns and rules (Halliday & Hasan, 1989). 

In this functional view of language, language varies depending on the context. That is, language 

is used differently in different communicative situations as, for instance, audience (close friends, 

specialised or general public), subject area (history or linguistics, or a family chat) or purpose 

(e.g., reporting findings in a research report or making a joke in an email exchange).  

In SFL, as part of the language, writing is immersed in context; it occurs in context; it is learned 

in and from context (Figure 1.2).  

 

Figure 1-2 A stratal interpretation of the relation of language to social context (Martin & Rose, 

2008, p. 10) 

In Figure 1.2, the context has two levels: social context (general context) and situation context 

(specific context). The general social context relates to culture (Halliday & Hasan, 1989; Rose 

& Martin, 2012). The situation context refers to the particular moment in which a specific 

communication event takes place. In brief, a text is determined simultaneously by both the 

immediate situation in which it occurs and by the general cultural context surrounding its 

production or writing. The line in Figure 1.2 represents the ‘realisation’ (Martin & Rose, 2008) 

or materialisation of culture's context into a specific situation in a particular text. 

SFL characterises the situation context through three social functions of language: ideational 

(‘expressing ideas’ or communicating content), interpersonal (‘interacting with others’ or 

establishing contact), and textual (‘text structure’ or organisation) (Halliday & Hasan, 1989; 

Halliday & Matthiesen, 2014). These three functions are commonly known as field, tenor, and 

mode, explained this way:  
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- field – what is going on in the situation: (i) The nature of the social and semiotic activity; 

and (ii) the domain of experience this activity relates to (the ‘subject matter’ or ‘topic’) 

- tenor – who is taking part in the situation: (i) The roles played by those taking part in the 

socio-semiotic activity – (1) institutional roles, (2) status roles (power, either equal or 

unequal), (3) contact roles (familiarity, ranging from strangers to intimates) and (4) 

sociometric roles (affect, either neutral or charged, positively or negatively); and (ii) the 

values that the interactants imbue the domain with (either neutral or loaded, positively or 

negatively)  

- mode – what role is being played by language and other semiotic systems in the situation: 

(i) The division of labour between semiotic activities and social ones (ranging from semiotic 

activities as constitutive of the situation to semiotic activities as facilitating); (ii) the division 

of labour between linguistic activities and other semiotic activities; (iii) rhetorical mode: the 

orientation of the text towards field (e.g. informative, didactic, explanatory, explicatory) or 

tenor (e.g. persuasive, exhortatory, hortatory, polemic); (iv) turn: dialogic or monologic; (v) 

medium: written or spoken; (vi) channel: phonic or graphic. 

[…] As Halliday (1978) suggested, field values resonate with ideational meanings, tenor values 

resonate with interpersonal meanings, and mode values resonate with textual meanings (see also 

Halliday & Hasan, 1985: 26)9. In other words, the correspondences between context and 

language are based on the functional organisation of both orders of meaning (Halliday and 

Matthiesen, 2014, pp. 33-34). 

Any combination of these three features creates the register (specific language) of a 

communicative situation (Derewianka, 2012). For instance, a given situation might be an EFL 

learner (tenor, participant) writing a letter (written mode) to a friend abroad (tenor, participant 

and interpersonal relationship) to ask them about their routine during the Covid-19 related 

lockdown (field or content). According to Derewianka, “given a particular register, we can 

predict the kinds of language choices that would typically be made in that situation” (p. 133). 

Conversely, in the form of writing prompt or directions, a particular communicative situation 

would elicit a particular register from the EFL learners, as in writing examinations aimed at 

assessing language or writing.  

The context of situation embeds the three social functions of language, as seen in Figure 1.3. 

This figure also shows how genre, as a social or community practice, is located at the macro 

social level of culture and register is situated at the context of situation (Derewianka, 2012; Rose 

& Martin, 2012). Figure 1.3 also shows the location of the writing dimensions examined in the 

present study (content, task, text organisation, authorial voice, audience awareness, and 

language) within the situated and functional view of language and writing.  
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Figure 1-3 Writing dimensions in relation to context and language functions (adapted from 

Derewianka, 2012) 

In a more comprehensive operationalisation of context, DFG (2016) conceive context as 

comprising three general levels of mutually dependent influence: a micro-level of social activity, 

a meso- (middle) level of sociocultural institutions and communities, and a macro level of 

ideological structures (Figure 1.4). Additional to this sociocultural axis, the context is essentially 

historical and spatial (Duff, 2019; Figure 1.5).  

 
Figure 1-4 The multifaceted nature of language learning and teaching (DFG, 2016, p. 25) 
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Figure 1-5 A Multiscalar Portrayal of SLA (Duff, 2019, p. 10) 

Accordingly, the present study understands language and writing development in a three-

dimensional context model. Although a table appropriately lists some of the context components 

(Table 1.1), it presents a bi-dimensional view of the model with adjacent scalar stages of context 

in a static and linear representation.  

Table 1-1  

(Foreign) Language Development Contexts (time-space-sociocultural situations) 

 Time Space Sociocultural situation 

5 Adulthood  Home, School, Neighbourhood, City, Media, 

Social media, Reading, Travels, Country, 

Work spaces 

(Own)Family, Work, Sport/Hobbies 

4 Young 

age 

Home, School, Neighbourhood, City, Media, 

Social media, Reading, Travels, Country 

(Own)Family, University, Friends, 

sports, hobbies, Work 

3 Teenage  Home, School, Neighbourhood, City, Media, 

Social media, Reading, Travels 

Family, Secondary school, Friends, 

sports, hobbies 

2 Childhood Home, School Family, Primary school 

1 Infancy Home Family, Garden, Pre-school 

 

Figure 1.6 below shows the contexts of time, space, and sociocultural situations in a three-

dimensional model by displaying the contexts as concentric spheres to emphasise the fuzzy 

limits and mutual interactions. The axes represent the three-dimensionality of the model in time 

(vertical axis or column 1), space (horizontal axis or column 2), and sociocultural contexts 

(diagonal axis or column 3). The various instances of each language development context are 

displayed along each axis.  
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Figure 1-6 (Foreign) Language Development Contexts (time-space-sociocultural situations) 
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Figure 1.6 is necessarily a general abstraction that shows just the model's multi-dimensionality 

and some general instances of the three dimensions. Language development occurs dynamically 

over time, space, and sociocultural situations. In summary, writing is conceived here as a 

complex continuum in which writers, texts, audience, and context are interdependent. 

On the writer's side, writing is a situated composite skill involving a range of abilities in the 

linguistic, rhetoric, pragmatic, psychological (cognitive and affective) and sociocultural (task, 

genre, audience awareness, authorial identity and voice) domains. The writing skills are 

(partially) reflected in the product of composition, the text. They can be seen in the linguistic, 

rhetorical, and pragmatic features of the text. However, other writing components such as the 

mental processes of planning, drafting, revising and editing3; the attitudes and motivation 

towards EFL and writing; and the use of resources such as dictionaries cannot be seen directly 

in the text. For this reason, the present study examined texts and interviewed EFL learners to 

identify factors influencing writing development. Although the assessment of a text through a 

rubric, in general, constitutes a reader's view, the rubric in this study also included a score for 

the text's readability (Appendix 4).  

After defining the theoretical approach of the present study, the following section presents the 

research questions (RQ) that emerged from the interest in investigating the comprehensive view 

proposed, focusing on the development of writing skills.  

1.3 Research Questions 

The current study investigates how EFL learners develop their writing. It takes place in a 

representative EFL context, a Colombian foreign languages degree (BEdFLUC), described in 

Section 1.1. Development entails change, which can be seen both by comparing texts from 

students at different learning stages and by comparing students’ written production over time. 

Furthermore, change is shaped by the individual or personal and contextual or interpersonal 

factors that may hinder or foster it. Accordingly, three research questions (RQ) were posed:  

1. How do the EFL learners at the three curricular stages of the BEdFLUC programme differ 

in their writing skills development? 

2. What are the EFL writing development trajectories of higher and lower scorers at the three 

curricular stages over a 16-week semester?  

3. What factors most influence the EFL writing development of higher scorers?  

 
3 These cognitive aspects (writing processes) were not included in the present study. 
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The quantitative phase of the study responds to RQ1. This question will be answered by 

analysing the scores given by three independent raters (using the same rubric) to one text from 

three groups of EFL learners (N=100). See Chapter 5 for this analysis. RQ2 and RQ3 correspond 

to the qualitative phase of the study. RQ2 will be answered by analysing qualitatively the 

changes in the scores4 given to six texts from six individual EFL learners (three higher scorers 

and three lower scorers) from the three curricular groups. See Chapter 6 for this analysis. RQ3 

will be answered by analysing qualitatively the data from learners’ interviews about their writing 

processes to identify the factors influencing their EFL writing development (Chapter 7). 

1.4 Significance and Purposes of the Study 

This study of EFL writing development contributes to the area of L2 writing research. The study 

responds to a need identified in the literature for L2 writing studies:  

• in EFL as it is different from ESL and most L2 writing research has centred on ESL 

(Cumming, 2016; Manchón, 2009, 2012; Manchón & de Haan, 2008; Ortega, 2004; Silva, 

1990, 2016) 

• with a developmental focus, as most research in the area has been cross-sectional, i.e., non-

developmental (Baba & Nitta, 2014; Lambert & Kormos, 2014; Murakami, 2016) 

• seeking comprehension of how writing development occurs in both groups and individual 

learners (Belcher, 2013ab; Ferris, 2013; Larsen-Freeman, 2012, 2018, 2019a; Ortega, 

2012b).  

• with a comprehensive or organic view of writing development and use of multiple methods 

(Norris & Manchón, 2012; Norris & Ortega, 2009; Sasaki, 2012; Verspoor, Schmid, & Xu, 

2012) 

• adopting an integrative approach that contributes to understanding the (writing in it) multi-

layered nature of L2 writing (DFG, 2016)  

• with practical usefulness for L2 educational practice (Byrnes, 2012) 

This study of EFL writing development is based on practical and theoretical needs. An integral 

comprehension of writing development is necessary to support the teaching and evaluation of 

L2 writing. It aims to contribute to L2 writing research with empirical evidence of how writing 

development occurs in an EFL context. An understanding of EFL writing development in the 

Colombian context will inform EFL writing teaching and assessment in this context. It may also 

 
4 The six scores (one per text) for each writing dimension examined with the rubric are plotted over time in a line 

graph and a descriptive table, a standard practice in developmental studies. Then the lines are analysed with 

literature-based categories classifying change. Inter-ratter agreement ensures trustworthiness of this analysis.  
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apply to similar contexts in which Spanish speakers learn EFL as Spanish is spoken in 20 

countries with nearly 450 million native speakers. An expanded understanding of the EFL 

writing development with higher and lower scorers may contribute specific insights to EFL 

teachers' and researchers’ understanding of the variables related to differences among successful 

and unsuccessful learners at different learning stages. Additionally, this study's results could be 

contrasted with EFL writing development in other L1 situations other than Spanish.  

The study is innovative in adopting a multi-lensed approach and a comprehensive construct of 

writing as integrating texts, writers, readers’ views, and context. Likewise, the rubric is unique 

in reflecting the comprehensive view of writing derived from writing theory and research. This 

view complements the usual text-centred writing dimensions (task fulfilment, content, language, 

and text organisation) with others well recognised but often disregarded in writing evaluation 

(author and authorial voice, audience awareness, and readers’ view and readability). 

Noteworthy, the focus on non-academic writing differentiates the present study from most 

current EFL writing development research, heavily focused on academic genres. 

Overall, this study responds to important research gaps, as the literature review will show in 

Chapters 2 and 3, and has practical implications as discussed in the Conclusion Chapter.  

1.5 Thesis Outline 

This dissertation consists of nine chapters, the first being this introduction, which presents the 

rationale, context, background theory, research questions, and significance of the current study.  

While Chapter 2 reviews the literature regarding the writing dimensions as seen in texts, 

Chapter 3 reviews the literature regarding the writing dimensions related to the writers and 

their contexts. Chapter 4 presents the methodology for the study, including the research 

approach and the overall design. The last two sections present the specific design, participants, 

and data collection and analysis procedures of each phase.  

Chapters 5, 6 and 7 report the results of the study. Chapter 5 presents the results of the first 

phase of the study, responding to RQ1. Chapters 6 and 7 present the findings of the qualitative 

phase of this study, responding to RQ2 and RQ3. Chapter 8, the findings' discussion, starts with 

integrating the quantitative and qualitative results, an essential methodological step in a mixed-

methods study.  Then, the main findings are discussed in relation to the extant literature. The 

discussion highlights the small but significant differences that indicate progress between the 

three groups, the non-linear and differentially paced development across the writing dimensions 

examined, and the evident interplay between individual variables and environmental or 

situational factors in EFL promotion writing. Finally, Chapter 9 presents the study's 
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conclusions and discusses its theoretical, methodological, and pedagogical/practical 

implications. Limitations and suggestions for further research close the thesis.  

1.6 Concluding Remarks 

To summarise, the present study argues that writing complexity can be appropriately approached 

through a multiple-lensed approach. The comprehensive approach to EFL writing adopted here 

acknowledges the linguistic, psychological (cognitive, affective, attitudinal), and socio-cultural 

dimensions of writing, well established by the extensive body of research on L2 writing. 

Accordingly, drawing on the three main views of writing presented in Section 1.2.1, this study 

defines writing as a writer-text-context construct. In other words, writing is a situated composite 

skill that incorporates a range of abilities in the linguistic, rhetorical, pragmatic, discursive, 

psychological (cognitive and affective) and sociocultural domains. Writing entails 

simultaneously knowledge and ability to use linguistic and expressive resources, cognitive 

processes related to writing, attitudes, motivation, and sociocultural knowledge and the ability 

to comply with text quality and genre adequacy as required for readers (and evaluators). The 

comprehensive view of writing resulting from the theoretical approach adopted is the basis for 

the rubric used to evaluate writing in this study (Appendix 4).  

Writing development is defined here as the writer's progress in the various abilities that make 

up writing, not only as seen in texts but also context-related. That is, writing development is 

related to the writer not only as a language learner but also with other personal features. In brief, 

the study proposes a comprehensive view of writing and writing development, which integrates 

texts, writers, and their contexts. This broad view implies that the examination of writing 

development is not limited to the analysis of the text alone and its quality. Writing performance 

requires consideration of the writer’s and reader’s views.  

In line with the encompassing view of writing adopted in the present study, it is necessary to 

review the research into the central dimensions of writing, as seen in texts, writers, and their 

contexts. The breadth of L2 writing research makes the literature review necessarily general and 

broad. However, although this literature revision is extensive, it is by no means exhaustive. 

Although the focus is on EFL writing studies, some ESL and general L2 language research have 

been included when pertinent. The literature review spans two chapters. While Chapter 2 

reviews the literature about the writing aspects that can be seen in texts (linguistic, rhetorical, 

authorial, and audience-related), Chapter 3 reviews the literature related to the writers and their 

contexts (individual and contextual factors that influence writing development).
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Chapter 2. Writing Dimensions in Texts  

The multiple layers of writing that can be seen in texts 

 

Writing development is a complex phenomenon involving progress in various skills within the 

linguistic, cognitive, emotional, and sociocultural domains, as explained in the previous chapter. 

Some of those writing facets can be seen in texts, while others cannot. The present chapter 

reviews the literature regarding some of the writing dimensions, as seen in texts. The first section 

reviews writing development research as seen in the progress of linguistic aspects (syntax, 

vocabulary or lexis, the morphology of word form, and mechanics, which includes capitalisation 

and punctuation). Sections 2.2 and 2.3 examine the literature on writing development regarding 

authorial voice and audience awareness, respectively. The last section reviews the literature on 

genre, focusing on email letters as a representative non-academic genre. 

2.1 Development of Linguistic Aspects in EFL Writing 

The linguistic aspects (syntax, morphology, vocabulary) of EFL and ESL texts have been 

extensively researched as language development indicators (Housen, Kuiken, & Vedder, 2012; 

Rosmawati, 2014). Influential works by Larsen-Freeman (1978) and Brumfit (1984) regarding 

accuracy and fluency and by Skehan (1998) about complexity established these three concepts 

as central in linguistic research into L2 writing. Complexity, accuracy, and fluency are 

collectively known as CAF (Skehan, 1998; Norris & Ortega, 2009) and constitute essential 

aspects of language use (Housen & Kuiken, 2009; Larsen-Freeman, 2006), defined by Michel 

(2017) this way: 

Complexity refers to the size, elaborateness, richness, and diversity of the L2 

performance. Accuracy is a measure for the target-like and error-free use of language. 

Fluency refers to the smooth, easy, and eloquent production of speech with limited 

numbers of pauses, hesitations, or reformulations. (p. 50) 

Although fluency, in the quotation above, refers to speech (speaking), the present study 

deals with writing fluency (see the final subsection of 2.1.1).  

2.1.1 Syntax  

Syntactical complexity has been examined by using the mean length of clause (MLC), i.e., the 

average number of words per clause (Wolfe-Quintero, Inagaki, & Kim, 1998). Further L2 

research has employed clausal and phrasal subordination as an indicator of syntactic complexity 

in writing (Biber & Gray, 2016; Kuiken & Vedder, 2012; Kyle, 2016). In general, with some 

exceptions (e.g., Knoch, Rouhshad, & Storch, 2014; Lambert & Kormos, 2014), syntactic 

complexity research has shown that clause length and subordination increase with writing 
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proficiency (Mazgutova & Kormos, 2015; Sasaki, 2009), thus indicating language and writing 

development. However, most CAF studies have been cross-sectional investigations identifying 

linguistic changes in L2 texts at only two points and between short periods (pretest and posttest) 

as a measure of writing progress (Bulté & Housen, 2014; Crossley & McNamara, 2014; 

Verspoor, Schimd, & Xu, 2012). Few CAF studies have examined learners’ linguistic 

development longitudinally, i.e., through several time points (Larsen-Freeman, 2006; 

Mazgutova & Kormos, 2015). Furthermore, there is still a lack of consensus regarding the 

numerous measures employed to capture linguistic complexity with calls made to use a 

combination of them (Bulté & Housen, 2012; Norris & Ortega, 2009).  

It can be argued that CAF research has provided extensive evidence of the linguistic 

characteristics of ESL and, to a lesser extent, EFL learners’ texts at different levels of 

proficiency. Recently, a corpus-based automated examination of CAF has provided extensive 

data on CAF features of L2 writing (e.g., Crossley, Kyle, Allen, Guo, & McNamara, 2014). 

However, corpus studies often rely on the texts only and miss contextual data about the writers. 

Additionally, CAF research has yielded mixed findings (Bulté & Housen, 2012; Housen, Kuiken 

& Vedder, 2012; Lambert & Kormos, 2014; Polio & Shea, 2014), perhaps because these 

measures fail to capture the complexity of academic prose and L2 writing development 

(Johnson, 2017).  

While most linguistic complexity research has investigated academic writing, there is still a need 

for studies of non-academic writing. It has been contended recently that academic writing is not 

necessarily complex regarding verbal subordination (Biber & Gray, 2016; Biber, Gray, Staples, 

Egbert, 2020), consistent with studies that emphasise the more nominal nature (predominance 

of nouns) of academic writing (e.g., Fang, Schleppegrell, & Cox, 2006). Regardless of the verbal 

or nominal nature of academic writing's linguistic complexity, L2 non-academic writing is still 

to be investigated in this regard.  

The notion of complexity has been the object of debate and redefinitions (Bulté & Housen, 2012; 

Lan, Liu, & Staples, 2019; Ortega, 2012a), and there is a need for more consistency, refinement, 

and critical consideration in the use of syntactic complexity measures for writing (Deng, Lei, & 

Liu, 2020). Additionally, there is a current consensus that complexity is not exclusive to the 

linguistic aspects of writing. Complexity is also related, for instance, to the writing task and the 

proficiency of the writer. Some studies have shown that syntactic complexity is linked both 

cross-sectionally and longitudinally to individual and sociocultural factors such as cross-

linguistic transference from L1 (Lu & Ai, 2015; Yang & Sun, 2015), instruction, L2 or EFL 

https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S1475158510000020#bib15
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situation, and genre, among others (Ortega, 2015; Yoon & Polio, 2017). CAF has also been 

studied in relation to cognitive complexity of tasks (Johnson, 2017; Robinson, 2005, 2011), 

topic (Yang, Lu, & Weigle, 2015; Yoon, 2017), and study abroad (Barquin, 2012; Sasaki, 2007; 

Tavakoli, 2018). Studies based on CDST have found that the development of L2 linguistic 

complexity and accuracy is highly variable, non-linear, and idiosyncratic (Larsen-Freeman, 

2006; Larsen-Freeman & Cameron, 2008; Rosmawati, 2014).  

Accuracy. Accuracy in L2 writing has been examined through error analysis since Corder's 

(1967, 1981) pioneering work. Accuracy is generally understood as the number of error-free 

sentences (Knoch, 2009). Accuracy research in L2 writing has found common ESL and EFL 

learners’ linguistic difficulties (grammar, vocabulary, morphology, and mechanics) and 

differences related to proficiency, task, L1, instruction, and culture (Allaw & McDonough, 

2019; Housen, Kuiken, & Vedder 2012; Norris & Ortega, 2009; Plakans, Gebril, & Bilki, 2019; 

Xie, 2019). L2 writing accuracy has been frequently examined jointly with complexity and has 

been shown to improve through instruction and feedback (Kim, 2019). However, few studies 

have examined writing accuracy in naturalistic (non-experimental) situations (Hepford, 2017) 

or non-academic writing (Gonzalez-Bueno & Perez, 2000). (For recent reviews on linguistic 

accuracy, see Johnson, 2017 and Polio & Shea, 2014.)  

Likewise, little research has examined the development of ESL/EFL writing accuracy. Kim’s 

(2019) classroom-based study found a positive effect of written corrective feedback on accuracy 

development with six intermediate first-year students in English classes at a Korean university.  

Kim’s investigation had a pretest-posttest-delayed posttest design. Based on CDST, other 

studies have found non-linear improvement in accuracy (Larsen-Freeman, 2006; Rosmawati, 

2014; Verspoor, Schmid, & Xu, 2012; Yang & Sun, 2015). All these studies examined academic 

writing, and there seem to be no studies that have examined the development of linguistic 

accuracy in L2 non-academic writing.  

Fluency. The third component of CAF is fluency, which is related to ‘how comfortable the 

second language [learner] is with producing [the target] language’ (Wolfe-Quintero, Inagaki, & 

Kim., 1998, p. 9). Fluency is an essential component of writing skill development (Abdel Latif, 

2013). Although fluency is generally deemed the goal of language learning both in oral and 

writing terms, it has received much less attention than syntactic and lexical complexity and 

accuracy (Abdel Latif, 2009). The lesser attention to fluency in CAF might be because it is 

sometimes seen a pertaining more to the oral than to the written domain (Housen, Kuiken, & 

Vedder, 2012).  
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Fluency is often seen as “conflicting” with accuracy and complexity in the sense that fluency 

increases at their expense (Skehan, 2014). However, there is still debate due to the writing 

fluency studies' mixed results (Johnson, 2017) and a lack of definitional consensus (Abdel Latif, 

2009, 2013, 2014).  

Many studies measure writing fluency through the number of words written in a given time 

(Johnson, Mercado, & Acevedo, 2012; Ong & Zhang, 2010; Wu & Erlam, 2016). In general, 

text-over-time studies have shown a positive relation between fluency (a faster writing rate) and 

proficiency (Farmer, 2020; Fraser, 2014), with few exceptions (Abdel Latif, 2009), probably 

related to the different types of measures used. The operationalisation of fluency as the amount 

of text over time is problematic because the writing time can, for instance, be affected by 

planning time, distractions while writing, typing skills, topic, and task complexity and 

conditions (Abdel Latif, 2009, 2014; Dickinson, 2014; Ellis & Yuan, 2004; Hwang, 2010; Wu 

& Erlam, 2016). Instead of product-based (text-centred) measures, other studies have used 

process-based measures such as text changes, composing rate, and pausing behaviours while 

writing (Abdel Latif, 2009; Knoch, 2007; Sasaki, 2000). Additionally, the existence of a 

multiplicity of measures supports Palloti’s (2009) claim that fluency is a ‘multi-dimensional 

construct’ (p. 591). Recently, fluency has been defined referring to both oral and writing fluency 

as an integral component of communicative meaning:  

[T]he overall effect of the produced language on the receiver, as Segalowitz’s (2010) 

perceived fluency. […]  Thus, fluency is defined as concerning the holistic impression 

on the reader/listener; the quantity of output, text length, number and length of turns; 

flow and combining of ideas, effective expression of meaning involving coherence and 

appropriate lexical choices, and levels of pause and hesitation features that do not detract 

from understanding the message. 

Fluency is therefore demonstrated in the production of appropriate amounts of 

connected written or oral output to convey the desired meaning under the pressure of 

real time and without excessive hesitation. The production of understandable 

phonological and orthographic conventions, syntax, and lexical expressions that do not 

cause a breakdown in communication is also assumed here.  (Fraser, 2014, p. 180, 

emphasis in the original)  

Fraser’s definition is problematic as it conceives writing fluency as a text and reading attribute, 

somehow disregarding, first, the connection between fluency and writing process, and, second, 

the writer’s proficiency as suggested in Wolfe-Quintero, Inagaki, and Kim’s definition quoted 

above. The perception of writing fluency by the reader, as proposed by Fraser, would correspond 

to readability (a text and reading property included in the rubric used in the present study).  



Chapter 2 Writing dimensions in texts  

 

31 

 

Given the shortcomings of usual definitions of writing fluency, the present study operationalised 

fluency as an interaction between writing time, text length, appropriate language (linguistic 

aspects), and writer’s perception of task difficulty. A fluent writer writes long enough texts in a 

relatively short time with appropriate language and perceives the task as easy or not difficult. 

This definition amalgamates the writer’s self-perceived writing easiness and writing product 

(text length and linguistic features) and process (writing time). Although it might be challenging 

to determine fluency in an email task, where the response is usually very short, it was not the 

case in the present study: The writing task, an email letter, entailed a long enough text and 

enough time (see Section 4.3.3.1), which made it easier to determine fluency. 

Few studies have examined fluency development in ESL or EFL non-academic writing at the 

university level (diaries: Casanave, 1994; narrative texts: Ishikawa, 1995; freewriting: Farmer, 

2020; Hwang, 2010). These studies have found that even over a few weeks, non-academic 

writing significantly improves the participants’ written fluency and fosters positive attitudes 

towards writing in the target language because of instruction. Hwang (2010) also found that the 

increased fluency was transferred to other writings in the EAP (English for Academic Purposes) 

context examined. However, these studies had small numbers of participants, and they did not 

control for other possible sources of writing improvement, as the students had other writing 

activities apart from those examined in the studies.  

Overall, despite their broad use, there is still a lack of consensus regarding the definitions of 

complexity, accuracy and fluency (CAF), probably due to their multi-faceted nature 

(Rosmawati, 2014). Contrary to the claim that CAF captures the main components of L2 

proficiency (Housen, Kuiken & Vedder, 2012), the comprehensive view of writing adopted in 

the present study argues that (writing) proficiency includes other aspects that are not purely 

linguistic as asserted by cognitivist and socio-cognitivist models of L2 proficiency (Bachman, 

1990; Canale & Swain, 1980).  

2.1.2 Lexis  

Lexis or vocabulary is an essential part of L2 learning, consistently included in ESL and EFL 

writing evaluation (Chan, Inoue, Taylor, 2015; East, 2009; Knoch, 2009, 2011; Weigle, 2002). 

Lexical or vocabulary complexity has been used as an index of writing development, particularly 

after Skehan’s (2009) called for including lexis into task performance measures to complement 

complexity and accuracy. Although lexis is often included in the CAF studies (CALF), it usually 

receives comparatively less attention. Lexical complexity includes density, diversity, and 

sophistication of vocabulary (Bulté & Housen, 2012). Density refers to the proportion of content 
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words to the total number of words in a text; diversity alludes to the proportion of unique words 

to total words; sophistication denotes the relative frequency-infrequency of the vocabulary in 

the target language (Johnson, 2017). The first two measures are internal to a text, and the latter 

is external. Regarding frequency, Laufer and Nation (1995) proposed the lexical frequency 

profile (LFP), which has been extensively used to differentiate basic (frequent) from more 

advanced (less frequent) words.   

Most of the research on lexical development in L2 writing has been carried out on academic 

writing. In general, with some exceptions (Palfreyman & Karaki, 2019; Verspoor, Schmid, & 

Xu, 2012), lexical complexity studies have found that the more proficient learners exhibit higher 

lexical diversity (Crossley & McNamara, 2012; Friginal, Li & Weigle, 2014) and sophistication 

(Crossley & McNamara, 2009; Crossley & Skalicki, 2019; Mazgutova & Kormos, 2015). 

Likewise, research has found that lexical complexity is related to genre (Laufer & Nation, 1995; 

Yoon & Polio, 2017), or the use of dictionaries (East, 2006), and increases with instruction 

(Yoon, 2018). 

However, there is a lack of unity in the denominations and measures used to examine lexical 

complexity, often also called richness and quality (Malvern & Richards, 2012; Šišková, 2012). 

Some standard lexical measures are the T-unit length and error-free T-unit length, Mean length 

of word (WL), word frequency (WF), originality (LO), diversity (LD), sophistication (LS), 

density (LD), variation (LV), and vocd-D (Bulté & Housen, 2014; Mazgutova & Kormos, 2015; 

Šišková, 2012). A problem with frequency measures is their dependence on text length 

(Kettunen, 2014; Tweedie & Baayen, 1998), which is not uniform in learners’ writing and 

obligates researchers to make mathematical adjustments or limit text length for analysis (see 

Malvern, Richards, Chipere & Durán, 2004, and Šišková, 2012 for details). Additionally, the 

consideration of words isolated from the syntactic and semantic contexts is a drawback (Šišková, 

2012) that makes it necessary to study vocabulary within the more complex linguistic, textual, 

and pragmatic contexts where it occurs (Lu, 2011).  

2.1.3 Morphology  

Morphology or word-formation refers to the structure of words. Words can contain a core (root) 

to which other parts can be added at the beginning (prefixes) or the end (suffixes), as in ‘un-

forget-able’ or ‘boy-ish’. Prefixes, suffixes, and roots (jointly called morphemes) express 

syntactic relations and meanings, a process called inflection. Examples of inflection are the 

conjugation in verbs (e.g., work/worked) and changes in the plural and singular forms in nouns, 

pronouns and adjectives (e.g., boy/boys, woman/women).  
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Morphology varies across languages. Spanish and French, for instance, have a richer 

morphology than English does, as seen in the genre suffixes in adjectives and nouns (e.g., 

niño/niña [boy/girl] in Spanish, vieil/vieille [old male, old female] in French), which do not 

exist in English. The verb conjugation in Spanish illustrates well the significant morphological 

differences with English. While English has only two forms for the simple present of ‘to play’ 

(I/you/we/they play, and he/she/it plays), Spanish has more than six forms (yo juego, tú juegas-

usted juega, él/ella juega, nosotros jugamos, vosotros jugáis/ustedes juegan, ellos juegan). 

The morphological differences between English and other languages are a source of difficulty 

for ESL and EFL learners (De Clercq & Housen, 2016; Larsen-Freeman, 2010). These 

difficulties affect the learners’ recognition and writing of words. For instance, Spanish speakers 

strongly associate the morpheme –s with plural, which affects their writing of verbs in the third 

person singular during their initial learning stages.  

Thus, morphology constitutes a crucial area of L2 (and L1) language and writing development 

(DeKeyser, 2005; De Clercq & Housen, 2016) investigation of which constitutes a research area, 

morpheme studies (Murakami & Alexopoulou, 2016). L research, however, has examined 

morphology in L2 writing development. In Bulté and Housen’s (2012) review, only six of 40 

L2 complexity studies had included morphology. Most of the studies on the development of 

morphology in L2 have examined the hypothesis of a universal pattern in morphemes' 

acquisition order in L2 learners’ texts (Dulay & Burt, 1974).  

The few studies in morphological development in L2 writing have been carried out with oral 

corpora (De Clercq & Housen, 2016), children (Horst & Collins, 2006), study abroad 

(Collentine, 2004) or academic writing, mostly quantitatively from corpora (Brezina & Pallotti, 

2019; Murakami & Alexopoulou, 2016). Murakami (2014) quantitatively studied the roles of 

L1 and proficiency in the development of English grammatical morphemes (articles, -ed, plural 

-s) in a large-scale corpus of written essays by EFL learners of ten different L1s. He used TLU 

(Target-Like Use) score with two regression models. He found significant individual variation 

with developmental patterns being non-random, proficiency systematically affecting the 

developmental pattern (e.g., ceiling effect), and the influence of L1 being unclear. Murakami 

concluded that the simultaneous influence of significant individual differences and systematicity 

in L2 morpheme development is in line with CDST claims.  

Regarding quantitative measures of L2 morphological development, Murakami (2016) recently 

introduced two sophisticated statistical modelling techniques to analyse systematicity, 

individual variation, and nonlinearity in second language (L2) development. He applied 
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generalized linear mixed-effects models (GLMMs) and generalized additive mixed models 

(GAMMs) to a longitudinal learner corpus and discussed the new techniques' advantages. 

Further research will validate the use of these new tools. 

Brezina and Pallotti (2019) criticised existing measures of morphological complexity (MC), 

proposing a new operationalization of the construct, the Morphological Complexity Index 

(MCI). They claim MCI “is strongly correlated to proficiency, measured with a C-test, and also 

shows significant correlations with other measures of linguistic complexity, such as lexical 

diversity and sentence length” (p. 99). Brezina and Pallotti investigated two cases of 

argumentative writing by L1 and L2 speakers of English and Italian. First, they found that 

morphological complexity varied between native and non-native speakers of Italian and that it 

was significantly less in lower proficiency learners. Second, they found that morphological 

complexity stayed constant across advanced L1 and L2 learners of English and was not 

significantly correlated to other text complexity measures. Brezina and Palloti claimed that 

morphological complexity in texts is a function of speakers’ proficiency and language. Context 

influence in morphosyntactic and lexical development has also been found in other studies 

(Collentine, 2004; Luk and Shirai, 2009; Murakami & Alexopoulou, 2016). Jointly, these 

studies point to the need for morphology studies in more L2s other than English (particularly in 

inflectionally rich languages) and raise questions about the measures of morphological 

complexity as pointed out in other studies (e.g., Kettunen, 2014). (See Anderson, 2015 and 

Baerman, Brown, & Corbett, 2015 for further details on morphological complexity and 

theoretical views).  

Overall, the literature review on L2 writing morphology shows that morphology is associated 

with important syntactic and semantic (meaning) functions and varies in frequency and 

complexity across languages. These differences affect writing ESL and EFL development. 

Drawing on the literature, the present study assumes that morphology is a crucial aspect of EFL 

writing development and requires consideration within the linguistic, textual, and pragmatic 

contexts in which it occurs. Examining morphology from a purely linguistic or quantitative 

perspective is limited. As Larsen-Freeman (2010) posits, the acquisition of L2 morphology is 

complex and social factors influence all aspects of language development, for instance, in the 

form of frequency, saliency, contingency, and “the social process of syntactic coordination 

(Dale & Spivey, 2002) or the co-adaptation (Larsen-Freeman & Cameron, 2008) between 

conversation partners, with each partner making adjustments to the other” (p. 224). 
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2.1.4 Mechanics   

Mechanics in writing refers to the conventions for spelling, punctuation, capitalization, and 

abbreviations. Mechanics is an essential part of writing. Punctuation, for instance, separates 

sentences, encloses ideas (as with parentheses), connects words (as with hyphens and dashes), 

and conveys meaning through question, exclamation, or quotation marks and the use of italics. 

The appropriate use of writing conventions is also an indicator of writing ability (Cook, 1997). 

Thus, mechanics is usually included in L2 writing teaching (Nation, 2008) and assessment 

(Barkaoui, 2007ab; Jacobs, Zingraf, Wormuth, Hartfiel, Hughey, 1981; Hwang, 2010; Knoch, 

2009, 2011; Weigle, 2013).  

No L2 writing studies have examined mechanics independently from other writing aspects. For 

instance, Krashen (1989) stated that reading plays a vital role in the acquisition of spelling. He 

and Wang (2011) found that children learning EFL invent spelling in relation to their 

phonological awareness.  Some studies have found that mechanics develops as part of general 

ESL or EFL writing progress (e.g., Cenoz & Gorter, 2011). Moreover, errors in mechanics have 

been found to affect raters’ evaluation of L2 texts (Li & He, 2015). Spelling is often reported as 

a confusion of similar words, a lexical problem (Dikli & Bleyle, 2014). The present study 

included mechanics embedded in the linguistic aspects, given its importance in writing and as 

an indicator of writing development.  

To close Section 2.1, the literature review about the development of linguistic aspects in texts 

has shown that ESL learners' linguistic progress has been researched mainly in terms of 

quantitative examinations of CAF, and there is an increasing interest in EFL writing 

development. While there is still discussion on the definitions of complexity, accuracy, and 

fluency, there is no consensus on denominations and measures used to examine lexical 

complexity, and vocabulary is still examined, mostly isolated from the syntactic and semantic 

context where it occurs. Furthermore, there is little research regarding the development of EFL 

and ESL morphology and mechanics despite their importance in writing and their usefulness to 

indicate L2 writing development.  

In general, it can be argued that the language-centred examination of L2 writing focuses on the 

language as demonstrated in the product of writing, the text, with little consideration of the 

various processes involved in writing or essential writing dimensions related to the author, the 

audience, and the genre or kind of text written. Although language-centred examination of L2 

writing provides a thorough description of what develops linguistically in L2 writing, it does 

not explain how development occurs. Sections 2.2 and 2.3 present the literature on authorial 
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voice and audience awareness in L2 writing as part of the comprehensive approach adopted in 

this study. Section 2.4 reviews the studies about genre.  

2.2 Authorial Voice, an Essential Writing Skill 

Writing is also the representation of self and alignment with socio-culturally shaped subject 

positions (Ivanič, 1998) 

Voice is an elusive concept frequently defined through metaphors (Tardy, 2016). Voice is 

complex and changes according to the writing situation (Bagheri & Deng, 2019). It constitutes 

a ‘landscape’ (Yancey, 1994) or is multiple (Hirvela & Belcher, 2001; Ivanič & Camps, 2001). 

With a few disagreements (Helms-Park & Stapleton, 2003; Stapleton, 2002), Voice is thought 

of as an essential writing feature to be taught, and it is often regarded as a trait of mature writers 

(Grabe & Kaplan, 1996) and good writing (Zhao, 2013). Voice has been deemed as a threshold 

concept in advanced academic writing (Guerin & Green, 2012; Hirvela & Belcher, 2001) 

because it “marks the shift from student writer to a writer that can position their research 

authoritatively within their discipline” (Morton & Storch, 2019, p. 15).  

However, the present study differs from this view of voice as a feature exclusive of advanced 

(e.g., graduate) writing or writers. It is assumed here that, given the intrinsically social and 

dialogic nature of language (Bakhtin 1981, 1986), writing and texts always entail authorial voice 

and identity (Hyland, 2008b). Voice is directly linked to self-expression, related to Vygotsky’s 

(1986) inner speech theory, which posits that the self develops with situational factors such as 

language and culture. The self is socially mediated before being internally constructed, which 

implies that voice is the development of self-expression and social voice appropriation. Personal 

written voice is, in this sense, internalized social voice. Thus, voice is essential for all writers at 

all levels. 

In individual, personal writing, voice is related to the self (Burgess, 2012; Dörnyei & Ushioda, 

2009; Hyland, 2008a; Ivanič & Camps. 2001) and confidence (Pajares & Johnson, 1994). It is 

also related with identity (Hyland, 2015a; Ivanič, 1998; Matsuda, 2015; Norton, 2015; Paltridge 

& Starfield, 2019) and agency (Canagarajah, 2004; de Magalhães, Cotterall, & Mideros, 2019; 

Teng, 2019), and linked to style (Elbow, 2007). In the social, academic writing sphere, voice 

refers to individual arguments and contributions to the disciplinary discourse. It is related to 

authorship and responsibility in discourse (Scollon, 1994) and mastery of genre conventions and 

sense of audience (Hyland, 2008cd, 2015a; Morton & Storch, 2019). In fact, both the individual 

and social dimensions of voice are inseparable; voice is both individual and social at the same 

time (Matsuda, 2001; Prior, 2001).  
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Moreover, in L2 writing, voice is not only the expression of the already existing self; through 

writing, language learners can develop a sense of self in the additional language (Block, 2007; 

Kramsch, 2003). According to Ivanič (1998), voice is “a socially shaped discourse which a 

speaker can draw upon, and/or an actual voice in the speaker’s individual history, and/or the 

current speaker’s unique combination of these resources” (p. 97). EFL writers are not voiceless, 

having most likely developed a writing identity in their L1 before writing in additional 

languages; furthermore, they may belong to backgrounds with various writing and voice or 

identity traditions (Hirvela & Belcher, 2001; Ramanathan & Atkinson, 1999; Zhao, 2019).   

The study of voice is abundant in the writing research mentioned at the beginning of this chapter. 

Text-centred research of writing has been predominantly quantitative, examining authorial voice 

as reflected in syntactical and lexical text markers such as hedging and personal pronouns (e.g., 

Chen & Zhang, 2017; Hyland, 2008ad) and title and text organisation (Starfield & Ravelli, 2006; 

Thompson, 2012). In turn, writer-centred research has considered voice as the expression of the 

individuality of a writer (Elbow, 1999; Holding, 2005; Stewart, 1992), examining voice 

qualitatively concerning the writers’ experiences and challenges in the development of writing 

identity (e.g., Hirvela & Belcher, 2001). The individualistic view of voice has been criticised by 

sociocultural approaches (Helms-Park & Stapleton, 2003; Matsuda, 2001; Stapleton, 2002). The 

social and context-based approaches to writing have been primarily qualitative, seeing voice as 

dialogic,  located in the writer-reader interaction and mediated by the text and writing as both 

individual and social (Hyland & Guinda, 2012; Morton & Storch, 2019; Zhao, 2019). However, 

research on voice development is still scarce (Fogal, 2019ab; Morton & Storch, 2019). (See 

Fogal, 2019a for a CDST view of voice, an updated discussion, and literature review).  

Although controversial (Chiu, 2016; Hyland & Guinda, 2012; Morton & Storch, 2019), there 

are several consensus points about authorial voice. First, it is both personal and social. Second, 

it positions the author, establishes contact with the readers (audience awareness), and is the 

text’s effect on the reader (Canagarajah, 2015; Fogal, 2019ab; Morton & Storch, 2019; Tardy, 

2012ab; Zhao, 2013). In this sense, Matsuda’s (2001) definition of voice as “the amalgamative 

effect of the use of discursive and non-discursive features that language users choose, 

deliberately or otherwise, from socially available yet ever-changing repertoires” (p. 40) is 

widely cited.  

The text-, writer-, and context-centred views of voice identified in the present study are akin to 

previous classifications of voice (Correa, 2009; Petrič, 2010; Prior, 2001; Tardy, 2012a). 

Drawing on the literature, voice was operationalised here from a combined text-writer-reader-
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related perspective. Voice is the author’s presence in a text through, but not limited to, the 

expression of the writer’s self in textual marks such as self-references, personal anecdotes, and 

individual and social stance (Ivanič, 1998; Matsuda, 2001). This stance comprises epistemic 

(Crosthwaite, Cheung, & Jiang, 2017; Hyland & Tse, 2005) and affective postures (agreement, 

disagreement, humour, sarcasm, or enthusiasm). It also includes disciplinary, political, or 

ideological positioning along with linguistic, textual, and discursive choices (from 

rhetoric/stylistic/genre/register options). Voice also reflects the writer’s audience awareness 

through expressive devices to engage and address the audience. Finally, the reader (re)constructs 

the writers’ voice from both what they perceive and project into the text (‘ascribed identity’, 

Morita, 2004; ‘extra-textual identity’, Tardy, 2012b) and from their own backgrounds.  

Additionally, the term ‘authorial voice’ is employed here as closely related to, but not limited 

to, identity, emphasising that it is sociocultural in its individual and social dimensions and 

dynamic in two senses. First, voice varies for both the writer and the reader according to, for 

instance, genre and content. Second, writing expresses already existing writer’s selves, and it 

helps build the writer’s personal and social self as in Kramsch and Lam’s (1999) ‘textual 

identity’. In the present study, the writers’ voices were shaped within the context of an email 

letter about cultural topics to a friend living abroad. This particular writing task requires a 

relatively informal register that characterises the text as a letter and requires a multiplicity of 

language- and text-related choices related to content and personal background. In this sense, the 

present study echoes other studies’ claims that voice is linked to genre, culture, discipline, and 

audience (Bagheri & Deng, 2019; Kawase, 2015).  

Most research into voice development has investigated academic genres with writers at the 

tertiary level; there is general agreement about hedging, boosters, personal pronouns, and 

references to the audience as voice markers in texts (Fogal, 2019ab; Hyland, 2005a; Ruan, 

2019). The present study aligns with Burgess and Ivanič’s (2010) approach. The self that a writer 

brings to writing is rooted in social discourse and personal history and is realised in a text 

through the discoursal and authorial self-perceived by a reader (Figure 2.1).  
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Figure 2-1 The discoursal construction of writer identity: aspects and relationships (Burgess & 

Ivanič, 2010, p. 235) 

The development of writer identity, in general, follows the time scales identified by Wortham 

(2003) and adopted by Burgess and Ivanič (Figure 2.2). The social discourse persists and 

changes over a large time scale (decades, centuries) and is adopted by individuals in a mesolevel 

scale of time (weeks, months, or years). The autobiographical self develops over ontogenetic 

(individual) time (months, years); discoursal and authorial selves are constructed during 

particular acts of writing and identified in texts through the reading of textual markers of the 

writer’s self, which develop in a micro-scale of time (seconds, minutes, hours).  

 

Figure 2-2 Timescales on which each aspect of writer identity exists (Burgess & Ivanič, 2010, 

p. 243) 
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However, the abundant research on voice contrasts with the limited number of pedagogical 

proposals to teach voice. Canagarajah (2015) developed a pedagogical model to facilitate voice, 

situating textual voice in the reader and writer's dialogic relation. In this model, the writer and 

reader’s roles, identities, subjectivities, and awareness contribute to voice construction. Cheung, 

Elander, Stupple, and Flay (2018) proposed a pedagogical intervention to develop students’ 

authorial identity, improve their academic writing and avoid plagiarism. They proposed to teach 

five attributes of authorial identity (‘authorial confidence’, ‘valuing writing’, ‘ownership and 

attachment’, ‘authorial thinking’, and ‘authorial goals’) through ‘tacit learning’ and ‘negotiating 

identities’. They supported their proposal this way: 

Our findings about aspects of authorial identity that resemble tacit knowledge suggest 

that authorial identity could be developed and promoted as a set of skills and attitudes 

rather than as knowledge and understanding, and interventions might resemble the 

teaching of professional skills (Eraut 2000). (p. 1480) 

Voice is also generally absent in the rubrics evaluating writing or limited to argumentation and 

academic writing. The rubric by the American National Council of Teachers of English –NCTE– 

(2004) includes ‘author’s point of view’ and ‘sense of audience’ as criteria related to voice. The 

Australian National Assessment Program Literacy and Numeracy (NAPLAN, 2013) includes 

the use of devices enhancing the writer’s position and persuading the reader within the 

Persuasive Writing Marking Guide's criteria. Knoch (2011) included the writer’s ‘style, stance 

and posture’ and ‘audience awareness’ within the ‘reader/writer interaction’ as part of the 

constructs to be included in a rubric for the assessment of writing. DiPardo, Storms, and Selland 

(2011) described the difficulties they faced in defining voice as an analytic scoring category for 

The U.S.A. National Writing Project (NWP) writing assessment rubric. Criticising the 6+1 Trait 

rubric (NWREL, 2005) as drawing scorers’ attention to “subjective conjectures concerning an 

author’s personality and intentions” (p. 174), DiPardo, Storms, and Selland proposed, in 2005, 

a definition focused on text features. They changed the definition a year later and renamed voice 

as stance. Their two definitions fluctuated between text, writer-, and reader-impression views 

(Li & Deng, 2019).  

That few empirical studies have evaluated voice with rubrics is likely due to its somewhat 

subjective nature. Helms-Park & Stapleton (2003) used a rubric in their quantitative 

correlational study to evaluate the intensity of voice in undergraduate students' argumentative 

essays. Three raters used a 4-trait rubric (assertiveness; self-identification; reiteration of central 

point; and authorial presence and autonomy of thought) to evaluate the texts from 63 first-year 

international students at a Canadian university. The other three raters used the ESL Composition 
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Profile (Jacobs, Zinkgraf, Wormuth, Hartfiel, & Hughey, 1981) to assess the texts' overall 

quality. Helms and Park found no correlation between voice intensity and overall text quality 

and criticised the excessive research focus on the linguistic manifestations of voice. They 

pointed to the need for further studies of voice within other genres and disciplines and non-

native speakers to consider proficiency and curricular/educational level.  

The present study aligns with integrative views of authorial voice (Bagheri & Deng, 2019; 

Elbow, 2007; Li & Deng, 2019; Stock & Eik-Nes, 2016). Almost all research on authorial voice 

has been carried out on graduate students’ academic writing with very little research on voice 

in non-academic genres (journalistic genres of popular science and opinion articles: Fu & 

Hyland, 2014; general writing: Shen, 1989) and other populations.  

Cumming et al. (2006) included voice in their study measuring differences between independent 

and integrated TOEFL writing tasks. Integrated tasks involve response to audio or print source 

texts, while independent tasks are only the written response to a writing prompt. Their non-

parametric MANOVA analyses showed significant differences between the two types of tasks 

for lexical and syntactic complexity, rhetoric, and pragmatics. Voice was included within 

pragmatic aspects referring to self, to other (s) or unspecified, or to a common, shared 

knowledge. They concluded that proficiency played a central role in explaining the differences. 

Although with a purposive and relatively small population (216 essays for six tasks by 36 

examinees) in a field test, this study is another example of research supporting the possibility of 

measuring voice among other writing aspects.  

Tardy (2012b) explored how videos of L2 student-authors influenced readers’ voice 

construction and evaluation of their papers. Tardy examined the author’s self-representational 

identity in academic texts with ‘extra-textual identity’  that is, “aspects of an author’s identity 

that are constructed outside of written communication, based on characteristics like an author’s 

name, gender, race, nationality, linguistic background, perceived personality, or even life story” 

(p. 68). Through primarily a qualitative and intertextual analysis of ten first-year writing and ten 

ESL instructor’s interviews, Tardy concluded that “voice construction, extra-textual identity, 

and assessment are related and interacting constructs, though these relationships are neither 

straightforward nor predictable” (p. 64). Despite the readers' limited exposure to extra-textual 

identity, Tardy’s results identify reader-related variables as important factors influencing L2 

learners’ evaluation of voice.  

Morton and Storch (2019) used a modified version of Tardy’s (2012a) rubric to evaluate the 

author’s voice in academic texts. They used 5-point Likert scales to have five readers (PhD 
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thesis supervisors) evaluating three doctoral candidates’ manuscripts for seven aspects: ‘central 

focus’ clarity; ‘organisation’ adequacy; ‘style’ effectiveness; ‘language’ sophistication; an 

overall impression of the writer as credible/not credible and poor/ good writer; and authorial 

presence in the paper as noticeable/not noticeable. The general and subjective nature of these 

criteria meant some participants in the study found it difficult to use the scale. Morton and 

Storch’s qualitative study focused on the readers’ view of voice without analysing texts or 

authors. They found that evaluating voice is a challenging task, even for expert readers, and that 

their background and own disciplinary identity shaped their perception of voice in students’ 

texts.  

Zhao’s (2013) mixed-method study examined 400 TOEFL® IBT (test of English as a foreign 

language, internet-based test) writing samples with factor analysis and four raters’ in-depth 

think-aloud and interview data with thematic analysis. Her rubric comprises three particular 

dimensions of voice: Voice evoked by the presence and clarity of ideas in the content; voice 

evoked by the manner of presentation; voice evoked by writer and reader presence, and a general 

‘Holistic Voice Salience’. Her results suggested a conceptualization of authorial voice in written 

discourse as realized primarily through three dimensions: presence and clarity of ideas in the 

content; manner of the presentation of ideas; and writer and reader presence. Zhao’s (2017) 

study used her analytic rubric (Zhao, 2013) to quantitatively examine the relationship between 

voice salience as captured by the rubric and official TOEFL IBT argumentative essay scores in 

200 timed L2 essays. She found that voice was a significant predictor of TOEFL essay scores; 

each voice dimension was correlated strongly or moderately with essay scores. The ideational 

dimension was a significant predictor of text quality. 

To sum up, the abundant literature on authorial voice has shown a sharp contrast between the 

almost unanimous view of voice as an important writing aspect and a history of contrasting 

approaches. There seems, however, to be an emerging recognition of authorial voice as 

simultaneously text-, author-, reader-, and situation-related. The comprehensive view proposed 

in this study may contribute to a synthesis of the various views identified. Voice is the writer’s 

presence in the text, their identity, and the relation with their audience. Voice is dialogic, 

situated, and observable through text markers and writers’ and readers’ reports.  

In general, this literature review on authorial voice shows that it has been studied mainly through 

linguistic features in academic writing (academic voice), with L2 tertiary students regarded as 

advanced writers It identifies a need for research addressing the following gaps:  

- voice in non-advanced writers  
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- voice in non-academic genres 

- voice beyond linguistic features 

- voice development  

- inclusion of voice in writing evaluation and rubrics  

2.3 Audience Awareness  

Writing is essentially a communicative, interactive action (Halliday, 1994) even when there is 

no immediate reader. Writers always address their texts to an (actual or potential) audience 

(Harklau, 2002). The communicative nature of writing implicates the reader (audience) as an 

essential part of writing (Bereiter & Scardamalia, 1987; Grabe & Kaplan, 1996). In Hyland’s 

(2005a) words  

To view writing as interactive therefore means examining discourse features in terms of 

the writer's projection of the perceptions, interests, and needs of a potential audience. 

Managing social relationships is crucial in writing because a text communicates 

effectively only when the writer has correctly assessed both the readers' resources for 

interpreting it and their likely response to it. This is, in part, achieved through the use of 

metadiscourse. (p. 11)  

Metadiscourse consists of allusions in a text about content, language, the text itself, other texts, 

the reader, or the writer. These references help the readers connect, organize, interpret, evaluate, 

and develop attitudes toward the text and its content (Vande Kopple, 1985). The metadiscourse 

helps writers organize their texts for the audience, establish their presence in the text (i.e., their 

authorial voice), and engage the reader. These functions of metadiscourse can be seen in 

Hyland´s (2005a) masterful explanation of metadiscourse illustrated with a literary passage:  

There is a fine prospect of Penshurst Place as you cross the field and the walk takes you 

directly to the stone wall surrounding it. Go along this wall and in 200 metres cross the 

style into the churchyard of St John the Baptist church. Walk through the churchyard - 

the church is well worth visiting if you have time - and continue out to the road where 

you turn left, your direction 110 degrees. 

(Time Out Book of Country Walks, 2001: 153) 

The use of imperatives, second-person pronouns, and evaluative commentary in this text 

helps the writer to involve himself in the text both to convey information more clearly 

and to engage the reader as a fellow enthusiast. Removing these metadiscourse features 

would make the passage much less personal, less interesting, and less easy to follow. By 

offering a way of looking at these features systematically, metadiscourse provides us 

with access to the ways that writers and speakers take up positions and align themselves 

with their readers in a particular context. (p. 4) 

Hyland’s quote explains why metadiscourse is used to analyse writers’ audience awareness in 

texts. Metadiscourse models (Hyland, 2005a; Vande Kopple, 1985, 2002) can be generally 
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classified within Halliday’s (1994) three functions of metadiscoursal markers: ideational 

(content, the experience of the world), textual (text organization, cohesion, and coherence), and 

interactional (the relationship between writer and reader). Writers make choices of language, 

content, text organisation, type of text (genre) and assume a writing persona (authorial voice or 

identity) depending on their real or assumed audience. Thus, audience awareness can be studied 

through metadiscourse, particularly through the interactional text marks that establish a direct 

relationship between the writer and the reader.  

Interactive text markers help organise the text and its content for the reader and establish the 

author’s voice and engage readers. Although referring to academic writing, Hyland’s (2005a) 

interpersonal model of metadiscourse (Table 2.1) can be used for non-academic genres because 

metadiscourse is not exclusive to academic genres. For this reason, Hyland’s model was used 

in the present study for rater training regarding the identification of textual markers of voice and 

audience awareness.  

Table 2-1  

A model of metadiscourse in academic texts (from Hyland, 2005a) 

CATEGOR

Y 

FUNCTION EXAMPLES 

Interactive Help to guide the reader through the text 
 

Resources 

Transitions express semantic relation between main 

clauses 

in addition / but / thus / and 

Frame 

markers 

refer to discourse acts, sequences, or text 

stages 

finally / to conclude / my purpose is 

Endophoric 

markers 

refer to information in other parts of the text 
 

noted above / see Fig / in section 2 

Interactional Involve the reader in the argument 
 

Resources 

Hedges withhold writer’s full commitment to 

proposition 

might / perhaps / possible / about 

Boosters emphasise force or writer’s certainty in a 

proposition 

in fact / definitely / it is clear that 

Attitude 

markers 

express writer’s attitude to pro-position unfortunately / I agree / surprisingly 

Engagement 

markers 

explicitly refer to or build a relationship 

with the reader 

Consider / note that / you can see 

that 

Self-mentions explicit reference to author(s) I / we / my / our 

There have been three major trends in the theory and research on metadiscourse, as identified 

in Theoretical Background (text/product-, writer/process-, and context-centred; Section 1.2.1). 

The first focused on linguistic aspects of the texts, particularly cohesive devices (Halliday, 1994; 

Halliday & Hasan, 1989; Vande Kopple, 1985). As their name suggests, cohesive devices 

establish links between text parts to ensure textual cohesion and coherence. Cohesive devices, 

for instance, establish the sequence, remind about the content presented previously or upcoming, 
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establish logical connections, and explain terms that might be unclear for the reader (glosses) 

(Hyland, 2005a).  

Within the text-based view of writing, audience awareness refers to text features such as text 

organization, cohesion, and coherence that make the content clear and the text easy to read 

(Silva, 1990; Vande Kopple, 1985; You & Joe, 2001). From a text-, linguistic-based view, the 

writing audience is associated with metadiscourse's ideational and textual functions. The text-

centred perspective has been criticised for its excessive linguistic focus neglecting the writer 

and sociocultural aspects involved in writing (Hyland, 2005a, Ifantidou, 2005).   

In contrast to the text-centred approach, writer-centred perspectives have studied audience 

awareness as linked with the interpersonal (or interactional) and intertextual functions of 

metadiscourse, which serve to establish writer-reader relationships and links other texts. 

Interactional marks in the text engage the audience through references to the reader (e.g., you, 

or inclusive we) and citation or references to other authors or texts. Another writer-centred trend 

in the study of audience awareness related it to meta-cognitive (process) writing strategies 

(Flower & Hayes, 1981; You & Joe, 2001). Chen & Brown (2012) found a mutual interaction 

between motivation, writing quality, instruction (Task-based) and learner autonomy and 

proposed a descriptive/explanatory model of audience awareness.  

In general, the cognitivist writer-centred view sees audience awareness as individualistic, 

without associated contextual and sociocultural factors (Hyland, 2005a; Magnifico, 2010). It 

has focused generally on measuring audience awareness by quantifying interactive 

metadiscoursal markers in texts (Hyland, 2005a; Thompson, 2001).  

Recent studies of audience awareness endorse sociocultural views of writing. This perspective 

focuses on pragmatic functions and sees audience awareness in relation to socio-cultural 

traditions and community conventions such as genre (Bruce, 2010; Hyland, 2005a; Sasaki, 

2009). Some studies have compared metadiscourse variation across L1 cultures and languages 

(e.g., Eghtesadi & Navidinia, 2009; Mur-Dueñas, 2011), while comparative studies usually 

contrast native and non-native writers of English, there is a need for comparative studies across 

EFL contexts. Additionally, pedagogical proposals for the teaching of audience awareness 

represent a challenge for writing sociocultural views (Magnifico, 2010).  

Audience awareness expressed through metadiscoursal marks has been profusely researched 

quantitatively and qualitatively in academic genres in many EFL situations (Iran: Estaji & 

Vafaeimehr, 2015; China: Lee & Deakin, 2016; Li & Wharton, 2012; Malaysia: Chan & Tan, 
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2010; Turkey: Yüksel & Kavanoz, 2015; to mention some representative studies). Some studies 

have used corpora from international writers (e.g., Gillaerts, & Van de Velde, 2010; Hyland, 

2005a), others have been carried out with English majors (Geqi, 2009; Wong, 2005; You & Joe, 

2001), the results of which align with those of non-majors. Only one study was found on 

metadiscourse in non-academic writing –newspaper discourse– (Dafouz-Milne, 2008).  

Overall, the literature review shows agreement in that audience awareness is a necessary 

condition for effective writing and a feature of advanced or skilled writers (Barkaoui, 2007a; 

Hyland, 2005b; McNamara, 2013). It has been proposed that students should write thinking as 

readers and not just about them (Beach & Liehman-Kleine, 1986). Thus, writers should make 

deliberate choices of content, language, text organisation, and other writing devices (e.g., 

references to the reader) to engage the audience and make the content clear to them; this 

interaction of factors is not limited to internal aspects of texts.  

Accordingly, audience awareness has been proposed within writing competence models 

(Connor & Mbaye, 2002) with calls for the inclusion of audience awareness in EFL writing 

teaching (Hyland, 2005b; Li & Wharton, 2012) and related research. Studies have examined the 

teaching and learning of audience awareness in relation to expressive (literary) writing (Iida, 

2010) and through teaching metadiscoursal marks (Lee & Subtirelu, 2015). Both text-centred 

studies (e.g., Kuhi, Asadollahfam & Amin, 2014) and socio-cultural studies (e.g., Ramanathan 

& Kaplan, 1996) have reported that explicit instruction of audience awareness is linked to 

metadiscourse. 

Other studies examining writing for a real audience (Chen & Brown, 2012; Cho & Choi, 2018; 

Xiping, 2016) have found that real audiences are more motivating for the writers than imagined 

readers. Cho & Choi (2018) investigated the influence of a specified audience on the writing of 

summaries by 205 adult ESL writers in a standardized writing assessment. They found that the 

three writing aspects examined, context statements, content, and source attribution, were 

affected. Despite the differences regarding tasks, kind of writing (academic/non-academic 

writing), and writing conditions (test/non-test situation), the two studies show the pervasive 

impact of audience awareness on writing. Furthermore, they confirm the feasibility of evaluating 

audience awareness in a text through textual marks such as context statements and content. This 

view has been contended by arguing that a narrow range of audiences shapes the students´ 

writing: the teacher and, in some cases, peers (Strange, 1988).  

Other studies have examined the teaching of audience awareness as part of self-revision 

(Barkaoui, 2007a) and peer-revision (Chang, 2015; Cho & Cho, 2011). These studies have found 
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that reflection enhances audience awareness, supporting the learning-writing-by-reviewing 

hypothesis (Cho & Cho, 2011; Cho & MacArthur, 2010) and showing that peer feedback is a 

two-way process (Van Popta, Kral, Camp, Martens, & Simons, 2017). This two-way process is 

linked to the cooperative nature of reading and writing. Cho & Choi (2018) found that lack of 

attention paid to audience awareness, more pronounced in L2 writing assessments, might be due 

to lack of audience specification in the tests' writing prompts. In a critical review of summary 

writing assessments of three influential international English proficiency tests, Yu (2013) 

reported that a primary fault in test directions is not to specify why a summarization activity is 

required, for whom (audience) and for what communicative purposes. The lack of specification 

of the audience is characteristic of most EFL writing tests. 

Nevertheless, audience awareness has been included in a few writing assessment rubrics 

(Wyngaard & Gehrke, 1996; Xiping, 2016). The Common European Framework of Reference 

for Languages (Council of Europe, 2001) includes ‘style appropriate to the reader in mind’ and 

‘effective logical structure which helps the recipient to notice and remember significant points’ 

in the descriptors of advanced writing (C1 and C2). High-stake tests of writing, such as TOEFL 

or IELTS, do not include audience awareness in their assessment. Likewise, audience awareness 

is missing in the best-known writing assessment rubric, the ESL Composition Profile (Jacobs, 

Zingraf, Wormuth, Hartfiel, & Hughey, 1981).  

Drawing on literature and research of writing assessment, Knoch (2011) included audience 

awareness with ‘Functional knowledge’, ‘sociolinguistic knowledge’, and ‘Style, stance and 

posture’ as components of the reader/writer interaction. More recently, Xiping (2016) used 

Berrill’s (1992) Audience Awareness Scale, which encompasses five levels of audience 

awareness (from egocentric to accommodation of one’s view to an alternative point of view), to 

examine the development of audience awareness over a semester, with junior EFL learners 

majoring in Business English in China. Xiping found that the use of a communicative approach 

by writing Notices was more effective than traditional teaching in arousing learner’s interest in 

audience awareness. However, Xiping acknowledged that contextual factors associated with 

teachers and students' traditional views, low proficiency of the students, and some cultural 

differences regarding writing genres constrained this model's successful implementation. The 

rubric, moreover, seems more suitable for persuasive or argumentative writing than for writing 

Notices, as used by Xiping in the pedagogical intervention. 

In two recent sequential quasi-experimental studies, Sasaki, Baba, Nitta, and Matsuda (2020) 

investigated the development and transfer of audience awareness in novice Japanese EFL writers 
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through online writing tasks in the Social Networking Service (SNS). They explored audience 

awareness transfer between online writing and academic essays. The two studies found that the 

SNS environment helps L2 writers develop audience awareness and transfer it across genres 

when two conditions are met: 1) The genre of the SNS tasks should be similar to that for which 

transfer was expected, and 2) the students have not developed a strong sense of audience in 

previous writing instruction.  

In general, from the reviewed theoretical and empirical literature, it is claimed that audience 

awareness is an essential trait in academic writing. There is a need for research on audience 

awareness in non-academic genres. Audience awareness is deemed a trait of advanced writing, 

and most ESL writing research has accordingly studied audience awareness with tertiary 

students and academic genres. However, this assumption can be contended: Studies have 

verified developmental processes of audience awareness with children and young ESL/EFL 

writers (Berggren, 2013; Hong & Cao, 2014). Moreover, EFL learners, even at the university 

level, are frequently novice writers because EFL contexts are generally learning-poor contexts 

for English (e.g., Cárdenas, Chaves, & Hernández, 2015; Ruan, 2014), as for the participants in 

the present study (Section 1.1).  

The literature review on audience awareness also showed that it has been studied mainly through 

the quantitative or qualitative examination of metadiscoursal marks in ESL graduate and 

postgraduate writers' academic texts. There is a need for research with multiple methods and 

younger writers. Furthermore, there is a need to include audience awareness in the assessment 

of EFL writing and in rubrics that can be used reliably by teachers and learners. The present 

study responds to some of these needs through the integrative examination of audience 

awareness with EFL English majors, as advocated by Knoch’s (2011) claim that audience 

awareness must be included in (L2) writing assessment.  

Additionally, the literature review on audience awareness showed that, in general, there is 

consensus about audience awareness as an essential component of writing and its connections 

with content, text structure, authorial voice, and motivation, among other writing facets. As 

these writing dimensions are usually examined separately, there is a need for integrative 

approaches (Magnifico, 2010). Consequently, the present study operationalised audience 

awareness as the text marks that in the view of a reader/rater show the author’s interaction with 

the audience such as direct references to the reader, explanations of terms for the reader, and, in 

general, compliance with content clarity and text organisation for the sake of a good readability. 

With a conscious or subconscious view of the audience in mind, writers adopt writing processes, 
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select text features, and assume authorial voices accordingly; they not only write for a reader 

but also as readers themselves within sociocultural situations. In this sense, audience awareness 

is crucial to understand how writing development happens at both the individual and social 

levels. Audience awareness motivates individual, personal choices of content, language, text 

structure, and genre in a given text and is a driving force of the writer’s adaptation to a writing 

community. 

Furthermore, like authorial voice and genre, audience awareness is a particularly problematic 

aspect for EFL language and writing learners because the implicit social and cultural 

assumptions (Audience, Genre, and Authorial Voice) are often inaccessible to non-natives or to 

outsiders to the discursive communities. Their problematic nature may explain why they are 

often omitted in writing teaching and evaluation and supports the need for further research. The 

present study aims to contribute to filling the abovementioned gaps.  

2.4 Genre: Letters in the Digital Era  

Genre is a central concept in writing teaching and research (Hyland, 2015a). Analysis of genres 

has been a prolific research area of writing for more than three decades since seminal work in 

the 1980s (e.g., Swales, 1981). Genres have been broadly understood as text types according to 

their generic structure and linguistic features (Halliday & Hasan, 1989).  

From a sociocultural perspective, since influential works like Miller`s (1984) and Kress’ (1985), 

among others, genre refers not only to rhetorical and linguistic features of texts but also to the 

social background associated with them (Hyland, 2015a). Genres are “socially situated ways of 

communicating” (Tardy, 2012c, p. 165) or “socially-shaped writing” (Tardy, 2012c, p. 184). 

Both the rhetorical-linguistic and the sociocultural views of genre supplement each other. 

Hyland (2015a) put it this way: “genres realise disciplines through the routine performance of 

rhetorical actions. This is the exercise of proximity: how the preferred ways of crafting meanings 

construct individuals as members” (p. 34, emphasis added).  

Written genres are “relatively stable thematic, compositional, and stylistic types of utterances” 

(Bakhtin, 1986, p. 64), which reflect “distinct combinations of context, audience, and time” 

(Hedgcock & Lee, 2017, p. 19). That is, genres entail particular organisation forms and language 

that differentiate them from other genres and are mediated culturally. Writers must learn the 

distinct or typical (socially agreed) structure and language of genres if they want their texts to 

be accepted by a discursive or disciplinary community (Bazerman, 2009, Hedgcock & Lee, 

2017). Instructors at schools, and editors of newspapers and academic journals, ensure a text 

https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S1475158517300048?via%3Dihub#bib12
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complies with genre conventions. Genres are social frames (Martin, 2009) that regulate writing, 

particularly within academic communities (Hyland, 2015a).  

Thus, the learning of genre conventions is a core component of writing development. However, 

genre learning and instruction can be particularly problematic in an additional language. First, 

the classification of genres is itself a problematic matter, worsened by the changing nature of 

writing in modern times and the number of genres. Genres have been classified in diverse ways, 

from the macro types of fiction and non-fiction texts and the standard 5-group classification 

(description, narration, explanation/exposition, persuasion/argumentation, instruction) to the 

various genre families included in them (for instance, stories, histories, reports, explanations, 

and procedures). Each genre family, in turn, includes numerous subtypes such as letters, 

electronic communications, journal articles, thesis, and dissertations. Additionally, cultural 

differences in genre traditions make learning and teaching genres in a second and foreign 

language challenging (Hyland, 2002; Martin & Rose, 2008; Tardy, 2012c).  

In general, the genre is an aspect of writing that has received sustained attention in ESL and 

EFL writing research, mainly concerning text quality of academic texts, particularly essays of 

tertiary students and postgraduate dissertations, thesis, and published articles (e.g., Negretti, 

2017; Riazi, Shi, & Haggerty, 2018).  

Most genre research in L2 writing has focused on university and postgraduate writers and 

scholars' academic writing, assuming that genre awareness is a feature of advanced writing with  

English for Specific purposes (ESP), an area of intense genre study (e.g., Borza, 2015). 

Argumentative essays, thesis, research articles, among other genres, have received extensive 

attention (e.g., Gardner, Nesi & Biber, 2019; Yasuda, 2015). Studies have provided evidence of 

metadiscoursal differences across disciplines and genres (e.g., Staples, Egbert, Biber, & Gray, 

2016; Yoon, & Römer, 2020). Likewise, these studies have diagnosed the learners’ problems 

and made advances in the phraseology and rhetorical or organisational features (moves) of 

various academic genres.  

Cross-cultural writing research of genres has compared mostly academic writing in English and 

other languages and cultures (Spanish: Sheldon, 2011; French: Carter-Thomas 2007; Persian: 

Marefat & Mohammadzadeh, 2013; Turkish: Yigitoglu & Reichelt, 2014). These studies have 

reported linguistic and rhetorical differences linked to cultural traditions and progressive 

similarities resulting from instruction, editorial revision by journal editors and the writers’ need 

for accommodating a broader audience.  
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Another strand of ESL and EFL genre studies has examined instruction, mainly focused on 

students (e.g., Kim & Belcher, 2018; Nagao, 2019). Some studies have examined L2 syllabus 

design (e.g., Abbaszadeh, 2013; Lin, 2006) and teachers’ awareness of genre in various EFL 

settings (e.g., Switzerland: Negretti & McGrath, 2018; China: Shi, Baker, & Chen, 2019; 

Thailand: Thongchalerm & Jarunthawatchai, 2020; Iran: Rashidi & Mazdayasna, 2016). In 

general, genre-based teaching studies have shown the effectiveness of a variety of pedagogical 

interventions (mostly from a Systemic Functional Linguistics—SFL—perspective), 

metacognition and self-directed learning in promoting learners’ genre awareness. 

Few genre studies have examined writing development. Tardy’s (2009, 2012c) longitudinal case 

studies followed the development of international, non-English major, graduate students’ 

awareness of academic genres to understand writing development for ESL writers. 

Operationalising genre as a confluence of formal, process, rhetorical or subject matter 

knowledge, Tardy analysed texts across various genres and coded class discussions and 

interviews over the two years of the study. Additionally, she included instructors’ information 

on the students’ writing. She found that genre development takes place non-linearly in multiple 

dimensions (not only in the knowledge of language and genre form) across genres and in 

different situations inside and outside the classrooms. The availability of resources contributes 

to the variability of each writer’s genre development. Tardy concluded that a genre theory 

perspective, with a flexible research methodology, on writing development could illuminate the 

development of writers’ rhetorical and linguistic knowledge and their learning of writing as a 

social practice. The view adopted in the present study is akin to Tardy’s multi-dimensional view 

of writing development.  

There is little genre research on EFL non-academic writing. Some studies have found that EFL 

writers perform better in the non-academic narrative than in academic genres (Ellis & Yuan, 

2004; Wu & Zhang, 2017); other studies, however, have found no significant differences 

between narrative writing and other genres (e.g., Jeong, 2017). Learners’ journals have also been 

found to promote metacognitive awareness of writing and write teaching in the case of EFL pre-

service teachers (Byrd, 2010). Web-based genres such as blogs, chats, wikis, social networks, 

and emails have received increasing attention with evidence of writing improvement regarding 

linguistic aspects (Dizon & Thanyawatpokin, 2018) and intercultural competence (e.g., Jin, 

2015). The mixed results reported are probably related to methodological and contextual (e.g., 

task complexity) variation across the classroom and cultural situations examined. Only a few 

studies have used letter writing; for example, Schoonen, van Gelderen, Stoel, Hulstijn, & de 

Glopper (2011) used letters to model EFL writing proficiency development.  
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This general literature review on genre identifies the study of writing development in non-

academic writing as an outstanding gap in L2 genre research. Although central in their studies, 

academic writing is not the only type of writing required by EFL learners. Curriculum Vitae, 

letters, electronic communications such as emails, blogs, and wikis, among other non-academic 

genres, constitute part of EFL learners’ daily writing life (Feng, Sun & Zou, 2019; Piccardo & 

Yoon, 2012) despite the linguistic, pragmatic, and cultural difficulties for non-native speakers’ 

(Chejnová, 2014; Merrison, Wilson, Davies, & Haugh, 2012). Yasuda (2011, 2017) examined 

how novice Japanese EFL writers (biology majors) develop their genre awareness, linguistic 

knowledge, and writing competence through email-writing tasks and summaries of research 

reports within two 15-week genre-based writing courses. Following systemic functional 

linguistics (Halliday, 1994) and a task-based language teaching (TBLT) model, Yasuda defined 

genre as socially situated use of language rather than a set of fixed rules and structures. From an 

analysis of texts, a questionnaire, and interviews, she concluded that email-writing tasks 

promoted genre awareness and enhanced learners’ progress in knowledge of genre-specific 

language choices (registers) and audience awareness. 

Studying writing development in non-academic texts is important because they have important 

differences from academic texts regarding, for instance, personal presence of the writer or 

author’s voice (in contrast with the usual academic impersonality), informality (in contrast with 

academic formality), simpler language (i.e., syntax, vocabulary) and text organisation. These 

features are basic writing features of written communication that probably precede academic 

writing. Non-academic genres, letters particularly, are used for evaluating writing as text quality 

(rhetorical features) or writing performance both in the classroom and on tests (e.g., IELTS). 

However, they are less used to examine EFL writing development (Rashidi & Mazdayasna, 

2016).  

Letter writing has played a vital role in language education as a typical writing task for learning 

and writing assessment in L1 and L2. Contrary to intuitive belief, letters are a genre that persists 

in the digital era (Brant, 2014; Jolly, 2011; Stanley & Jolly, 2017). Letters are among the most 

pervasive written genres in human societies throughout history (Lyons & Marquilhas, 2017). 

Currently, letters are usually emailed in a range of personal, social, economic, political, and 

cultural contexts.  

Letters, like most genres, include many subtypes such as business letters, job applications, 

complaints, invitations, apologies, and cover letters. Letters have been studied about rhetorical 

patterns or moves (e.g., job application letters: Jalilifar & Beitsayyah, 2011). They are malleable 
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texts that “expose the limits of theory of genre itself” (Jolly & Stanley, 2005, p. 91). However, 

the essential features of letters, ‘letterness’ (Stanley, 2015; Stanley, Salter, & Dampier 2012), 

which are remarkably stable, can be found from business and academic letters to email letters 

(Lyons & Marquilhas, 2017). They are dialogical (communication between one person and 

another or others), perspectival (their content, form, and authorial voice adapts to the audience), 

have emergent (changing or adapting to time) properties, and, unlike other genres, are often 

sequential, as part of a series (Stanley, 2004). Letters involve a more definite authorial voice 

and audience than most written genres and serve the primary purpose of establishing social 

(family, friends, business, and professional) relationships. They are part of a ‘social grammar’ 

(Lyons & Marquilhas, 2017). 

However, very little research has studied EFL writing with letters. Lindgren & Stevenson (2013) 

examined the use of interactional resources in letters to a penfriend of Swedish 11-year-olds in 

Swedish (L1) and English (FL) from a multi-competence perspective. They analysed the texts 

with discourse-semantic analysis drawing on a Systemic Functional Linguistic framework. 

Their quantitative results showed few significant differences in the frequency of expression of 

interactional meanings in L1 and FL, but slightly more for gender. Their qualitative description 

identified many language-specific and non-language specific resources used by the writers to 

enable them to express interactional meanings in FL, which were explained with 

multicompetence. Rashidi and Mazdayasna (2016), investigating the effectiveness of genre-

based instruction (business letters) for the development of non-English majors EFL learners’ 

writing skills in Iran, reported positive effects in the improvement of content, organization, 

vocabulary, language use, and mechanics as well as an increase in the participants’ genre 

awareness and motivation to write letters.  

Unlike Lindgren and Stevenson (2013) and Rashidi and Mazdayasna (2016), two other studies 

(Yayli, 2011 and Wang, 2013) examined EFL writing development from a genre perspective 

not limited to linguistic and rhetorical aspects in texts. Studying the academic and non-academic 

needs of EFL pre-service teachers in Turkey, Yayli (2011) included emails and letters of 

complaint in her study on genre awareness. She found cross-genre awareness in some 

participants as they used generic features belonging to one genre while engaged in another genre. 

She explained this transference as learners’ recontextualization skills resulting from the 

resemblance of audience expectations, purposes, or textual features across genres. One of 

Yayli’s conclusions highlighted genre-based writing instruction as useful for teachers and 

learners to pay attention to context and the reader-writer relationships in EFL contexts where 

the focus is on linguistic and process aspects of writing.  
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Wang’s (2013) mixed-methods study is similar to the present investigation despite being an 

experimental study with only two curricular stages (junior and sophomore) and a different type 

of letters (letters of apology). Wang analysed Chinese EFL learners’ text features with a rubric, 

and fluency and influential factors with interviews and a questionnaire. Wang’s study examined 

the effectiveness of a Systemic Functional Linguistic-based (SFL) genre approach in promoting 

junior and sophomore’s genre awareness and writing competence over a 16-week semester in a 

state university in China. Data were collected from pre- and post-test writings, interviews and 

questionnaires, and analysed with SPSS and Range 32. Wang found that most participants’ 

progress in genre knowledge and awareness was at surface-level letter traits such as proper 

salutation and complimentary closure, letter layout, and degree of formality in vocabularies 

(register). The researcher found that the three writing competence parameters (TFA, task 

fulfilment and appropriacy; C&O, cohesion and organisation-, and GC, grammatical control) 

examined did not develop concurrently during the 16-week genre instruction treatment.  From 

an open-ended question at the end of the questionnaire used, Wang’s study also found that the 

most influential factors in the participants' EFL WD development were “the dynamic nature of 

writing and the prospective usefulness of the genre in the future life” (p. 2131).  

Regarding fluency, Wang found that both groups wrote shorter letters at the post-test and 

received better grades, which was interpreted as increased fluency and “more pertinent letters 

after the 16-week genre instruction” (p. 2132). However, Wang’s operationalisation of writing 

fluency was only as text length (number of words). Overall, Wang concluded that the SFL-based 

genre approach exceeded the traditional approach in sensitizing the writers’ genre awareness, 

improving holistic writing quality, and enhancing lexical density.   

To close this section, the analysis of writing development through e-mail letters makes the 

present study different in L2/ESL/EFL writing research. Most studies involving letters have 

been literary or biographical. Letters are a convenient way to study writing, as they are directly 

communicative, imply a specific audience, and allow a clear personal stance of the writer. If 

addressed to a person abroad, a speaker of a language other than the writer’s L1, and if about 

personal and culturally relevant content, a letter entails the core features of L2 writing learning. 

According to the literature reviewed, however, studies examining letter writing in EFL writing 

development are rare. 

This chapter has reviewed the literature on some of the main writing dimensions that may 

indicate development, as seen in texts. First, this review has shown that although language-

centred examination of L2 writing development provides valuable information on what develops 
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linguistically, it falls short in explaining how this development occurs. Second, it has indicated 

a need for research on writing development regarding authorial voice, audience awareness, and 

genre by non-advanced writers in non-academic writing. Voice, audience awareness, and genre 

are essential features of writing that can be particularly problematic for EFL learners, for they 

are usually unfamiliar with the social and cultural assumptions involved in them. Moreover, the 

literature review has exposed a need for including these crucial writing facets in L2 writing 

evaluation and rubrics. The next chapter reviews the research on writing development aspects 

that cannot directly be seen in the texts.  
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Chapter 3. Writing Dimensions in Writers and Contexts  

More to texts than meets the eye 

 

The present study departs from a definition of writing as involving writers, texts, and contexts, 

as seen in Chapter 1. This definition assumes that writing development occurs in not only the 

linguistic domain and other aspects directly seen in texts (such as the writing facets reviewed in 

the previous chapter). Writing development occurs in other aspects that cannot be seen in texts, 

such as writing motivation and strategies and contextual factors affecting writing development. 

The present chapter reviews the literature that deals with these latter writing dimensions. After 

a brief historical preamble explaining and justifying these writing dimensions' classification as 

individual and contextual factors, Sections 3.1 and 3.2 review the related literature. 

The psycholinguistic and sociolinguistic turn (Block, 2003; Blumenthal, 1987) that followed the 

“era” of language-centred research in second language acquisition (SLA) and ESL/EFL studies 

in the 1970s also focused on examining the learner and the situations in which language learning 

happens. It soon became evident that language learning is cognitive (Bereiter & Scardamalia, 

1987; Chomsky, 2011; Dörnyei, 2009b) and social (Bandura, 2002; Halliday & Hasan, 1989; 

Lantolf, 2006). Moreover, it was recognised that language is unavoidably biological, genetically 

and brain-based (e.g., Bishop, 2002; Hahne, 2001).  

Jointly, extensive ESL and EFL acquisition research using quantitative, qualitative, and mixed 

methods have provided theoretical and empirical evidence of the influence of personal and 

sociocultural variables that shape L2 development. In the personal domain, age, gender, aptitude 

or ability, proficiency, attention and noticing, attitude and, particularly, motivation have been 

investigated (Dörnyei & Ryan, 2015; Dörnyei & Ushioda, 2009; Granena, 2019). Likewise, 

many ESL and EFL studies have corroborated the influence of social factors such as instruction, 

feedback, L1, family, and culture (Bitchener & Storch, 2016; Nassaji, 2020). The study of 

factors influencing L2 acquisition has been a prolific research field that has established the 

influence of both personal and social-cultural factors. Recently, Oxford and Amerstorfer (2018) 

reviewed the state of the art in language learning strategies and individual learner characteristics 

and concluded that “L2 growth is embedded in a complex and flexible network of influences 

and that successful L2 learning is strategic and self-regulated” (p. 287).  

However, while the research on the factors that influence L2 learning and development has 

generally examined factors in isolation, there is a trend towards more integrated and 

comprehensive studies. For instance, Papi and Hiver (2020) recently assumed a “global 



Chapter 3 Writing dimension in writers and contexts  
 

58 

 

framework of motivation” (p. 1) by integrating different perspectives to examine several 

motives in context. Similarly, Parkinson and Dinsmore (2019) adopted Alexander’s (1997, 

2004) Model of Domain Learning (MDL) which is “a general model of expertise development 

that can inform the development of second language acquisition and learning a foreign language 

and unify these more disparate areas into a more cohesive whole” (p. 1). The Douglas Fir Group 

(DFG, 2016) has also recently proposed a transdisciplinary framework for SLA. Although with 

a narrower scope, limited to EFL writing development, the present study aligns with this trend 

to an integrative-and-comprehensive approach.  

Three main factors, input, output, and interaction have been identified as central forces 

determining language learning (Brown, 2007, Gass, 2003; Krashen, 1985; Long, 1996; Swain, 

2005). The variety of factors, or variables, influencing L2 language development can be 

synthesised by grouping them into personal (intra-individual) and contextual (situational or 

inter-personal) factors. Sections 3.1 and 3.2 review the literature regarding the personal and 

contextual factors that influence EFL writing development, respectively.  

Although presenting them separately, the present study conceives the two factors as tightly 

intertwined (Oxford & Amerstorfer, 2018; Yang, Sun, Chang, & Li, 2019). This study assumes 

that language learning, writing development in it, is both individual and social (Atkinson, 2011; 

DFG, 2016; Ellis, 2008; Hult, 2019), and that, as Ushioda (2009) posits, persons are always 

persons in context.  However, although the multiplicity of factors mediating writing 

development is commonly recognised in SLA and L2 writing (Atkinson, 2011; Dörnyei & Ryan, 

2015; DFG, 2016; Larsen-Freeman, 2019a), it needs to be studied as an integrated system in 

L2/EFL/ESL research. 

3.1 Individual Factors  

The individual or personal factors that influence L2 writing development include age, gender, 

cognitive (e.g., learning styles) and emotional (e.g., motivation) variables, among other 

psychological and biological aspects. These factors are collectively called individual variables 

or individual differences (Dörnyei & Ryan, 2015; Kormos, 2012). 

3.1.1 Age 

Age has been a controversial topic in SLA. It has been examined mainly for general language 

acquisition (DeKeyser, 2013; Kormos & Csizér, 2008; Muñoz, 2019), and children (e.g., Torras, 

Navés, Celaya, & Pérez-Vidal, 2006) usually based on grammatical judgement tests (GJTs, 

Larson-Hall, 2008). Some studies have shown that age can affect pragmatic performance 
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(politeness, for instance) of EFL learners in e-mail writing because of cultural, linguistic, and 

background variables (Barón & Ortega, 2018).  

A problematic aspect of age is that it is usually considered only in biological chronological terms 

and uniform. However, the same chronological age entails completely different individual 

experiences, even for siblings. Age is also related to the amount of input or exposure to the target 

language. This contextual factor is hard to measure accurately and is scarce in an EFL context, 

where learners have English contact infrequently, even at school (Garcia Mayo & Garcia 

Lecumberri, 2003). Measures of input include the length of residence, which does not apply to 

EFL, and instructional time as the number of hours, which is also problematic because the 

quantity of exposure does not mean the quality of input or learner intake uniformity. 

Age has also been questioned as it encompasses a range of other factors (Singleton & 

Pfenninger, 2019). Furthermore, from a sociocultural perspective, age is not a purely biological 

individual trait; it is also a social construction influencing L2 learning (Andrew, 2012). In the 

present study, age (which was chronologically similar for almost all the participants) was linked 

to the participants' shared EFL context and background (see Section 1.1). For the same reason, 

the participants’ common cultural background, which establishes no noticeable gender 

differences in access to education or writing nor language use, was considered when not 

including gender differences in the present study.  

3.1.2 Language Aptitude 

Language aptitude was defined by Carroll (1981) as “an individual’s initial state of readiness 

and capacity for learning a foreign language, and probable facility in doing so given the presence 

of motivation and opportunity” (p. 86). In this view, language aptitude refers to individual 

characteristics associated with the rate of progress in language learning (Carroll, 1981; Linck et 

al., 2013), which are “a combination of cognitive and perceptual abilities that are advantageous 

in second language acquisition” (Granena, 2019, p. 390). This individualistic and innatist view 

of aptitude has been challenged recently by research showing that some aptitude components 

such as working memory are affected by experience and instruction (Singleton, 2017; Wen, 

2016). Nevertheless, research from both innatist and socio-cognitive perspectives has 

commonly found that aptitude leads to L2 linguistic improvement and better writing 

performance (Li, 2016; Yang, Sun, Chang, & Li, 2019). Language aptitude has been linked to 

motivation, a prominent theme in SLA research. 
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3.1.3 Motivation and affective factors 

Motivation is a central concept in SLA (MacIntyre, Mackinnon & Clément, 2009) and its most 

researched aspect (Boo, Dörnyei & Ryan, 2015). Motivation refers to “choice and direction of 

a particular action, the effort expended on it and the persistence with it” and can be understood 

as “learning perseverance” (Dörnyei, 2019, p. 61). Motivation entails a subjective (conscious or 

not) desire for change in self and/or environment (Baumeister, 2016) and the combination of 

effort and desire to achieve the goal of learning language (Gardner, 1985). Language learning 

goals, self-efficacy-beliefs, and self-regulatory capacities are motivational factors (Kormos, 

2012). 

Motivation has been traditionally classified dichotomously into intrinsic (derived from the 

learner's inner biological needs and personal interests) and extrinsic (derived from external 

causes such as material rewards). Extrinsic motivation encompasses two subtypes of motives, 

instrumental (for practical benefit) and integrative (arising from a desire to integrate into the 

target culture) (Dörnyei, 2019). However, paradoxical results have been found (e.g., Deci, 1972) 

regarding extrinsic rewards undermining intrinsic motivation (see some of these studies in 

Lepper & Greene, 1978). Moreover, the traditional descriptive classification of motivation has 

been criticised as too general and lacking definitional rigour (Skehan, 1991).  

Thus, further explanatory models of the underlying processes in motivation were proposed, such 

as Bandura’s (1986) social cognitive theory in which personal and environmental influences are 

interdependent and influence each other. Bandura (2010) argues that persons are determined by 

and determine their environment through personal and social interactions. An important impact 

of Bandura’s theory was that it highlighted self-determination and self-regulation, through self-

efficacy, as fundamental motivational cognitive and emotional forces in personal and social life.  

According to Bandura (2010), self-efficacy beliefs regulate human functioning cognitively and 

motivationally. Cognitively, persons establish forethought goals based on self-appraisal of 

capabilities and possibilities. “The stronger the perceived self-efficacy, the higher the goal 

challenges people set for themselves and the firmer their commitment to meeting them” (p. 1). 

Therefore, goals and the outcomes of their fulfilment serve as motivational forces. In line with 

Bandura’s theory, the present study hypothesises that self-regulation plays an essential role in 

EFL writing as there is little support from the context.  

Some research has found that self-efficacy and writing motivation significantly influence 

writing performance (e.g., Pajares & Valiante, 2006). Empirical research has provided evidence 

of connections between self-efficacy, self-regulation, low anxiety, and enhanced language 
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motivation in L2 writing achievement (Kormos & Csizér, 2014; Teng, Yuan, & Sun, 2020), 

mainly if promoted through instruction (Csizér & Tankó, 2017; Han & Hiver, 2018). L2 writing 

anxiety or apprehension has been shown to inhibit self-regulation and positive self-efficacy 

beliefs in that fearfulness, nervousness, and worry can hamper individual academic L2 writing 

performance and development (Piniel & Csizér, 2015). Anxiety can also appear as negative self-

comparisons and hypercritical self-evaluation in insecure L2 writers, making them focus on their 

flaws and reinforcing their expectations of failure (Han & Hiver, 2018). However, Han & Hiver 

(2018) found that anxiety coexists with positive motivation, self-regulation, and self-efficacy 

with middle school learners. It is evident that a range of emotional and affective variables can 

affect writing, particularly in a second or foreign language. 

From a different perspective, the socio-educational model of L2 acquisition (Gardner, 2006) 

posited that motivation is multi-faceted and involves “more than just reasons for studying the 

language” (Gardner, 2006, p. 237). This model links motivation, attitudes toward the learning 

situation, and integrativeness (openness to the target language group and other groups in general 

related to one’s sense of ethnic identity). According to this model, the motivation to learn a 

second language is associated with high levels of integrative motivation and learning attitude. 

Several experimental studies have provided empirical support to the links between L2 

achievement and integrativeness, attitudes toward the learning situation, language anxiety, and 

motivation (e.g., Gardner, 2010; Han & Hiver, 2018). Learners who want to integrate with a 

target culture (travel, work, or study abroad) have higher motivations to learn the additional 

language and lower levels of L2 learning anxiety. 

Dörnyei (1994) proposed a 3-level motivational framework for foreign language learning: the 

language, the learner, and the learning situation. Language motivation includes motivation 

towards the language, the culture it conveys, the communities that speak it, and the usefulness 

of knowing it. The 'Learner level' includes the need for achievement and self-confidence. The 

'Learning situation' level includes motivation for the course, the teacher, and the learning group. 

The practical focus on the classroom situation led to many studies about developing and 

validating motivational strategies, mostly based on students’ reports or instructional activities 

demonstrating the importance of instruction in L2 contexts. Instruction is a contextual factor 

that will be examined in Section 3.2.1 below.  

More recently, L2 motivation theory has related motivation with self-image and ideal L2 self, 

associated with future proficiency and career ideal selves (Dörnyei, 2005; Dörnyei & Ushioda, 

2009). As future proficiency is an important factor for L2 learners, particularly language majors, 
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the ideal L2 self relates to willingness to communicate in the additional language, linked to 

linguistic self-confidence. Additionally, the future or “ought self is closely linked to peer group 

norms and other normative pressures, such as ethnic community expectations” (Dörnyei, 2009a, 

p. 20). EFL learners with an ideal L2 self-imagine themselves as good future users of the target 

language to obtain career benefits. This future L2-self ideal, which motivates the learner to use 

the language and invest time in its learning, is affected by social and cultural values, for instance, 

the prestige of speaking a foreign language.   

The L2 Motivational Self System (L2MSS) includes the ideal L2 self, the ought-to L2 self and 

the L2 learning experience (Dörnyei, 2009ab). This model has received extensive qualitative 

and quantitative support showing positive correlations between motivation, ideal L2 self, 

willingness to communicate in the target language, L2 learning motivation, and L2 use (Al-

Hoorie, 2018; Boo, Dörnyei, & Ryan, 2015; Jang & Lee, 2019). L2 motivation is also linked to 

social dynamics and interaction (Pawlak & Mystkowska-Wiertelak, 2015). However, L2MSS is 

not always an indicator of achievement because achievement does not depend only on self-

image or purely individual factors (Martinović, 2018; Subekti, 2018). The present study 

hypothesises that EFL learners' self-image and ideal self are powerful motivational forces in 

EFL writing, particularly for English majors. 

From a sociocultural perspective, motivation is a socially mediated and culturally situated 

phenomenon. In this sense, personal motivations and goals are socially constructed (Ushioda, 

2009; Dörnyei & Ushioda, 2010) and can be promoted through instruction (Teng & Zhang, 

2020). Social media and technology-mediated communication can promote self-regulation in 

L2 learning (Miyazoe & Anderson, 2009; Sasaki, Mizumoto, & Murakami, 2018).  In contrast, 

task complexity may generate writing anxiety and hinder motivation (Rahimi & Zhang, 2019).  

From a complexity theory perspective, motivation is “part of a complex dynamic system of 

learner characteristics that is in constant interaction with contextual-environmental factors” 

(Ushioda, 2019, p. 664). Within the CDST view, Papi & Hiver (2020) investigated motivational 

trajectories at various stages of the language learning experiences of six Iranian graduate 

students learning English in the United States. Papi and Hiver used a retrospective-longitudinal 

design to collect quasi-narrative accounts of key phases of the learners’ language learning 

histories through interviews. The authors analysed the data inductively and, using a process-

tracing procedure, found that dynamic processes and adaptive or competitive interactions 

between motivations and the context in which they emerged resulted in specific motivational 

trajectories shaping learners’ language-learning choices and experiences. There is a need for 
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more CDST studies to complement Papi and Hiver’s study as they compared their results, 

mostly with previous research from other perspectives and not focused on L2 writing. However, 

CDST has been challenged with the arguments that the linguistic system is not always open-

ended; language development is predictable despite its complexity; and there is simplicity within 

the complexity (Han, Bao, & Wiita, 2017).  

Overall, it can be argued that L2 writing motivation research has evolved from biologically 

based views to psychological approaches to social-cultural perspectives and, ultimately, to the 

recognition of the simultaneous interplay of biological, psychological and social-cultural 

factors. (See recent reviews of L2 motivation research by Al-Hoorie, 2017; Boo, Dörnyei, & 

Ryan, 2015; Dörnyei, 2019; and Ushioda, 2019). Quantitative and qualitative research on 

individual factors has established that attitudinal, emotional and cognitive variables (e.g., 

anxiety, motivation, and learning strategies) affect deeply L2 performance and development 

(Dörnyei, MacIntyre, & Henry, 2014; Ushioda, 2013). Although usually studied separately 

(Ellis, 2008), emotion and cognition are closely interconnected. For instance, motivation and 

attitude are intertwined with cognition and increase the use of writing strategies. This cognitive 

factor is determinant in ESL/EFL writing development, as seen in the following section.  

3.1.4 Cognitive factors (writing strategies and metacognition) 

Writing entails cognitive or mental processes related to planning, drafting, revising, and editing 

a text (Manchón & Roca de Larios, 2007). These cognitive processes have been extensively 

studied, with a consensus that awareness of the writing processes is a determinant factor in L2 

writing (Roca de Larios, Nicolás-Conesa, & Coyle, 2016; Sasaki, 2004). This awareness has 

been defined as metacognition, consciousness and understanding of one's thought processes, or 

knowing what and how we know (Flavell, 1979; Wenden, 1987).  

Metacognition comprises declarative, procedural, and strategic knowledge. Declarative 

knowledge refers to the awareness that can be expressed by describing or explaining one’s 

knowledge. Procedural knowledge is the awareness and evaluation of one’s ability to perform 

tasks, while strategic awareness refers to one’s conscious ability to use strategies to learn. The 

three types of knowledge contribute to regulating one’s cognition and evaluating one’s potential. 

Regulation is carried out through planning, monitoring, and evaluating performance before, 

during, and after executing a task. Therefore, metacognition is linked to learners’ self-regulation 

and autonomy (Oxford, 2017; Sasaki, Mizumoto, & Murakami, 2018). Metacognition does not 

develop individually, but it is influenced by social and cultural beliefs that shape personal 

experience.  
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Applied to L2 writing, awareness refers first to the learners’ planning of writing regarding task 

(purposes, topic, and genre) and constraints (time, text length, availability of resources). Second, 

writing awareness refers to ongoing (and final) monitoring and evaluation of the composition 

processes and results. L2 writing awareness also includes a consciousness of cross-language 

influence between L1 and L2 (Ruan, 2014; Silva, 1993).  

An outcome of writing metacognition is the pertinent use of writing strategies, defined by 

Oxford (1989) as “behaviors or actions which learners use to make language learning more 

successful, self-directed and enjoyable” (p. 235). Ellis, R. (2015) referred to language learning 

strategies as procedures used by learners to develop their language learning. According to Ellis, 

“learning strategies account for how learners acquire and automatize L2 knowledge” (p. 346) 

and can refer to both general language learning and specific skills, such as writing. General 

language learning strategies are classified into cognitive, metacognitive, and social/affective 

strategies (Oxford, 2017). L2 writing strategies involve the learners using their knowledge 

(about the world, language, and writing), their conscious use of writing strategies, 

metacognition, seeking the support of others (teachers or peers), and autonomous practice as 

means for developing language and writing. Writing strategies are associated with motivation 

and positive attitudes towards the target language and writing (Hsiao & Oxford, 2002; Gupta & 

Woldemariam, 2011).  

The use of writing strategies by undergraduate EFL students influences positively writing and 

language (Manchón, Roca, & Murphy, 2007; Sun & Wang, 2020). Development has been 

observed in periods as short as a 16-week academic semester (He, Chang, & Chen, 2011) or 

even less (Yoon & Jo, 2014). For instance, Sasaki, Mizumoto, & Murakami (2018) explored the 

longitudinal development (over four years) in the use of three L2 writing strategies (global text 

planning, local paragraph and sentence planning, and L1‐to‐L2 translation) in interaction with 

cognitive, affective, and environmental variables. They collected data from EFL Japanese 

university students through a language test, argumentative (academic) composition scores, 

frequencies of use of the three L2 writing strategies collected from stimulated recall protocols, 

and interviews. The researchers used mixed-effects modelling (a statistical analysis model that 

allows simultaneous investigation of both group and individual development) and related these 

findings to the participants’ emic data (from the interviews and protocols) from a self‐regulation 

perspective. They found that the participants’ developmental trajectories in language learning 

strategies were affected differently by cognitive and environmental factors at both the group and 

individual levels. They also found that the self‐regulation perspective helped explain the 

systematicity and individuality observed in the development of the three strategies. The 
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researchers hypothesised that the students’ motivation related to study abroad experiences might 

be a key factor in understanding such trajectories.  

Although specific writing processes and strategies are important for constructing a 

comprehensive, integrated picture of writing development, the present study dealt with general 

rather than with the specific processes of planning, formulation, and drafting. This decision was 

taken because the comprehensive view adopted made it difficult to include all writing aspects 

in depth. Nevertheless, as the primary purpose of the encompassing approach adopted is 

integrative, the present study assumes that both the use of strategies and awareness regarding 

writing processes and constraints plays an essential role in EFL writing development. One of 

the most prominent strategies is the reliance on L1, described in the next section. 

3.1.5 First language (Cross-linguistic transference) 

A second or foreign language is learned in addition to an existing L1(s) or mother tongue(s). 

This process involves mutual influences between L1 and L2, L1 being initially more influential 

in the learning of L2 and the influence becoming more bi-directional later (De Groot, 2013; 

DePalma & Ringer, 2011). This mutual L1-L2 influence is known as cross-linguistic 

transference (Alonso, 2012; Cook 2003) and occurs at all language levels from phonology to 

pragmatics, including learning and writing strategies (De Groot, 2013; Pavlenko, 2005). The 

transfer can be positive, negative or neutral, i.e., it can help, hamper, or not affect L2 learning 

(Mu & Carrington, 2007).  

Research has found that L1 influence on L2 writing is frequently in the form of translation of 

L2 into L1, mainly at the initial stages of L2 learning (De Groot, 2013; Pavlenko, 2000) and 

affects vocabulary acquisition (Arabski, 2006; Laufer, 2003) and grammatical processing (e.g., 

Chan, 2004). L1 plays a strategic role in helping L2 writers access and retrieve lexical items 

when generating texts (Murphy & Roca de Larios, 2010). Other empirical studies have found 

that using the L1 is a function of task difficulty: learners resort to using L1 in complex writing 

tasks (Wang, 2003). Likewise, from a cultural perspective, research has provided evidence of 

the link between L1 transference and other associated cultural factors such as rhetorical and 

genre traditions (Han & Hiver, 2018). Other studies have found transference from L2 to L1, for 

instance, rhetorical or text organization patterns and other genre features (e.g., Jeong, 2017). 

The present study assumes there is cross-linguistic transference in the form of translation or 

interference from L1.  

Finally, the literature review on individual factors shows extensive qualitative and quantitative 

evidence (from many theoretical perspectives) about a range of interrelated personal 
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motivational, affective, and cognitive factors affecting L2 writing achievement and 

development. While these factors have been studied in isolation, a comprehensive approach is 

needed for understanding their connection, joint functioning and implications for writing 

development. Individual factors are not purely individual but rooted in social beliefs and 

practices and are hard to see in the texts. The present study addressed this by including 

interviews with writers, as described in the Methodology Chapter. As will be presented in 

Chapter 7, the interviews showed that some personal features help writing while others do not. 

Second, the interviews revealed contextual factors such as family, instruction, peers, and social 

media also playing either helping or hindering roles. The following section reviews the literature 

regarding contextual or situational factors that influence EFL writing development.  

3.2 Contextual Factors 

Instruction, peers, social networks, family, and culture are the contextual, situational factors 

influencing EFL writing development. English in daily life communication is rare in EFL 

contexts, with even less written communication. Whereas some EFL majors interact in English 

with peers in social networks, family influence in oral and written EFL use is infrequent (see 

Section 3.2.3). In some cases, travelling or studying abroad is also a factor influencing general 

English learning and writing (Sasaki, 2004, 2007; Tavakoli, 2018). The contextual factors 

differentiate EFL from ESL; in ESL, English is used socially in daily communication, allowing 

immediate and rich language input that foster English learning.  

3.2.1 Instruction, peers, and social media 

In EFL contexts, exposure to English happens mostly at school and only for a few hours a week. 

The teachers of English generally lack advanced proficiency, and the primary curriculum is 

vocabulary-focused. In contrast, the secondary curriculum is often grammar-centred, and 

writing is reduced to grammar-model sentences and brief descriptive and narrative paragraphs. 

Schools often have insufficient supporting technological resources, classes are large, and 

students generally see English as a challenging subject and lack the motivation to use it for 

writing.  Moreover, English teaching is carried out within an ‘exam culture’ (Lee, 2008) in 

which state exams, mainly based on the USA or European models (e.g., TOEFL, IELTS, CEFR), 

play a central role.  This situation has been described in many EFL contexts (Colombia: 

Bastidas, Muñoz, & Benavidez, 2011; Cárdenas, Chaves, & Hernández, 2015; Indonesia: Lamb, 

2007; Japan: Muller, 2014; Germany and Poland: Reichelt, 2009; China: Lee, 2008).  

From this description, it can be claimed that, despite differences, there are some commonalities 

in EFL contexts (Manchón, 2009; Reichelt, 2009). In many EFL contexts, “the lack of writing 
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in the [primary and secondary] curriculum ill prepares students for the writing requirements of 

university” (Muller, 2014, p. 164). EFL writers at the university level are still novice writers 

also learning English simultaneously (Hyland, 2003b), emphasising the need for writing 

instruction in, and research on EFL.  

Research of instruction or teaching aimed at EFL writing development has evolved from an 

initial strong influence of L1 writing theories and research to become an independent field, 

second language (L2) writing. In this field, ESL-EFL writing research has evolved from 

contrastive rhetoric, cognitive-process approaches, genre theory, and socio-cognitive theory; the 

research methods have moved from quantitative to qualitative approaches (Rinnert & 

Kobayashi, 2012). More recently, mixed methods have been used for L2 writing research. The 

increasing number of studies in EFL, in contrast to ESL, suggest FL studies is an identifiable 

emerging branch in SL research. Three major approaches to teaching L2 composition have been 

identified: text-oriented, writer-oriented, and reader-oriented (Hyland, 2008e; Ferris & 

Hedgcock, 2014; Manchón & Matsuda, 2016). Most of the instructional interventions to develop 

writing have been small-scale studies focused on teachers’ corrective feedback or instructional 

strategies (e.g., action research, collaborative writing, Task-based instruction, and diverse forms 

of technology-supported instruction). These studies have typically been one-academic-semester 

interventions (e.g., Nagao, 2019), but in some cases, up to one year (e.g. Lin, 2006).    

Information technology (IT) and internet-related tools have had an ever-growing influence on 

daily life and education. Thus, they have been used to promote EFL/ESL writing quality and 

motivation as part of real-life, authentic writing (Bloch, 2008).  Social media have been found 

to promote writing development in both formal and informal writing contexts through peer and 

teacher interaction. Many social media contexts have been researched, for example, Blogs (Sun 

& Chang, 2012); Facebook (Dizon & Thanyawatpokin, 2018); Wikis (Miyazoe & Anderson, 

2009); and Instagram (Sari, Hayati, & Suganda, 2019). These interventions are usually small-

scale classroom-based and have had varying degrees of success, usually related to individual 

and contextual variables, such as experience and access to technological and digital tools, in 

diverse EFL/ESL contexts. However, they provide a general body of empirical evidence 

supporting social media's usefulness in general for EFL/ESL writing improvement. Likewise, 

they show the link between L2 learners’ formal, in-classroom academic writing and informal 

writing through social media. The present study also assumes that informal writing in social 

media is part of ESL/EFL learners’ authentic writing.  
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The following are some illustrative examples of research examining instructional interventions 

for EFL/ESL writing development from various approaches. Eguchi and Eguchi (2006) found a 

limited effect of a project-based learning (PBL) approach on Japanese EFL sophomores’ 

motivation to write, use, and proficiency in informal writing in English over a 15-week academic 

semester. Wong (2018) also used PBL in an online peer-revision writing project with Hong 

Kong EFL undergraduates. From learners’ writing corpora, Wong found quantitatively that peer 

revision is effective for genre and lexico-grammatical improvement while also enhancing 

reviewers’ reflection and confidence. Using action research, Yüce & Aksu Ataç (2019) also 

found a positive effect of peer editing on EFL learners writing development at a Turkish 

university. Ali’s (2020) systematic literature review of action research in an ESL/EFL classroom 

found that, generally, studies have reported positive effects of action research in writing 

improvement and motivation. Ali noted that most studies used mixed and qualitative methods 

and investigated instructional methods and teaching strategies, with fewer studies examining the 

use of technology and visuals identified.  

Lin (2006) evaluated a case of writing development in a third-year programme at a Japanese 

university and concluded that a genre-based approach is useful for grammatical and writing 

development and enhances learners’ motivation and autonomous writing. These results align 

with other similar studies (Thongchalerm and Jarunthawatchai’s (2020) mixed-methods study 

in Thailand; Nagao’s (2019) SFL investigation in Japan; Ariyanfar & Mitchell’s (2020) in Iran). 

Other studies have shown improvement in learners’ writing performance through a process-

based instruction approach (e.g., Lam, 2015). Likewise, some research on strategy instruction 

has reported a positive impact on EFL/ESL writing (e.g., Rao, 2007). However, Plonsky’s 

(2011) meta-analysis claimed that “Research on the effects of second language strategy 

instruction (SI) has been extensive yet inconclusive” (p. 993) because the effect of SI instruction 

is in turn affected by “variables including context, age, proficiency, educational level, setting, 

type and number of strategies taught, outcome variable, and duration of SI” (p. 1018).  

Studies of instruction to improve L2 writing have used various research methods: classroom 

observation, teachers’ journals, questionnaires to students and teachers, and analysis of artefacts 

and documents. In general, these studies have found mixed effects of the interventions examined 

depending on the context, intervention type and length, students’ motivation, proficiency, and 

writing aspects targeted. Furthermore, although these studies purport to study the effects of 

instruction over time, they are often descriptive rather than experimental in that they employed 

no control or comparison group (Polio & Park, 2016). Their generalizability is also restricted, 

as they usually included a small number of cases. Recently, Nguyen (2019) reviewed theoretical 
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and empirical research on second and foreign language writing in Asian countries, a 

representative area of EFL contexts, concluding with some pedagogical implications that might 

be useful in other EFL writing situations. Nguyen’s implications point at the need for teachers 

to have a comprehensive view of writing (as a textual product, composing processes, and 

interaction with readers); to provide students with an understanding of linguistic aspects along 

with composing processes, genres audience, and awareness; and to be aware of the differences 

between L1 and L2 writing contexts and approaches.  

Regarding feedback, critical and constructive response to learner writing, there is an extensive 

body of research, most of which, however, has examined general L2 development (e.g., 

Bitchener & Storch, 2016). The effectiveness of feedback has generated a long-lasting debate 

since Truscott’s (1996) influential claims against its usefulness. Diverse forms of feedback 

(direct/indirect, explicit/implicit, focused/unfocused, written/oral, automated, and synchronous 

or simultaneous versus asynchronous or delayed) concerning learners’ perceptions, writing 

outcomes, and writing development in a variety of contexts have been widely examined (e.g., 

Colombia: Sampson, 2012; New Zealand: Bitchener & Knoch, 2010; Taiwan: Min, 2005).  

Min (2005), using quantitative and qualitative text analysis, reported beneficial effects from 

training a group of English-major sophomores to provide peer feedback. More recently, 

Sampson’s (2012) small-scale EFL study claimed that ‘coding’ or ‘marking’ errors on learners’ 

texts has a positive effect on their further writing because of the awareness it raises and the 

interaction it allows between the instructor and the learner, with variations related to individual 

differences. However, Reynolds and Kao (2016) challenged Sampson’s claims. They called for 

replication research, arguing that sampling and classification of errors were inadequate and that 

error correction at a given moment does not entail their future writing application.  

In general, most feedback studies have found that teachers and peers’ comments are useful for 

EFL and ESL writing development for linguistic aspects (Ruegg, 2018; Yu, Jiang & Zhou, 

2020). Feedback, however, can either be either demotivating or motivating (Fong, Patall, 

Vasquez, & Stautberg, 2019). For complete reviews on corrective feedback in L2 contexts see 

Bitchener & Ferris (2012); Bitchener & Storch (2016); Hyland & Hyland (2019); Lee (2017); 

and Nassaji (2020).  

The present study hypothesises that instruction and feedback from teachers and peers are the 

most influential contextual factors in the participants' EFL writing development.  
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3.2.2 Task  

The writing task is the most immediate situational factor in influencing writing. The writing task 

conditions that can affect L2/ESL/EFL writing performance and development include 

topic/content, genre, writing time, text length, availability of resources such as dictionaries or 

grammar- and spelling-checkers, and writing medium (Ruiz-Funes, 2015; Manchón, 2009). 

Some of these task conditions have been studied as part of task complexity or difficulty.  

Task complexity is an aspect of writing tasks that has received extensive attention. L2 

complexity is a debated concept (Bulté & Housen, 2012, 2014; Norris & Ortega, 2009; Ortega, 

2012; Pallotti, 2009). Task complexity is not to be confounded with lexical-grammatical 

complexity, which is part of the CAF, as explained before (Section 2.1.1). The present study 

views writing complexity as not purely linguistic or residing only in the writing task but also 

related to writers’ individual variables such as proficiency, age, motivation, and attitudes. EFL 

writing complexity refers to the language, text structure or organization, genre, and topic or 

content (Byrnes & Manchón, 2014; Farrokhi & Sattarpour, 2017). While research has 

established that task complexity influences L2 writing performance or production (Farrokhi & 

Sattarpour 2017; Kuiken & Vedder, 2012; Rahimi & Zhang, 2019; Robinson, 2011, 2015), there 

is a need for research on the effect of task complexity on writing development. Research has 

established the importance of careful task design for research and pedagogical purposes (Ellis 

& Yuan, 2005). Consequently, the writing task's complexity is minimised in the present study 

through task uniformity, the use of a non-academic genre, well-known topics, sufficient writing 

time, and availability of resources (see Sections 4.3.3.1 and 4.4.3.1).  

Particular writing tasks conditions, time, text length, availability of resources (e.g., dictionaries 

or grammar checkers), and writing medium (computer or pen and paper) have received little 

research attention. Writing time is usually examined as part of writing processes, including text 

planning and revision (Farrokhi & Sattarpour, 2017; Ong, 2014; Robinson, 2011, 2015), task 

complexity (Kuiken & Vedder, 2012; Ong, 2014), writing fluency (Abdel Latif, 2013), test 

validity (Weigle, 2002), or writing conditions (Elder, Knoch, & Zhang, 2009; Lee, 2019). 

Writing time, however, remains a debated aspect of L2 writing (Elder, Knoch, & Zhang, 2009; 

Johnson, 2017). The present study flexibly allowed 40 minutes for writing, considering that EFL 

writing is demanding for students who are novice writers and language learners at the same time.  

Text length is a writing condition or task aspect frequently stated in L2 writing tests as a 

minimum number of words to write. Text length, in this sense, is generally used for assessing 

writing proficiency and fluency and for measuring CAF features (e.g., Koizumi, 2012), as 
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explained in Section 2.1.1. Text length can affect raters’ scores (Kobrin, Deng, & Shaw, 2007). 

The present study required the usual minimal length of 250 words (one page) to have a sufficient 

text sample to examine the various writing dimensions included in the study.  

Writing Topic refers to the theme and text content stated by the writing task instructions or 

prompt. Yang, Lu, & Weigle (2015) define the topic as “what is exactly construed by the writing 

prompt (i.e., the actual wording of the writing task) and what the writers are invited to 

specifically write about” (p. 56). Thus, the topic is not just the text's general theme; it includes 

text organization, coherence, and writing proficiency (Schneider & Connor, 1990). Different 

topics entail different kinds of discourse, lexical resources and syntactic complexity (i.e., 

linguistic aspects) (Yang, Lu, Weigle, 2015; Yoon, 2017) and depend on discourse mode or 

genre (Beers & Nagy, 2009; Lu, 2011). Additionally, the use of real-world topics has been found 

useful for writing development in task-based language teaching (TBLT; Ellis, 2003; Nunan, 

2004). Consistent with these findings, some recent studies have found that topic relevance for 

the ESL/EFL learner writer influences writing performance and text quality (Yoon, 2017) and 

writing fluency and motivation (Dickinson, 2014).  

The present study differs from previous studies in that it focuses on writing development within 

a non-academic genre (e-mail letter) and not on performance in academic writing. In addition, 

as a strategy to minimise the impact of the topic on the participants’ writing (required for 

comparative purposes), the present study used real-world topics familiar to all participants 

regardless of proficiency (see Sections 4.3.3.1 and 4.4.3.1).  

Genre or type of text is an aspect of writing tasks that has received wide attention. Literature 

referring to genre was reviewed in Sections 2.4 (email letter) and 3.2.1 (genre-based instruction).  

Resources for writing include dictionaries, the use of which is the most recognised L2 learning 

and writing strategy (Oxford & Amerstorfer, 2018). However, writing resources are usually not 

allowed in L2 writing under test conditions even though it has been shown that they do not affect 

significantly L2 writing performance as measured through scores (East, 2006). The use of the 

dictionary and other writing sources do not appear to threaten the validity and fairness of L2 

writing proficiency tests (East, 2007, 2008). The present study assumes that the use of 

dictionaries, spelling- and grammar-checkers, and the internet to search for information are part 

of authentic writing in non-testing conditions and enable EFL learners to produce their “best” 

texts each time, and thus appropriate when investigating writing development.  

Another aspect of task, repetition or practice, is a contributor L2 improvement, well-known to 

teachers and researchers (Bygate, 2018). Although frequently associated with behaviouristic 
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rote drilling, research has provided evidence that repetition does not necessarily mean passive 

rote repetition; through iteration, L2 learners actively re-construct their knowledge and improve 

their performance (Bygate, 1999).  

Using a CDST perspective, Baba and Nitta have conducted a series of studies investigating 

writing changes through task repetition over one year (Baba & Nitta, 2010, 2012, 2014; Nitta & 

Baba, 2014). They found that task repetition takes some time to show effects and improve 

lexico-grammatical complexity (Nitta & Baba, 2014) and fluency (Baba & Nitta, 2014). More 

recently, from a CDST perspective, Nitta and Baba (2018) conducted a classroom-based study 

over a year exploring the benefits of task repetition for self-regulation and changes in L2 writing. 

They collected data from EFL tertiary students’ texts and written reflections at a Japanese 

university weekly over 30 weeks. The researchers measured linguistic aspects in the texts and 

analysed the self-regulatory processes as reported by the students. Nitta and Baba found that 

task repetition or iteration, with some individual variation, creates a valuable pedagogic 

environment in which learners’ self-regulation influences their L2 writing significantly.  

Mehrang’s (2016) experimental study investigated the effects of task structure, repetition, and 

reformulation on the writing performance of four groups of EFL learners in two private language 

schools in Iran over five weeks. The groups completed a pre-writing task in week 1 and a post-

writing task in week 5. During weeks 2 to 4, the structured group repeated structured tasks; the 

structured + reformulation group repeated structured tasks and was engaged in reformulation; 

the unstructured group repeated unstructured tasks. The task (text) structure was problem-

solution. Mehrang analysed the texts’ linguistic complexity, accuracy, fluency, and textual 

organisation, comparing scores across groups with parametric and non-parametric ANOVAs. 

She found no significant improvements regarding the performance of the same task. However, 

there was substantial evidence for the effectiveness of repeating structured tasks on the structural 

complexity and accuracy in new tasks of the same type. Mehrang concluded that the repetition 

of unstructured tasks facilitates the development of the textual organisation in new tasks of a 

different type, leading to well-organised texts.  

Other task repetition studies have also found that task iteration contributes to L2 writing 

performance (e.g., Farahani, Rezaee, & Zonouz, 2019). Consequently, the present study 

assumes that task repetition has positive effects on EFL writing, but, unlike most prior studies, 

the focus is on writing development.  

In short, the writing task is complex, encompassing conditions of time, text length, topic, genre, 

medium (computer or pen and paper), use of writing resources, and repetition (Bachman & 
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Palmer, 2010; Weigle, 2002). Writing time, text length, language performance (scores), and 

writer’s perception of topic and task difficulty are operationalised in the present study as 

constituents of writing fluency and performance (see Section 2.1.1). The task conditions were 

uniform for all the participants throughout the study to allow comparing the participants’ writing 

development (see Sections 4.3.3.1 and 4.4.3.1). 

3.2.3 Family 

Family plays a significant role in most individual’s educational attainments by fostering positive 

attitudes towards education and strengthening self-efficacy beliefs, which in turn enhance 

learning achievements. However, the family's role in L2 writing development seems to be a gap 

in the literature, particularly in EFL majors, most likely because the use of the FL target 

language is rare in daily social life, including family. Walters (1993), as cited in Silva, Brice, & 

Reichelt (1999), conducted an ethnographic study with Asian-American basic L2 writers at a 

university in the USA and reported that family and cultural and educational backgrounds 

determine learners’ self-perception as writers. Walter’s findings align with Chen’s (1992, in 

Silva, Brice, & Reichelt, 1999) study with Korean and Mexican L2 students. Recent studies on 

multilingual families have examined the ‘Family Language Policy’ or how multilingual families 

deal with the use of their languages (Lanza & Curdt-Christiansen, 2018). These studies have 

reported familial use of languages to be determined by social, economic, and cultural forces 

entwined with family histories and trajectories, which in turn are linked to social developments 

at national and global levels (Higgins, 2018). As the present study occurs in a predominantly 

monolingual EFL context, little or no family influence on the participants' EFL writing 

development is expected.  

3.2.4 Study abroad  

Studying or living abroad can be a remarkable experience for ESL and EFL learners. There is 

evidence (mainly qualitative) of the positive effects of studying or living abroad in an English-

speaking country on general ESL/EFL learning, motivation, identity, and self-efficacy (Kim, 

2020; Tavakoli, 2018). Research has also shown gains in linguistic aspects and performance as 

a result of exposure, interaction, and increased motivation (Kim & Belcher, 2018; Sasaki, 2007, 

2011) with the anxiety and difficulties experienced, mainly at the beginning of the study abroad 

period generally reducing with time (Pérez -Vidal & Barquin, 2014; Sasaki, 2007, 2011). Effects 

of study abroad were not examined in the present study, given that only one of the participants 

has lived abroad in a non-speaking country.  
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Overall, this literature review on the personal and contextual factors that influence EFL/ESL 

writing development suggests that, first, both internal and external factors are well-known 

agents of change or development (Dörnyei & Ryan, 2015; Ellis, N., 2015). Second, it is 

necessary to study EFL/ESL writing development contexts' plurality because they jointly shape 

development processes and outputs. These contexts are multiple and simultaneous 

encompassing situations from the individual to social, cultural, and geographic circles (family, 

school, social networks, work, and national, international, and ideological levels) as illustrated 

in Figure 1.6. These contexts or situations are inherently intertwined (DFG, 2016) and are 

integral to EFL writing development. A contextual factor is not “an independent background 

variable which is theorised to influence motivation, but over which learners have no control” 

(Ushioda, 2009, p. 216); neither do contexts influence an individual person in a deterministic 

way (Lamb, 2009). Changes in contexts occur over time from infancy to adulthood, and 

sociocultural changes occur through family, school, social networks, and work. Individual EFL 

learners are situated agents in dynamic linguistic environments.  

Studies with a comprehensive view of L2 writing are scarce. Kobayashi and Rinnert (2013) 

followed a Japanese multilingual writer's writing development over two and a half years. They 

examined three writing aspects: written essays (linguistic development and text features), 

composing processes, and individual/social factors (attitude and identity). The researchers 

concluded that a combination of multicompetence, genre, and identity theories was useful in 

explaining the unique character of a multilingual writer's writing development. 

3.3 Concluding Remarks  

This literature review has provided a general (but not exhaustive) view of the extensive research 

on L2/ESL/EFL writing development. There is consensus about the complexity of writing 

development. However, it has been examined mainly as either separate progress in linguistic 

aspects in texts or writer’s cognitive processes when writing or cultural aspects in academic 

writing genres. In other words, while L2 writing has been examined predominantly analytically, 

given its complexity, there is a need for holistic, comprehensive approaches. However, there is 

an emerging trend towards integrative approaches in SLA, as evidenced in Atkinson’s (2011) 

call for dialogue between the various theoretical perspectives, DFG’ s (2016) transdisciplinary 

framework for SLA, and the recent special issues of Applied Linguistics (2018) and The Modern 

Languages Journal (2019). The mentioned proposals are theoretical and refer to SLA in general, 

with few empirical studies combining theoretical traditions to examine L2 writing development. 

Only Bazerman et al.’s (2017) proposal is directly addressed to L2 writing development, 

although it is theoretical, too. Furthermore, no study has examined texts, writers, readers, and 
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factors jointly in EFL writing development as in the present study. The present study is an 

attempt to examine the complexity of writing using a holistic approach.  

The literature review also identified numerous personal and contextual factors that influence 

ESL/EFL writing development. There is increasing awareness of the close interactions within 

and between personal and contextual factors, although most of the studies have examined 

isolated or few factors together (e.g., Robinson, 2005; Sasaki, Mizumoto, & Murakami, 2018). 

Most studies have examined academic writing with ESL tertiary learners, which points to a need 

for further study of EFL contexts and other writing genres and more educational levels. 

Furthermore, the literature review suggests the need for writing development studies in EFL, 

differentiated from ESL, with a comprehensive approach to integrating text, writer, and context. 

A comprehensive approach to writing and a robust methodological design are necessary to 

ensure robust findings about the complex issue of how writing develops in a foreign language. 

The next chapter presents the methodology for the present study. 
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Chapter 4. Methodology  

A complex phenomenon requires a multi-method approach 

 

This chapter presents the methodology for the present investigation into the development of 

English writing skills as a foreign language in a Colombian degree programme. The chapter 

begins by explaining the research approach and the overall design of the study. The last two 

sections detail the participants, data collection instruments and procedures, and the procedures 

for the analyses in the study's two phases.  

4.1 Research Approach 

This non-interventional study used mixed methods. Unlike experimental studies, non-

interventional studies investigate a subject without disturbing its occurrence in natural settings 

(Privitera, 2014). Mixed methods research approaches are relatively recent (Creswell, 2014; 

Creswell & Plano Clark, 2011). Different terms (integrating, synthesis, multimethod, mixed 

methodology, and mixed research) have been used to describe this kind of methodology; 

currently, ‘mixed methods’ is widely accepted as a term to describe the approach undertaken 

here (Creswell, 2014; Tashakkori & Teddlie, 2010).  

Mixed methods (MM) research, an alternative to the separate use of quantitative and qualitative 

approaches, draws on the strengths and minimizes each approach's weaknesses (Johnson, 

Onwuegbuzie, & Turner, 2007). MM assumes that the combination of quantitative and 

qualitative approaches provides a more comprehensive understanding of a research problem 

than either approach alone and that it contributes a thicker description of the studied matter 

(Geertz, 1973). In social and educational studies, MM research has proved to be helpful in 

addressing challenges regarding research design, sampling schemes, and quality of 

interpretations (Teddlie, & Tashakkori, 2009). The MM approach was chosen for the present 

study based on the usefulness of combining quantitative and qualitative research in applied 

linguistics studies (Brown, 2014; Riazi, 2017). Given the advantages of mixed methods, MM 

studies are becoming increasingly popular in applied linguistics (Dörnyei, 2007; Hashemi & 

Babaii, 2013) and EFL writing development studies. Thus, the present study represents a 

contribution to L2 writing research in this aspect.  

The MM approach is appropriate when analytic density of a situation is needed (Fielding, 2008), 

which is the case with writing development, a multidimensional object of study as evident in 

the theoretical framework presented in earlier chapters. Furthermore, the MM approach aligns 
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with the multi-lensed theoretical approach chosen for the present study in allowing the use of 

various methods for data collection and analysis, with resultant opportunities for triangulation 

or complementarity (Mackey & Gass, 2012; Riazi, 2017). In this study, MM allowed data 

collection about writing from the texts, the writers, and the readers/raters. This data combination 

allowed for a more comprehensive view of writing than that obtained through a single 

quantitative or qualitative approach. The next section explains the design of this mixed-methods 

study.  

4.2 Overall Design 

In line with the MM research approach adopted, a Quan → QUAL sequential explanatory 

scheme was followed (Riazi, 2017). This design responds to criteria of priority or emphasis, 

implementation sequence, independence between the two phases of the research, and further 

interpretative integration (Creswell, 2014; Creswell & Plano Clark, 2011). The capital letters in 

QUAL highlight the qualitative phase's emphasis, while the arrow (→) stands for the sequence 

in which the quantitative phase precedes the qualitative one. In this sequential design, the 

investigation's quantitative and qualitative strands are first analysed independently and then 

interpreted jointly (Figure 4.1). 

   

Figure 4-1 Sequential explanatory design 

A sequential research design suits the aims of triangulation (Riazi, 2017). Triangulation is 

understood here in the sense of complementary, integrative description and interpretation 

(Hammersley, 2008). Likewise, triangulation supports corroborating the findings of the 

quantitative and qualitative phases with each other (Riazi, 2017) through various data sources 

and methods. In L2 writing research, in particular, a mixed-methods approach entails multiple 

information collection strategies (Hyland, 2016b): elicitation (e.g. questionnaires and 

interviews), introspection (e.g. diaries and reporting while writing), text data from language 

learners’ texts, and observation. Writing is a complex text-writer-situation-reader interaction 

(see Sections 1.1.2 and 1.1.3 above), which requires multiple data sources. The present study 

collected data from texts, writers, and readers to provide a comprehensive view of writing. The 

central data were text data in the form of scores given by three independent raters for general 

and particular writing dimensions, using a rubric as detailed in Section 4.3.3.2.  
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In a sequential explanatory design, ‘Explanatory’ stands for the in-depth follow up of the 

qualitative phase over the initial quantitative phase of the research (Creswell & Plano Clark, 

2011; Teddlie & Tashakkori, 2009). It also refers to exploring the various aspects of this study's 

central construct (writing development) from an organic, comprehensive perspective. In the 

present study, the results of the initial, exploratory quantitative phase provided a global, group 

view of the EFL writing development of the students in the BEdFLUC programme. In contrast, 

the qualitative view of six particular learners provided a more profound, individualised 

understanding of the same phenomenon. 

In brief, this mixed-methods study adopted a sequential explanatory design with two phases. 

Table 4.1 presents an overview of each phase, which will be described in detail in Sections 4.3 

and 4.4. The first phase was a quantitative study exploring writing development by comparing 

three EFL learners' groups to answer RQ1 (How do the EFL learners at the three curricular 

stages of the BEdFLUC programme differ in their writing skills development?). The three 

groups (100 students) wrote one text and responded to a questionnaire on their backgrounds and 

information to answer RQ3 (What factors most influence the EFL writing development of higher 

scorers?). Three independent raters examined the texts using a rubric containing several writing 

dimensions or facets reflecting the comprehensive definition of writing adopted (see Sections 

1.1.2 and 1.1.3 and Appendix 4). The scores given by the raters to each writing dimension were 

analysed using inferential statistics (ANCOVA and MANCOVA, see Section 4.3.4.1 below for 

a detailed explanation).  

The second phase (rightmost column in Table 4.1) was a qualitative study to answer RQ2 (What 

are the EFL writing development trajectories of higher and lower scorers at the three curricular 

stages over a 16-week semester?). Three low- and three high-scoring learners wrote a series of 

six texts over a 16-week academic semester. They had brief, immediate retrospective interviews 

immediately after writing and three longer reflective interviews at the beginning, middle, and 

end of the semester. Immediate post-writing retrospective interviews were used because, unlike 

stimulated recall, they have the advantage of being immediate or very close to the moment of 

writing and are thus not much affected by delay.  The interviews provided data about the ongoing 

writing development and factors influencing their EFL writing development (RQ3). In line with 

the mixed-method design adopted, RQ3 drew data from a questionnaire with groups (in the 

initial quantitative stage) and individual interviews (in the study's qualitative stage). The data 

from individual interviews were integrated with the groups' answers to the open questions about 

factors (in the questionnaire). To obtain information about the development process, the students 

were also explicitly asked to compare that day's composition with previous compositions.  
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The same raters from Phase 1 of the study awarded scores to the writing dimensions with the 

same rubric. These scores were plotted as line graphs showing developmental trajectories, and 

their patterns were analysed qualitatively, as explained in Section 4.4.4.1 below. The students’ 

interviews were analysed thematically and coded with NVivo 12 (see Section 4.4.4.2).  The 

quantitative and qualitative data integration was done through triangulation, side-by-side 

comparison, and merging (Chapter 8). 

Table 4-1  

Overall design of this mixed-methods study 

 Quantitative Phase Qualitative Phase 

Type of study One-time exploration Six-text series 

Research questions RQ1 (Differences in writing 

development between 

curricular groups )  

 

RQ2 (Developmental 

trajectories of higher and lower 

scorers)  

RQ3 (Factors influencing the 

writing development of higher 

scorers) 

Participants Three groups (one per 

curricular stage) N=100 

• CS1: Year 1* 

• CS2: Year 3* 

• CS3: Year 4* 

Six individual EFL learners: 

• 3 high scorers (one per 

curricular stage) 

• 3 lower scorers (one per 

curricular stage) 

Methods  • One-time writing 

• Questionnaire 

• Six-text series 

• Immediate post-writing 

retrospective interviews 

(x6) 

• Reflective interviews (x3) 

Data  

(text data + elicitation + 

introspection) 

Text data (one text):  Rubric 

scores (group differences) in 

writing dimensions 

Writers’ data: background + 

factors influencing writing 

development 

Readers’ data: Rubric scores 

on text readability 

Text data (six texts): Rubric 

scores (group differences) in 

writing dimensions 

Writers’ data: Factors 

influencing writing 

development 

Readers’ data: Rubric scores 

on text readability  

Analysis  • Descriptive and inferential 

statistics of text data 

(scores): 

o ANCOVA 

o MANCOVA 

[SPSS – R] 

• Thematic analysis of open 

questions of the 

questionnaire [NVivo] 

Thematic analysis of 

developmental trajectories and 

interviews [NVivo] 

 

Note. *Year already completed. The participants were just beginning the following year. 

The results of the first phase of the study provided a global, group view of the students' EFL 

writing development in the BEdFLUC programme. In contrast, the second phase provided a 
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deeper, individualised understanding of the same phenomenon with the six particular learners. 

The integration of the quantitative and qualitative data provided an integrated view. The data 

collection for the two phases of the study took place throughout a 16-week academic semester, 

as shown in Table 4.2. This timing allowed the semester's initial week for students’ settling into 

their courses and initial presentation of the study to the target classes (second-, fourth-, and fifth-

year groups). Student Participant Information Sheets (Appendix 1) and Consent Forms 

(Appendix 2) were distributed and collected during the first two weeks. The researcher trained 

the raters over two months; during this period, the raters' discussion contributed to refining the 

rubric used for evaluating the participants’ texts (see Sections 4.3.3.4/5).  

Table 4-2 

Data Collection Timing 

  Year 2017 

  February March April May 

 Weeks  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 

Quanti 

Phase 

One-time writing (45’)  X               

Questionnaire  (30’-

45’) 

 X               

Quali 

Phase 

Series of six texts (45’ 

each) 

     X 

 

 X 

 

 X 

 

 X 

 

 X   X 

Immediate post-writing 

retrospective 

interviews (10–15’ 

each) 

     X  X  X  X  X  X 

Individual semi-

structured interviews 

(30’+60’+60’) 

     X     X     X 

 

To sum up, this study's general design corresponds to a mixed-methods approach with a 

sequential quan → QUAL design. The quantitative phase centred on groups from the three 

curricular stages of the BEdFLUC programme is followed by a qualitative phase focused on six 

individual cases from those groups and a final integrative interpretation of the quantitative and 

qualitative data through triangulation, side-by-side comparison, and merging. The combination 

of methods allowed collecting data from texts, writers, and readers for a comprehensive view of 

writing. The following sections detail the specific design, methods, and procedures for the 

quantitative and qualitative phases. 

4.3 Quantitative Phase 

The study's quantitative exploratory phase provided a general view of the differences (RQ1) and 

factors influencing the writing development of the EFL learners across the BEdFLUC 

curriculum (RQ3). For this purpose, information was obtained from a one-time writing task and 
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an online questionnaire, both with three groups of students, one for each of the three curricular 

stages of the BEdFLUC programme. The text data from the one-time writing task were scores 

provided by three independent raters to general and particular writing dimensions, using the 

analytic rubric developed for this study. These scores were analysed through descriptive and 

inferential statistical analyses to identify differences in the writing between the three BEdFLUC 

curricular stages. An analysis of variance (ANOVA) was used for the quantitative analysis as it 

is useful for comparing groups through mean or average values that represent the group 

performance (see Section 4.3.4.1).  

The questionnaire provided data about the factors influencing the participants’ EFL writing and 

background information. The information about influencing factors was analysed descriptively, 

while the data about the participants’ background was used for characterising the participants. 

The following sub-sections describe the model, participants, instruments, and data collection 

and analysis procedures of this study's quantitative phase.  

4.3.1 Design  

The quantitative phase of this mixed-method study was a non-experimental study. Unlike 

experimental studies, descriptive studies report only associations and do not establish causation 

between variables. This study phase was similar to a typical cross-sectional quantitative 

descriptive study taking only one measurement point in time (Johnson, 2001), one text written 

by the three participating groups. However, this stage provided a developmental view regarding 

the state of EFL writing development of groups across the curriculum (one of the two ways used 

in the study to see development; the other one was following individual learners’ writing 

development over time, in the second stage of the study.) 

Group differences in writing development were measured with scores given to various writing 

dimensions in the text by three independent raters using a rubric. These scores were analysed 

descriptively and then inferentially through analysis of variance (ANOVA). Factorial ANOVA 

was the specific model used for the inferential statistical analysis, given the presence of several 

independent variables or factors (Pallant, 2016; Fidell & Tabachnik, 2014). The analysis 

procedures are explained in Section 4.3.4 below.  

4.3.2 Participants 

Three groups of undergraduate EFL learners, one at each curricular stage of the BEdFLUC 

programme, participated in the study's quantitative phase. They were taken as groups, following 

cluster sampling (Bogdan & Biklen, 2007; McMillan & Schumacher, 2013) to have a 

representative sample of participant groups across the BEdFLUC programme, which has 
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morning and afternoon shifts. The central criterion for cluster sampling was that the students 

belonged to one of the three curricular stages of the BEdFLUC programme. To this purpose, a 

printed call to participate in the study was pinned up on the school billboard, and 100 learners 

from the 500 in the program volunteered to participate. Semester  3 students were clustered into 

the curricular stage 1 (CS1, Year 1 completed); Semester 7 students were grouped into the 

curricular stage 2 (CS2, Year 3 completed); and Semester 9 students were grouped into the 

curricular stage 1 (CS3, Year 4 completed).  

For comparative purposes, an equal number of groups at the three BEdFLUC curricular stages 

and students with the same language background (L1 speakers of Spanish for whom English is 

L2; see Section 1.3 above) were selected. The students in the three groups are in their late teens 

and early twenties and generally belong to a low socio-economic background. Their proficiency 

starts from CEFR A1-A2 in the first year and moves towards B2 in the middle curricular level 

ending near C1 in the final curricular stage. The students receive EFL writing instruction at the 

BEdFLUC programme initially integrated with the other basic communicative skills. In the 

intermediate curricular stage, the students learn about genres and academic writing; creative 

writing is mainly addressed in the final curricular stage. Writing letters is a genre that is 

introduced early in the BEdFLUC programme, maintained during the first two years. 

Table 4.3 shows the participants' distribution in the quantitative phase in which the three 

curricular groups wrote a text under the same conditions and answered an online questionnaire. 

The following section describes these methods.  

Table 4-3  

Participants in the Quantitative Phase 

Curricular stage Semester (Year*) N. of groups N. of students 

Initial (CS1) III (1) 1 31 

Middle (CS2) VII (3) 1 29 

Final (CS3) IX (4) 1 40 

3 curricular stages 3 semesters (3 years) 3 groups 100 participants 

Note. *Year already completed. The participants were beginning the following year. 

4.3.3 Quantitative data collection methods and procedures  

4.3.3.1 Writing task   

The participating students wrote an email letter to an English-speaking friend from abroad 

interested in visiting their city. In the letter, the participants described their city and explained 

to their friends why they should visit it, what to see, what to do, where to stay, ways to travel, 

what to avoid, and any other information they thought might be relevant (See Appendix 6). This 

non-specialised topic was chosen as it was thought to be familiar to all participants. The writing 
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task was ecologically appropriate for all the participants because writing letters is a learning 

activity and a writing genre included in the first curricular stage of the BEdFLUC programme. 

The learners knew how to write a letter in English after at least a year of EFL instruction (192 

hours). Besides, they reported that they relatively frequently encountered these kinds of letter-

like messages in social media and emails. The straightforwardness of the task and topic and their 

comparability across groups minimised the possible impact of these two factors known to affect 

writing performance (Weigle, 2002, 2011). It also controlled for proficiency differences 

between the three curricular groups. These kinds of topics are applicable “to reduce possible 

confounding effects of dissimilar topics with varying difficulty levels and to allow the 

participants to compose on familiar topics highly relevant to their lives” (Yoon, 2018, p. 388). 

They have been used recently in writing development studies (e.g., Baba & Nitta, 2014).  

Email letter writing was selected for this study as a typical non-academic genre. Letter writing 

or epistolary writing is a widespread genre in the form of email letters (Brant, 2006; Stanley & 

Jolly, 2017; Stanley, Salter & Dampier, 2012). Most social networks users frequently complete 

letter-like messages, and writing letters is a regular language learning and testing activity. This 

study's letter-writing task was similar to the one used in IELTS, a well-known general English 

proficiency test (Cambridge ESOL, 2015). The task was identical for all the groups for two 

reasons: first, for comparability purposes, the task had to be the same and equally demanding 

for the three groups not to advantage any of them. Second, using the same writing topic and 

genre allowed the study to focus on the general writing features across the three BEdFLUC 

curricular stages.  

The fact that an e-mail letter, a personal type of communication, is well known by language 

students both as a personal way of communication and as a writing learning task (also used in 

general proficiency testing such as ESOL and IELTS examinations) contributed to the 

ecological validity of the task (Larsen-Freeman, 2018a). A similar writing task has been used to 

model EFL writing proficiency development, described in Section 2.4 above. Although it was 

only one writing task, it is important to note that it provided a developmental view of EFL 

writing across the BEdFLUC curriculum because the three groups represented the three 

curricular stages of this program. 

Procedures. The writing took place within the participants’ university campus during regular 

EFL class time, but it did not count for course content or evaluation. The writing tasks were 

completed simultaneously by all the groups in computer rooms adjacent to their classrooms 

because English lectures happen simultaneously for all BEdFLUC groups. This saved time for 
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the participants and the researcher, minimising the impact on their activities in the BEdFLUC 

programme.  

As part of the authentic language context of the study, the students wrote the email letters in a 

non-testing (although supervised) situation, with sufficient writing time and resources provided. 

The allotted writing time (45 minutes) took into account that although the usual time given in 

ESL writing studies and tests is 30 minutes, an EFL situation might require more time, 

particularly for the initial curricular stage participants. Text length requirement (250 words) was 

thought to give a reasonable margin for topic and text development.  

The students wrote their texts on the computer as Google documents. The writing conditions 

were the same for the three groups: identical task instructions; same topic and rhetorical features 

(description, information-persuasion); same time and text length requirements; and access to 

word processing tools, such as grammar and spelling checkers, dictionaries and Internet. It was 

assumed that using those tools would not affect the learners’ ability to write. Instead, it would 

reflect their writing skills to produce a good text under authentic writing conditions. 

Information was collected about the text and other aspects relevant to examine writing 

development, such as task difficulty, writing time, and text length. To determine writing task 

difficulty as perceived by the writers, they were asked in the writing instructions to rate the 

difficulty of the topic on a 5-point difficulty Likert scale from 1 (very difficult) to 5 (very easy). 

In the writing document, the participants also recorded the start and finish times of writing, 

corroborated later by the researcher in the Google Docs recorded versions. The total number of 

words for each text was counted with the word count feature available in Google Docs. The 

information about task difficulty, writing time, and text length was used later for measuring 

writing fluency, a core constituent of writing ability and an indicator of writing development 

(Abdel Latif, 2013; Muller, Adamson, Brown, & Herder, 2014).   

4.3.3.2 Analytic rubric  

The writing skills of the participants were measured in their texts through a criterion-referenced 

analytic scale or rubric. Writing assessment through rubrics is an effective and efficient way of 

assessing writers’ performance and writing proficiency (Crusan, 2015; East 2009; Weigle, 

2002). It is also an objective, reliable, and valid scoring means (Crusan, 2014; East & Young, 

2007) if standards and rater training support their design and use (Jonsson & Svingby, 2007; 

Rezaei & Lovorn, 2010). Additionally, rubrics have a beneficial influence on teaching and 

learning as they can improve scoring objectivity and reliability (Crusan, 2010; Weigle, 2007) 
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and make the aspects and criteria used in evaluating their work and the expectations of the task 

explicit for students (Ferris & Hedgcock, 2014; Weigle, 2002).  

The rubric used to evaluate the texts was designed drawing on three sources: a) the literature 

(e.g., Knoch, 2011, 2016; Weigle, 2002), b) the Common European Framework of Reference 

for Languages, DIALANG, and ALTE descriptors for writing (Council of Europe, 2001), and 

c) several recognized writing rating scales: 

• Jacobs, Zinkgraf, Wormuth, Hartfiel, and Hughey, (1981),  

• The TOEFL iBT5 Scoring Standard for the Independent Writing Rubric (ETS, 2004),  

• IELTS (International English Language Testing System) (2007)  

• East (2009),  

• Knoch (2009)  

• Michigan English Language Battery (MELAB) (2016) 

In general, these rubrics evaluate similar text features or traits (Knoch, 2009): content, 

organisation, cohesion, style, grammatical accuracy, vocabulary, punctuation, and spelling. It 

can be argued that these rubrics focus mainly on the linguistic and rhetorical-organizational 

aspects of the texts they are designed to examine, with little evidence of essential writing 

dimensions such as authorial voice, text readability, or genre compliance. In summary, it can 

arguably be said that these rubrics approach writing mainly as text (product) features and aim 

chiefly to measure text quality.  

In line with the organic, comprehensive view of writing adopted in this study, task fulfilment, 

genre (email letter for the present study), author’s voice, audience awareness, and readability 

were included in the criterion-referenced rubric alongside the traditional prominent linguistic 

and rhetorical-organizational features of texts (Appendix 4). This view of an encompassing 

rubric resonates with Weigle’s (2002) claim that a writing scoring rubric needs to reflect the 

construct of writing proficiency and include linguistic, discourse, and sociolinguistic knowledge 

as facets of writing proficiency. Moreover, the rubric used in the present study aligns with some 

of Knoch’s (2009) innovations. 

However, the rubric utilised in this study shares with those ‘traditional’ rubrics the use of a mix 

of quantitative and qualitative criteria for describing and differentiating performance levels. 

These criteria can be seen in the descriptors in quality and quantity adjectives and adverbs (e.g., 

 
5 TOEFL: Test of English as a foreign language; iBT: Internet-Based Test.  
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all, most, less than half, just, barely satisfactory, adequate, inadequate, clear, unclear, limited, 

frequent, sustained). The rubric also follows the institutional BEdFLUC marking scheme, which 

goes from 1 (lowest mark) to 5 (highest mark), allowing intermediate values, e.g., a value 

between 4 and 5 such as 4.2, as used in Colombia and the BEdFLUC programme;  allowing 

intermediate scores also permits a fine-grained evaluation. This marking scheme was adopted, 

considering that it usual in Colombia, which made it easy for the raters to understand and use. 

Additionally, this feature facilitated providing diagnostic feedback to the participants, thus 

further making the rubric useful for the BEdFLUC programme for evaluation purposes. 

Based on the literature reviewed to support the comprehensive view of writing adopted in this 

study, the rubric used in this study covered six general writing dimensions or facets, some of 

them embedding particular dimensions or subcategories (Table 4.4). (For the definitions of the 

writing dimensions used in the rubric, see Appendix 21). Each writing dimension received a 

score on a scale from 1 (minimum) to 5 (maximum) by three independent raters (See rating 

reliability in Section 4.4.3.5 below). The global writing performance was represented by the 

average scores of all the writing dimensions and other general writing aspects: text length, 

writing time, task difficulty, and writing fluency.  

Table 4-4  

Writing dimensions for a comprehensive-view-of-writing rubric 

Writing dimensions 

General   Particular  

Task  Genre (email letter) 

 Register 

Content  Content 

Author  Voice 

 Audience awareness 

Text 

organization 

 Global organization 

 Paragraph organization 

Language  Morphology 

 Grammar 

 Lexis 

 Mechanics 

Readability  Readability 

Worth mentioning, overall, the rubric in this study represents the reader’s view of the texts, as 

the raters were teachers, the ‘natural’ readers of learners’ texts. Nevertheless, the readers’ view 

was explicitly included in the rubric as a specific writing dimension. The three data sources 

(readers’ view, texts data, and writers’ answers to the questionnaire) cater to a comprehensive 

view of writing in this quantitative study.  
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4.3.3.3 Rubric validation  

In evaluating writing, it is essential to establish the reliability of the evaluation instrument and 

its use. The rubric's reliability is of particular importance in this study as it introduces writing 

features not frequently used in prior scales. As mentioned before, the rubric was built based on 

writing assessment literature and previous well-established rubrics. Also, the rubric was refined 

through piloting and feedback from raters over their training period (see Sections 4.4.3.4 and 

4.4.3.5) and tested for reliability. The combination of methods contributed to the rubric 

validation.  

A Pearson correlations test to establish the association between the writing dimensions included 

in the rubric was used as a reliability test for the rating instrument (the rubric).  The Pearson 

correlations among the general writing dimensions (Appendix 11A) showed the (relative) 

independence of general writing dimensions. To note, Readability correlated strongly with 

Language (.092) and Text Organization (0.79), which is understandable because readability is 

largely the result of appropriate language and text organization. The Pearson correlations of the 

particular writing dimensions (Appendix 11B) showed that the four subcategories embedded in 

Language (Morphology, Grammar, Lexis, and Mechanics) were well correlated (between 0.74 

and 8.8). Global and Paragraph Organization showed a high correlation (0.86). Readability 

showed a high correlation with Global and Paragraph organization (0.79 and 0.73, respectively) 

and four language subcategories (between 0.78 and 0.88). These correlations support the rubric 

consistency. However, Letter and Register (included within Task) and Voice and Audience 

Awareness (included in Author) did not have a high correlation, suggesting that these writing 

facets might need to be separated in a further revision of the rubric.  

4.3.3.4 Raters and rating 

The three independent raters, who rated the texts using the analytic rubric, were external to the 

BEdFLUC programme; they had no relationship with the participants. They were selected from 

six volunteers who responded to an invitation to participate in this study using a poster pinned 

on a billboard at the School of Languages entrance, where the BEdFLUC is offered. These raters 

(identified here by the initial letter of their names, A, D, E) were EFL teachers with several years 

of teaching experience in secondary and tertiary education. Two of them held Masters’ 

qualifications in EFL teaching. The rater who did not have a Masters’ had participated in a 

seminar on language testing rubric development and had used rubrics regularly as part of his job 

at a local university. All raters signed confidentiality agreements.  



Chapter 4 Methodology 
 

89 

 

Before rating the texts, the raters were trained, and the rubric was piloted for over a month 

between February and March 2017. This piloting period allowed for calibration of the rubric 

and improving its clarity by incorporating the raters’ feedback, suggestions from some lecturers 

of the BEdFLUC programme, and aspects of the literature review. From the raters’ questions 

and recommendations, the rubric criteria were fine-tuned by adjusting their wording, and 

intermediate scores were allowed on the 1 to 5 scale. These improvements raised rating 

agreement, as seen later in the inter- and intra-rater reliability calculations (next section). From 

discussions with BEdFLUC lecturers, the rubric design was simplified, for instance, by grouping 

linguistic aspects, and Content and Task were separated and put first in the rubric to highlight 

their importance in writing. From the literature review about writing and writing assessment, it 

was decided to expand the rubric's initial scope, which was too language-centred. This better 

reflection of an organic view of writing was achieved by including the writer or author and the 

reader as fundamental writing aspects.  

Rater training followed three phases (Table 4.5). In the first week, they received the rubric alone 

(with no accompanying text to mark) to familiarise themselves with it. They then discussed it 

individually with the researcher for clarification, which resulted in some wording in the rubric 

changed to make it more straightforward. In the second phase, the raters considered the rubric's 

updated wording and rated an initial text. It was a text from one of the final curricular stage's 

higher scorers, containing few flaws. The purpose of using this text to start scoring was to allow 

the raters to concentrate on the use of the rubric without distraction by text flaws. The researcher 

held separate individual discussions of the evaluation with each rater.  

Table 4-5  

Rater training and scoring time 

Training Purpose - Activities Time 

Phase 1 Familiarisation  

Clarification – Individual discussion with each rater 

1 week 

1 week 

Phase 2 Calibration 1 – rating 1 text, discussing by email 

Calibration 2 – rating 1 text, discussing by email 

1 week 

1 week 

Phase 3 Calibration 2 - rating 6 texts, group meeting 

Calibration 3 - rating 6 texts, group meeting 

1 week 

1 week 

Rating 1 98 texts (20-text batches /week) – constant contact 5 weeks 

Rating 2 98 texts (20-text batches /week) – constant contact 5 weeks 

The same procedure was used with a second individual, low-scored text, which led to further 

clarifications and incorporating some slight changes to the rubric (e.g., highlighting some words 

with bold font). In the final phase, the raters rated a batch of six texts, two per curricular stage 

(one from a lower scorer and one from a higher scorer) separately, followed by a group meeting 
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to discuss their ratings. One week later, the raters evaluated a new batch of six texts and then 

had another group discussion in which they showed a good level of agreement. At this point, 

the training period finished, and the raters started evaluating the texts with on-going group 

communication.  

Between March and May 2017, each rater scored the 98 texts in successive weekly sets of 20 

texts. For further intra- and inter-rater reliability analysis, the raters scored the 98 texts twice 

(Table 4.5), with a month’s difference between each evaluation to minimise their recall of 

previous specific scoring. No more than two weeks elapsed between each evaluation to keep the 

rubric and the evaluation agreements fresh in the evaluators’ minds (for intra-rater reliability). 

After evaluating each set of texts, a discussion of scoring disagreements (±0.5 on the 1 to 5 

scoring scheme) was carried out (see inter-rater reliability in the next subsection). The cases in 

which there was a discrepancy larger than ±0.5 either within or between raters were resolved by 

discussion to within ±0.5. However, In some cases of inter-rater disagreement larger than ±0.5, 

they agreed to disagree, keeping differences. The double scoring was further used to examine 

both intra- and inter-rater reliability.  

During the whole evaluation process, including the training period, the raters received texts 

anonymised and not identified by the curricular level to avoid these factors influencing their 

rating. The texts used during the training were part of the 98 texts to be evaluated; they were 

included later and sparsely in the evaluation to avoid the raters recalling their previous 

evaluation. However, they recognized some texts, and the purpose of this evaluation strategy 

was reiterated at that point. The scores given during the training stage were not used for the 

analysis. The texts with the raters' scores and feedback were given back to the students that 

semester as part of the investigation's ethical procedures. 

4.3.3.5 Rater reliability 

Besides establishing the rubric validity, a study evaluating writing needs to verify rater 

reliability. Three general types of measures have been used to establish rater reliability: 

consensus, consistency, and measurement estimates (Gwet, 2014; Hayes & Krippendorf, 2007). 

Measurement estimates (e.g., factor analysis and many–facets Rasch measurement) were not 

used in this study because they work better with ordinal data (the data here were categorical or 

nominal, despite the ordinal scoring scale). Consequently, the intraclass correlation coefficient 

(ICC) was used to establish intra- and inter-rater reliability. ICC is a flexible measure that blends 

consensus and consistency: 
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An interesting feature of the intraclass correlation coefficient is that it confounds two 

ways in which raters differ: (a) consensus (or bias—i.e., mean differences) and (b) 

consistency (or association). As a result, the value of the intraclass correlation 

coefficient will be decreased in situations where there is a low correlation between raters 

and in situations where there are large mean differences between raters. For this reason, 

the intraclass correlation may be considered a conservative estimate of interrater 

reliability. If the intraclass correlation coefficient is close to 1, then chances are good 

that this implies that excellent interrater reliability has been achieved (Stemler & Tsai, 

2011, p. 39). 

In interpreting the ICC, a Cronbach alpha (α) coefficient between 0.7 and 0.8 or higher is 

considered high, while α coefficients below 0.5 are considered unacceptable (Field, 2017; 

Larson-Hall, 2010; Pallant, 2016). In this study, the ICC for the six general writing dimensions 

(categories) and the 12 particular dimensions (or subcategories) was calculated on the averages 

of the two scores of the three raters (first each rater individually and then the three raters jointly) 

(see Appendices 10A and 10B). Confidence intervals (95%) were calculated with SPSS 25.  

In general, it can be said that the mean scores given to the writing dimensions included in the 

rubric, except the facet labelled as ‘Author’, reached an acceptable level of interrater reliability, 

suggesting the instrument and its use were reliable. Five of the six general writing dimensions 

obtained a high ICC value (> 0.80, p <. 001). Only ‘Author’ had an unacceptable value. Nine of 

the 12 particular writing dimensions (Letter, Register, Content, Global org., Paragraph org., 

Morphology, Grammar, Mechanics, Lexis, and Readability) reached a high ICC value (between 

0.70 and 0.80. Only Voice and Audience Awareness, the two subcategories embedded in 

Author, obtained an unacceptable ICC value (> 0.51, p <. 001). This low value suggests that 

‘Author’ was the most problematic aspect for the raters to evaluate, probably due to its 

subjective nature.6 Likewise, the low ICC of ‘Author’ implies that the results related to this 

writing dimension in this study should be interpreted with caution.  

4.3.3.6 Questionnaire 

Questionnaires allow collecting biographical information and other pertinent measurable data 

about a given population's language situation, such as language abilities, practices, and attitudes 

(Codó, 2009; Dörnyei, 2002). In second language studies, they are “widely used for collecting 

large amounts of structured, often numerical, easily analysable self-report data” (Hyland, 2016c, 

p. 146). In this study, a questionnaire was used to gather data on students’ background and 

 
6 The low inter-rater agreement for this particular writing dimension makes the interpretation of this score to be 

made cautiously. 
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factors influencing EFL writing development, necessary to understand the writing development 

processes that texts do not provide.  

The questionnaire design followed guidelines in the literature regarding content, length, format, 

parts, order, sequence, item wording, link to the research aims, and avoidance of ambiguous, 

leading or emotive answers (Dörnyei & Csizér, 2012; Phakiti, 2014). The questionnaire included 

both closed and open-ended questions; the former allow uniform answers and permit objective 

and fast processing; the latter offer qualitative information, expanding the quantitative 

information (Dörnyei & Taguchi, 2009). The design of the questionnaire was tailored to the 

research interests of this study. It was an online questionnaire in Spanish (L1) to avoid possible 

language comprehension problems.  

The questionnaire asked 28 questions (10 of them open questions, most of them requiring short 

answers like yes/no, a number, or a name) grouped into four sections (background information, 

participants’ connections with English and writing, EFL writing difficulties and factors 

influencing EFL writing development; Appendix 5). The information from the first two sections 

of the questionnaire (background and connections with EFL writing) was used for a general 

characterization of the participants. The information from the two other sections (difficulties 

and factors) was merged with the participants' corresponding individual information in the 

study's qualitative stage. This instrument was piloted before its application, as explained in the 

next section.  

Procedures. Before using the questionnaire for data collection, it was piloted to ensure that the 

items were clear and validate the feasibility of its use, particularly administration time (Dörnyei 

& Taguchi, 2009; Gillham, 2008). Three students who were not part of the main study answered 

the questionnaire separately. They took less than 30 minutes to complete it and provided 

insightful suggestions for improving questionnaire precision and layout. As a result of their 

feedback, bold letters and underlining were added to some parts of the questions to focus the 

participants’ attention on the questions' essential aspects. In Question 19, an option for “writing 

at work” was added, and the option for several/simultaneous possible options. “L1 interference 

on EFL writing” was separated from the group of questions to be answered with the 5-point 

Likert scale in Section III, and illustrative examples were added to the questions in Section IV 

(see the Questionnaire in Appendix 5).  

After the piloting, an online version of the questionnaire was created in Survey Monkey for time 

saving and fast processing. A link to the questionnaire was emailed to the participants as a blind 

carbon copy to protect their privacy. The three groups of participants answered the questionnaire 



Chapter 4 Methodology 

93 

during their usual class time, in computer rooms adjacent to their class, which, in most cases, 

took less than 30 minutes. The questionnaire (anonymous responses) was completed before the 

writing task, during simultaneous sessions; the answers were not linked to scores, as the 

questionnaires were anonymous. 

4.3.4 Quantitative analysis procedures 

To sum up, the quantitative data analyses answer RQ1 (How do the EFL learners at the three 

curricular stages of the BEdFLUC programme differ in their writing skills development?). The 

differences in writing in the texts were examined by evaluating general and particular writing 

dimensions with three independent raters' scores using an analytic rubric (Section 4.3.3.2). The 

questionnaire scores were analysed with descriptive and inferential statistics. The data about the 

factors influencing the participants' writing development was obtained with the questionnaire's 

open-ended questions, which were analysed through thematic analysis as described in the 

previous section. The following two sections detail the procedures for the quantitative analyses. 

4.3.4.1 Differences in EFL writing development across the BEdFLUC curricular stages  

To answer RQ1, differences in writing development between the three curricular groups 

were examined by comparing the three independent raters' scores using the analytic rubric. The 

scores given to the six general and 12 particular writing dimensions in the participants’ 

texts were prepared in a raw-data indexed table (Marusteri & Bacarea, 2010) or matrix in 

Excel 2016. The rows in the raw data matrix listed the individual participants while the 

columns contained the variables for the analysis, as noted following:  

• Group ID identification (three curricular groups)

• Writing Time (number of minutes)

• Text Length (number of words in the text)

• Task Difficulty (rated by the participants on a 5-point difficulty Likert Scale—1: very

difficult, 2: difficult, 3: neutral, 4: easy, 5: very easy—)

• The two scores of the particular and general writing dimensions by the three raters with the

corresponding global score in each case

• The average of the two evaluations (summary of each evaluator) and the global score as the

general average of all the scores (average of the joint three evaluators' scores for all the

aspects of the text)

• The nominal measures for sub-groups in Task Difficulty (Easy, Hard), Writing Time (Fast,

Slow), Text Length (Long, Short), and Fluency (Fluent, NonFluent)
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Comments in the headings of each column explained the variable and the formula used to 

calculate values. (See codebook/list of variables for the quantitative study in Appendix 12).  

The Excel matrix data were revised for errors and missing data; to this purpose, all numbers 

were stored as numbers and not as text. Given the number of columns, a colour code was used 

to ease data visualization by differentiating columns with categories from those with 

subcategories or averages. The analysis was done using SPSS 25.  

The quantitative analysis used both descriptive and inferential statistics. The descriptive 

statistics comprised sample size (N), mean, standard deviation (SD), median, minimum and 

maximum values, range, skewness, and kurtosis (see Tables 5.1–5.6 in Chapter 5). N indicates 

the number of participants. Mean (group average) and median values show typical group 

performance, while the other statistics provide further detail. Min and Max indicate variation in 

the lower and upper margins, while Range indicates the size of the difference between Min and 

Max values, allowing seeing the distribution of scores around the median value. SD is also 

related to how much the group members differ from the mean value for the group: A low SD 

indicates that most of the numbers (scores, in our case) are very close to the average; a high SD 

means that the scores are spread out. Skewness and kurtosis measure symmetry in the statistical 

distribution. Skewness indicates if the values tend to the higher (left or negative skewness) or 

lower side (right or positive skewness) of the scale. Kurtosis measures if there are outliers (heavy 

tails) in the data relative to a normal distribution. A high kurtosis means the data tend to have 

heavy tails or outliers.  

Regarding the inferential statistics, groups are usually compared using their statistical means 

representing the group's central tendency or general characteristic. Analysis of variance 

(ANOVA) is a standard statistical model to establish whether any differences in mean values 

between groups are significant for more than two independent groups, as in the present study. 

ANOVA typically compares a continuous (interval or scale) variable between multiple 

independent groups of responses (usually three or more groups) (Field, 2017; Larson-Hall, 2010; 

Pallant, 2016). Thus, this study used ANOVA to analyse differences in the global EFL writing 

performance (represented by the global score) in the three groups of participants (central 

independent variable or IV).   

Covariance Analysis (ANCOVA) was needed to analyse the differences in the participants’ 

performance in the general and particular writing dimensions (IVs) because this statistical model 

compares group means when there are several independent variables. An additional reason to 

use ANCOVA in this study was that the participant groups were selected purposefully to 
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represent the three curricular stages of the BEdFLUC programme, and “ANCOVA is also used 

to adjust for differences among groups when groups are naturally occurring and random 

assignment to them is not possible” (Fidell & Tabachnick. 2014, p. 52). Furthermore, ANCOVA 

was used because it “gives a more powerful look at the IV–DV relationship [than ANOVA] by 

minimizing error variance. The stronger the relationship between the DV and the covariate(s), 

the greater the power of ANCOVA over ANOVA” (Fidell & Tabachnick. 2014, p. 52)  

Additionally, MANCOVA (multivariate ANCOVA) was used in this study due to the presence 

of several independent variables (IVs) or covariates. These IVs were Curricular Group, Writing 

Time, Text Length, Task Difficulty, and Writing Fluency. Typically, a MANCOVA examines 

multiple dependent variables for differences between independent groups while controlling for 

other variables that may also be related to the DV. These covariates may be either categorical 

or continuous while the dependent variables are continuous (interval values: scores in the 

rubric). Writing Time and Text Length (continuous IVs) were used as covariates.  

In particular, factorial MANCOVA was used as the independent variables entailed groups, 

called factors in this model: CS1, CS2, and CS3 in Curricular Group, Long-Short (in Text 

Length), Fast-Slow (in Writing Time), Easy-Hard (in Writing Task Difficulty), and Fluent/Non-

fluent (in Writing Fluency). It is important to note that the MANCOVA main effects model was 

used. This model is opposed to the interactions’ effects model. A main effect is the overall effect 

of one independent variable on a dependent variable. The interaction effect is the effect that two 

or more variables together have on the dependent variable (Field, 2017; Pallant, 2016).  

Summarizing, factorial ANCOVA was used to analyse the global writing performance in the 

three groups, while factorial MANCOVA was used to examine (separately) the general and the 

particular writing dimensions. Before closing the description of the methodological procedures 

for the analysis of EFL writing development differences, it is important to highlight two aspects 

taken into account to enhance the reliability of the analysis.  

First, type III ANCOVA and MANCOVA were used to correct the curricular groups' uneven 

distribution (CS3’s larger size than the other two groups). Normality tests (Kolmogorov-

Smirnov and Shapiro-Wilk, Appendix 15) showed that the data did not have a normal 

distribution and that there were many outliers (extreme values) in the smaller groups (CS1 and 

CS2) and only one outlier in CS3, the larger group of participants. Analyses of decreasing 

population by two outliers each time (n=96, n=94, n=92, n=90, and n=81) were run to check 

whether these outliers affected the estimations' reliability. For all these populations, the 
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ANOVA and MANOVA results were very similar, and the normality tests indicated that their 

data did not have a normal distribution. Thus, it was decided to use the whole set of data (n=98), 

including the outliers.  

Second, given the violation of the normality assumption of the ANOVA model (Field, 2017), a 

non-parametric test for differences between several independent groups (Kruskal-Wallis, 

Appendix 16) was used to revise the validity of the estimations. Kruskal-Wallis was used instead 

of Mann-Whitney as there were three groups in the present study, and Mann-Whitney is valid 

only for two groups. As the Kruskal-Wallis results supported the ANCOVA and MANCOVA 

results, the latter were reported as ANOVA is a more robust test (Field, 2017). Likewise, given 

that the ANOVA results showed significant differences regarding global scores and five general 

and nine particular writing dimensions examined (Chapter 5), posthoc tests (Bonferroni and 

Tukey) were run (Appendices 13B, 14B, and 14D). 

The next section explains the methodological procedures for analysing the factors shaping the 

participants' EFL writing development (RQ3).  

4.3.4.2 Factors influencing EFL writing development across the BEdFLUC curriculum  

Questions 25–28 of the online questionnaire provided information to answer RQ3 (What factors 

most influence the EFL writing development of higher scorers?). Question 25, a closed question, 

asked the participants to evaluate the importance of five pre-established groups of factors: 

‘language’ (e.g., grammar, vocabulary), ‘personal’ (e.g., liking English, finding it easy), 

‘learning’ (e.g., learning strategies), ‘instructional’ (e.g., teaching quality and content), and 

‘situational’ (e.g., having native English speaking friends). A 5-point Likert importance scale 

from 1 (not important at all) to 5 (Extremely important) was used for this evaluation. The three 

groups' answers to the questions about factors were used as a baseline and integrated with the 

information from the individual students’ interviews in the second phase of the study (Chapter 

7). 

For the analysis, following literature about L2 learning (e.g., Dörnyei, 2009b; Kormos, 2012), 

two general types of factors (individual and contextual) influencing writing development were 

formed from the initial five pre-established elements. As ‘language’ factors referred to the 

participants’ proficiency and ‘personal’ factors include ‘learning’, these three aspects were put 

together as individual or personal factors. Additionally, as ‘situational’ factors include 

‘instruction’, they were put together as contextual factors. This classification in individual and 

contextual factors fits the comprehensive approach adopted in this study. The scores of the 

component factors were averaged to make the scores of the two general categories of factors. 

96 
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Furthermore, the 5-point difficulty scale was also simplified into a 3-point scale: scores 5 

(extremely important) and 4 (very important) were integrated into a single category (Quite 

important); scores 2 (slightly important) and 1 (not important at all) were also fused into a single 

category (Not important). The average between the two-component scores was used as the score 

(entire number, no decimal points) for the “merged” new categories.  

The resulting data with two kinds of factors (individual and contextual) and a 3-point difficulty 

scale (‘quite difficult’, ‘neutral’, and ‘not difficult’) were then analyzed with basic descriptive 

statistics (percentages, mean, median, standard deviation, minimum and maximum, kurtosis, 

and skewness) in Excel 2016 and R7 (Section 5.3). It was not possible to use ANOVA inferential 

statistics because the dependent variable (evaluation of factors influencing writing development) 

was categorical (values in a scale). 

Questions 24 and 26–28 were open-ended. Question 24 asked what the participants do to 

improve their EFL writing, a key factor determining such improvement. Questions 26 and 27 

enquired respectively about factors that help or hinder writing development. Question 28 

inquired about the contributions of the BEdFLUC programme to the participants’ writing 

development. The answers to these open questions were first analyzed thematically (Terry, 

Hayfield, Clarke, & Braun, 2017) and then grouped into the two overarching types of 

influencing factors, individual and contextual. To ensure coding reliability, an independent 

coder (expert in EFL teaching and EFL writing research) confirmed the categorization with a 

sample of 20% of the answers. Complete agreement (98%) was reached with the inter-coder 

after discussing some discrepancies.  

Thus far, the methodological description of the quantitative phase of this mixed-methods study. 

The following section describes the methodology for the qualitative phase.  

4.4 Qualitative Phase 

The present study's first phase quantitatively examines EFL writing development differences 

between the three BEdFLUC curricular groups (RQ1). The second phase investigates 

qualitatively the EFL writing development trajectories or patterns of higher and lower scorers 

from the three curricular groups (RQ2) and the factors influencing the development of EFL writing 

skills of higher scorers at the three same groups (RQ3). The qualitative phase design is introduced 

first, followed by the presentation of its participants, data collection methods, and analysis 

procedures.  

7 R was used through Langtest (Version 1.0) [Web application] (Mizumoto, 2015). Retrieved from http://langtest.jp 
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4.4.1 Design  

The second phase of this mixed-method study was a qualitative longitudinal study (Creswell, 

2014). Unlike a cross-sectional study, which observes a phenomenon at a given point in time, a 

longitudinal study observes development over time. The design was chosen as a response to 

calls for studies counterbalancing the prevalence of quantitative cross-sectional analyses of L2 

writing development with groups of learners (Baba & Nitta, 2014; Kobayashi & Rinnert, 2013; 

Murakami, 2016). Developmental studies provide short and long-term understanding of the 

journey of a phenomenon of interest by examining patterns of changes often “in demarcated 

periods of time, such as phases, stages, and cycles” (Miles, Huberman, & Saldaña, 2014, p. 190). 

A further advantage is that these studies often include the writers' accounts, which is of great 

pedagogical interest because they allow a closer look at L2 writing development and individual 

differences among L2 writers (Kobayashi & Rinnert, 2013).  

The qualitative phase followed the EFL writing development of six individual learners over a 

16-week academic semester. While it has been claimed that observation of writing development 

may require nearly a year as a minimum (e.g., Ortega, 2003; Storch, 2009), it is standard for L2 

writing courses to expect and assess writing development in shorter periods (e.g., Wette, 2010). 

Furthermore, many studies have reported L2 writing development over short periods (e.g., 

Farmer, 2020; Hwang, 2010). Additionally, for the participants in this study, the changes 

observed in their EFL writing learning are part of an ongoing learning and development 

processes that started before the observations in this study. 

The six participants wrote a series of six texts (email letters, as in Phase 1), which allowed 

comparisons of writing development patterns and factors affecting EFL writing development 

individually, by curricular stage, within and between lower and higher scorers. This qualitative 

study is exploratory due to the small sample of participants and the scarcity of previous studies, 

including texts, writers, and readers. The following section presents these participants, and then 

the data collection and analysis procedures are explained.  

4.4.2 Participants  

One high scorer and one low scorer from each of the three BEdFLUC curricular stages (six EFL 

learners in total8) were selected using stratified purposeful sampling (Bogdan & Biklen, 2007; 

Miles, Huberman & Saldaña, 2014) to allow comparisons of different degrees of writing 

development within and between each curricular stage. The terms higher/lower scorer used here 

correspond very loosely to high/low achiever, skilled/unskilled, expert/novice writer, or 

 
8 Information from extra students was collected to protect the study against the risk of participant attrition. 
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complex/high/medium/low writing performer used in other studies (Green, 2013; Lei, 2016). It 

would have been inaccurate to identify the participants with any of those labels based only on 

the single text they wrote in Phase 1. Higher/lower scorer was preferred as more neutral (less 

judgmental), descriptive, and factual terms, while the other terms might be problematic.  

Table 4.6 summarises the information about the six participants, Diana, Liliana, Daisy, Damaris, 

Magnum, and Ex. These pseudonyms, chosen by the participants, are used throughout the thesis. 

All of them were female, in their early 20s (except Magnum). They were born and had lived all 

their lives in the city where the study took place, or, in the case of Ex and Magnum, in nearby 

towns. Magnum had lived for seven years in Germany and reported that German interfered with 

her learning of English.  

Table 4-6  

Participants’ profiles 

 CS1 (Year 1) CS2 (Year 4) CS3 (Year 5) 

Pseudonym Diana Liliana Daisy Damaris Magnum Ex 

Score in 

quant-

phase 

High Low High Low High Low 

Age 20 21 20 21 35 22 

Gender Female Female Female Female Female Female 

Attitude 

towards 

writing / 

EFL  

Likes it Liked in 

childhood, 

does not 

like it now, 

not even in 

L1 

Daily use of 

EFL in personal 

communications 

Liked to 

write in L1 

Likes 

personal 

writing, 

not: 

academic 

writing 

Likes it but 

writes ‘on 

demand’ 

(academic 

assignments) 

EFL 

background 

Primary: 

Isolated 

words  

Secondary: 

Not 

beyond 

sentences 

An extra 

course at 

the end of 

secondary 

Primary: 

Isolated 

words  

Primary: 

Isolated words  

Grammar-

centred 

secondary 

Primary 

school: List 

of words 

Grammar-

centred 

secondary; 

frustrating 

experience of 

not liking and 

not being 

liked by a 

teacher 

No 

English in 

primary 

school  

Grammar-

centred 

secondary  

No EFL 

writing in 

primary  

Grammar-

centred 

secondary 

One year of 

languages 

institute  

Self-

reported 

level of 

EFL 

writing  

‘Good’  ‘Not so 

good’, 

‘average’  

‘Good’  ‘Average’ ‘Not good 

for 

academic 

writing’   

‘Average’  
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4.4.3 Qualitative data collection methods and procedures  

Qualitative studies elicit extensive data using various methods, typically through observation, 

tests, and a variety of participants’ reports such as questionnaires, interviews, and diaries (Hua 

& David, 2008). Following the comprehensive view of writing adopted, Phase 2 obtained data 

from learners and raters’ interviews to answer RQ2 (EFL writing development trajectories of 

higher and lower scorers over a 16-week semester) and RQ3 (factors influencing the EFL 

writing development of higher scorers).  

4.4.3.1 Six-text series 

The development of the writing skills of the six selected participants (RQ2) was followed 

through six texts over a 16-week academic semester, approximately one text every other week. 

Each time, the participants wrote an email letter of at least 250 words, addressed to a friend 

abroad (Appendix 9), similar to those used in the BEdFLUC curriculum and language learning 

assignments globally. Thus, the tasks were functional writing assignments, “assignments that 

briefly describe a situation and include information concerning a reason for writing, the 

addressee, and the writing goals” (Schoonen, Van Gelderen, Stoel, Hulstijn, & De Glopper, 

2011, p. 42).  

The writing tasks were the same in all six instances and identical in type to the task in Phase 1. 

The writing tasks were deemed to be equivalent, with the same rhetorical and discursive 

requirements, and under the same conditions for the three curricular groups, which allowed the 

study to focus on the individual characteristics and the text features through the different 

BEdFLUC curricular stages. The topics required general, non-academic writing; they were: 1) 

the participants’ university and study programme, 2) Cali Fair (the city’s most popular festival), 

3) chicken stew (traditional Colombian dish), 4) a book, 5) a film, and 6) a favourite song. The 

topic varied in each letter to avoid participants’ boredom and the oddness of writing six times 

on the same topic. It was considered that this change of theme did not affect task equivalence or 

writing quality, as the six topics only required everyday background knowledge shared by all 

the participants.  

Procedures. The procedures were the same as in Phase 1. Each participant typed the six letters 

out of class time but under supervised conditions, within the university campus; one every other 

week over the 16-week semester (Table 4.2). The writing conditions were the same for the six 

texts for all the six participants regarding topic, task instructions, time (45 minutes), and text 

length (at least 250 words). There was free access to word processing tools such as spelling and 

grammar checker, dictionaries and internet access to obtain the best text possible from the 
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participants. The participants registered their writing time (starting and ending time) and rated 

the topic difficulty. The researcher further checked the writing time and the word count.  

The text data consisted of three independent raters' scores (the same ones as those who had 

scored texts in Phase 1) with the same rubric that reflected the comprehensive view of writing 

adopted in the study. The scores were plotted as line graphs depicting each writing aspect's 

developmental trajectories for each of the participant’s texts as usual in quantitative studies. 

(See the analysis procedures in Section 4.4.4).  

4.4.3.2 Reflective and immediate post-writing retrospective interviews 

The factors influencing the writing development of the three high scorers selected (RQ3) were 

elicited through the interviews. In general, research interviews are conversations that help build 

a joint view of the topic studied (Kvale & Brinkmann, 2009). Interviews allow comprehensive 

accounts from participants to obtain information about their particular situation and context and 

their interpretation of their experiences (Codó, 2009). Two types of interviews, reflective and 

retrospective, were used. 

Firstly, the six participants had three reflective individual interviews, one at the beginning of 

the semester, one in the middle, and one at the end, which usually lasted less than one hour. The 

interviews were designed, with guidelines from the literature (Kvale & Brinkmann, 2009; 

Dörnyei, 2002), as a successive series complementing each other to understand better the 

participants’ EFL writing development (Appendix 7). The introductory interview established 

rapport with the participants and provided background information (demographic and EFL 

writing skills data). The middle-semester interview obtained in-depth information, mainly about 

the participants’ EFL writing process. The final interview investigated the participants’ writing 

developmental processes, including EFL writing issues, strategies for improvement, and 

possible factors that influence their writing development.  

In addition, the participants had a brief 5-10-minute oral retrospective interview (RI) 

immediately after writing each of the six texts. The RIs were oral because, with oral interaction, 

more information can be obtained in less time than by writing. Immediate reflection has the 

advantage of being timely and, therefore, more reliable than the information in later interviews, 

which can be affected by memory loss. In the retrospective interviews (Appendix 8), participants 

were asked about the quality, writing processes and difficulties of the text they had just written.  

Both reflective and retrospective interviews were held face-to-face, in some cases in Spanish 

(L1) to avoid language difficulties. They took place within the campus where the participants 

studied to establish a better rapport. The interviews were audio-recorded and transcribed, with 
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the researcher translating the relevant excerpts when in Spanish. To ensure reliability, a 

colleague, an EFL researcher, verified translated excerpts. Both interviews were semi-structured 

to allow flexibility in their development and to include topics that would originate from the 

participants’ writing tasks (Cohen, Manion & Morrison, 2018). The flexibility allowed the 

inclusion of new questions throughout the study to probe into aspects such as the intended 

audience, writing development over the semester, and specific factors that might have affected 

each text. The interviewees checked the transcripts for accuracy (respondent validation; 

Tanggaard, 2008; Torrance, 2012), and the transcripts were analysed through inductive (data-

driven) and deductive (theory-driven) thematic analysis.  

Thematic analysis, a method for identifying, analysing, and reporting patterns (themes) within 

data (Terry, Hayfield, Clarke, & Braun, 2017), provided details on the factors influencing the 

higher scorers’ EFL writing development (RQ3). Two broad types of factors, individual (e.g., 

age, personality, motivation) and contextual (e.g., instruction, family, culture), were selected 

and grouped based on relevant research in the literature (e.g., Brown, 2007; DFG, 2016; Dörnyei 

& Ryan, 2015; Hyland, 2016c; Manchón, 2009). The themes were coded with NVivo 12.  

4.4.4 Qualitative analysis procedures  

The qualitative data analysis aimed to identify the EFL writing development trajectories, or 

patterns of high- and low-scoring EFL learners (RQ2), and the factors influencing the writing 

development of higher scorers (RQ3). The developmental trajectories were traced from the 

scores given by three independent raters to the various writing dimensions in six texts written 

by each participant over the 16-week term observed. Although they are quantitative data 

(scores), they were analysed qualitatively, as explained in the next section. The participants’ 

interviews provided the data regarding the factors influencing their writing development.  

4.4.4.1 Analysis of developmental trajectories 

The EFL writing development patterns of lower and higher scorers (RQ2) were drawn from the 

text data: the scores awarded by the three raters to the various writing dimensions or facets when 

evaluating the texts using the rubric. Six independent coders followed the two-step analytical 

procedure described below, and 100% agreement was reached after two rounds of coding (the 

first, a training round).  

The scores of each writing aspect were charted in a) line graphs locating the scores at the six-

time points (the six email letters) over the 16-week semester observed, and b) tables of changes, 

as usual in language development studies (e.g., Bulté & Housen, 2018; Sasaki, Mizumoto, & 

Murakami, 2018). The resulting graphs and tables depicted the developmental trajectories for 
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each writing aspect charted. Figure 4.2 presents an example of a line graph that shows the 

developmental trajectory for Diana's global scores, the higher scorer of the first curricular stage 

(CS1+). In this figure, the vertical axis shows the scoring scale used (1 min., 5 max.9). In 

contrast, the horizontal axis represents the time dimension by indicating the six-time points (the 

six email letters). The black line displays the developmental trajectory, while the dotted line 

shows the linear trend or general direction of the time series data. The horizontal, grey line with 

a shaded value box on the right shows the group scores in the first phase of the study (S1 CS1) 

to contrast the individual participant’s scores with her curricular group’s average performance.  

 
Figure 4-2. Example of a line graph showing a developmental trajectory 

It is important to note that the analysis is qualitative in the second phase of the study, although 

the writing development was traced from quantitative data (scores). Moreover, statistical 

analyses are inadequate when there is a small number of participants, and the variables (the 

writing dimensions in the present study) outnumber the participants. The analysis adopted 

terminology about writing development such as developmental trajectory, change, trend, 

progress, regress, stabilisation, linear, non-linear, and pattern, among other terms standard in the 

literature (e.g., Sasaki, Mizumoto, & Murakami, 2018; Thewissen, 2012). This analysis 

describes the six participants’ EFL writing's developmental trajectories across the multiple 

writing dimensions reflecting the comprehensive view of writing adopted in the research.  

A writing development trajectory was defined, informed by the literature on language 

development, as the path or course of a line traced by joining the values of a given writing aspect 

over time points (the six-text series in this study). The developmental trajectories were 

characterised by three general features of change: degree, direction, and linearity. First, the 

general degree of change of a developmental line indicates its global amount or quantity of 

change. The degree of change can be large, moderate, small, or null, based on criteria related to 

 
9 Some graphs show the scale starting from a value over 1 for larger visual detail.  
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the time, text length, and scoring scale used in the present study. Table 4.7 presents the 

classification of the degree of change used in analysing the participants’ developmental 

trajectories in their EFL writing. For instance, from these criteria, a minor change in writing 

time is a change ≥ 5 minutes, while a large change in this writing aspect is > 10 minutes. The 

variations in writing time between 5 and 10 minutes are moderate changes. In the light of the 

parameters listed in Table 4.7, Diana’s global scores in Figure 4.2 above display only minor 

changes (< 0.5) between each time point and in general.  

Table 4-7  

Classification of Changes in Writing Development 

 Degree of change 

 Small Moderate Large 

Writing Time a  ≤ 5 minutes 6 – 10 minutes > 10 minutes 

Text Length b ≤ 50 words 51 – 100 words >100 words 

Scores c ≤ 0.5 0.6 – 1.0 >1  

Note: Based on the task conditions given in this study: a 45 minutes, b 250 words, c 5-band marking scale 

Second, the direction of change of a line refers to its overall trend of progress (score increase, 

↑), regress (score decrease, ↓), or no-progress (no-increase-no-decrease, ↔), indicated by the 

dotted line in Figure 4.2. Diana’s global scores in Figure 4.2 show an upward trend (progress) 

that is small (< 0.5↑).  

In turn, the linearity of a developmental line represents the general uniformity (homogeneity or 

stability) or variability (heterogeneity or instability) of the series of changes in the line. A line 

mostly containing minor changes with only one moderate or large change was considered 

homogeneous, whereas a line with two or more moderate or large changes was considered 

heterogeneous. Diana’s developmental trajectory for global scores (Figure 4.2) was 

homogeneous or stable.  

Furthermore, a developmental line or trajectory includes peaks (highest points in a line), and it 

can include phases or stages that can be characterised in the same way as the whole line. 

Likewise, the speed of change can be analysed with peaks, phases, and frequencies. However, 

as the present study included only six points in time, it was impossible to establish clear phases 

or stages within most of the developmental trajectories. Noteworthy, the sources of change, also 

part of the analysis of language development (e.g., Fogal, 2019ab), were examined separately 

as factors influencing writing development (RQ3, Section 4.4.4.2).  

In summary, change was characterised within a three-dimensional matrix comprising 

• Four degrees of change: large, moderate, small, or null (Table, 4.7) 
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• Three directions of change: progress (↑), regress (↓), and no progress/regress (↔) 

• Two linearity types: homogeneous (stability, mostly minor changes, only one 

large/moderate variation) and heterogeneous (variability, frequent -at least two10- 

moderate/large variations) 

Thus, overall, Diana’s developmental trajectory or pattern for global scores (Figure 4.2) could 

be described as small homogeneous progress. In general, the analysis identified fourteen 

developmental trajectories or patterns, as shown in Table 6.2, Chapter 6. 

Summarising, first, the trend line was used to establish the general degree and direction of 

change. Second, the table of changes was used to determine the linearity. This two-step 

analytical procedure was followed to examine the developmental trajectories of all the 

participants individually, between curricular stages, and by high/low scorers for all the writing 

aspects investigated: 

• Six general and 12 specific writing dimensions  

• Global scores (global writing performance)  

• General writing aspects: Writing Time (minutes) and Text Length (number of words), 

closely related to writing fluency, the overall writing skill   

4.4.4.2 Thematic analysis of the factors influencing writing development 

The a priori themes or categories taken from the literature used to analyse the factors influencing 

EFL writing development were used for the questionnaire (Appendix 5) in the quantitative phase 

of the research and the qualitative phase interviews (Appendices 7 and 8).  Then, these themes 

(e.g., family, friends, social media, personality motivation, instruction) were grouped 

inductively from the learners’ answers into two broad categories of factors (personal and 

contextual). These two major categories were used as themes to analyse the factors influencing 

the higher scorers' EFL writing development (RQ3).  

Thematic analysis is the examination of the data in a search for focal (Miles & Huberman, 1994) 

or recurrent topics or themes and patterns (Miles, Huberman, & Saldaña, 2014) that emerge 

from the data as a key to the comprehension of the phenomenon they represent. These themes 

function as categories for the analysis of the patterns in the data. This analysis can be deductive 

or inductive. Inductive thematic analysis is data-driven, i.e., it uncovers themes in the data. 

Deductive thematic analysis, in turn, analyses data from a theory-driven approach; that is, it uses 

 
10 Two out of six: a third (33%) of the line. 
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a priori themes or categories existing in the literature (Miles, Huberman, & Saldaña, 2014; 

Terry, Hayfield, Clarke & Braun, 2017).  

A blend of inductive and deductive thematic analysis allowed identifying focal, or recurrent, 

topics or themes within and across interviews, participants, and curricular stages (triangulation). 

Focal themes are called “nodes” in NVivo, the coding and categorisation tool used in this study. 

After identifying and coding pre-established and emerging nodes, relationships among them and 

patterns in those relationships were analysed to see the factors, their relationships, and how they 

influence EFL writing development of the three higher scorers participating in the study's 

qualitative phase. The pre-established or a priori themes were related to individual and 

contextual variables, which were used as the major categories for the analysis (Chapter 7), as 

mentioned before. 

 

To close, this chapter has presented the research setting (the BEdFLUC programme), the 

approach (mixed method), the general design (quan → QUAL), the participants (three curricular 

groups in Phase 1 and six individual EFL learners in Phase 2), and the methods and procedures 

for data collection and analysis of the quantitative and qualitative phases of this research. 

Following the explanatory sequential design (Creswell, 2014) of the present study, the following 

chapters sequentially present the quantitative and qualitative data analyses followed by their 

joint discussion.  
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Chapter 5. Quantitative Findings: EFL Writing Development in 

Groups 

Limited, non-linear, and situation-bound significant differences attest to EFL writing 

development 

5.1 Introduction 

This mixed-methods study investigated the writing development of groups and individual EFL 

learners. This chapter reports descriptive and inferential statistical analyses of three groups 

belonging to the three curricular stages (CS1, CS2, and CS3) of the BEdFLUC programme to 

answer RQ1 (How do the EFL learners at the three curricular stages of the BEdFLUC 

programme differ in their development of writing skills?).  

Developmental differences were measured by comparing the global writing performance, 

performance in general and particular writing aspects from the scores given by three 

independent raters using an analytic rubric. The analysis also included writing aspects not 

covered by the rubric, such as writing time, text length, writing fluency, and perception of the 

writing task difficulty. As explained in Section 4.3.4, the analysis of the three groups’ writing 

employed both descriptive and inferential statistics. Descriptive statistics comprised sample 

size, mean, standard deviation, median, minimum and maximum values, range, skewness, and 

kurtosis. Inferential statistics included factorial ANCOVA for the global writing performance 

and factorial MANCOVA for examining the general and the particular writing dimensions 

separately.  

Although already mentioned in the methodology chapter (Section 4.3.4.1), it is important to 

remind the reader that, as the groups were unevenly distributed, Type III ANOVA was used to 

correct uneven distribution, and analyses were carried out progressively eliminating the outliers. 

As the outliers were present in the smaller groups, and the results showed similar results to those 

with the whole population, it was decided to report the complete data results.  Furthermore, as 

the ANOVA results showed significant differences between groups for ANOVA for the global 

score, ANCOVA for text time, and MANCOVA for five of the general writing dimensions (text 

organization, language, readability, task and author) and nine of the particular writing 

dimensions (letter, global and paragraph organization, grammar, lexis, readability, audience 

awareness, mechanics and morphology) it was necessary to run non-parametric tests (Kruskal-

Wallis, Appendix 16). The non-parametric tests aligned with the ANOVA results. Thus, 

following the literature that suggests ANOVA is a robust test (e.g., Field, 2017), it was decided 

to report the ANOVA results. Furthermore, the ANOVA results included confirming post hoc 

tests (Bonferroni and Tukey were run to confirm the results; Appendices 13B, 14B, and 14D).   
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The factors influencing the writing development, reported by the participants in a questionnaire, 

were analysed with both descriptive statistics (answers to closed questions) and thematic 

analysis (answers to open questions).  

The descriptive analysis precedes the inferential analysis in the following sections. Section 5.2 

reports the differences in the EFL writing development between the three curricular groups. 

Section 5.3 presents the factors influencing most the writing development of the participants.  

5.2 Differences in the Development of EFL General Writing Skills across the 

BEdFLUC Curriculum  

The data about the EFL writing of the three participating groups (N = 98) were obtained from 

one text (the same text for the three groups, an email letter to an English-speaking friend from 

abroad; Appendix 6). The participants' EFL writing skills were measured with three raters' 

scores using an analytic rubric comprising 12 particular writing dimensions or aspects grouped 

into six general dimensions (Appendix 4). The scores for each writing dimension and a single 

score for the participants' global writing performance constituted the study's dependent 

variables. They were calculated by averaging the scores of the three raters.  

The study examined how the writing (dependent variables) differed across the three curricular 

groups (central independent variable). Concomitant to the integral view of writing adopted, this 

study examined four other writing aspects: Writing Time, Text Length, task Difficulty, and 

Writing Fluency. These other four writing aspects were the independent variables in this study, 

together with the curricular stage (initial: CS1, middle: CS2, final: CS3).  

Writing time was measured as the total number of minutes taken to write each text. Two writing 

times were classified, taking as a baseline the average writing time (41 minutes) of the 98 

participants: Fast (less than 41 minutes) and Slow (more than 41 minutes). Text Length was 

measured as the total number of words in the text (counted with the word counter in Google 

Docs). Again, a dichotomous classification was built based on the average Text Length (378 

words) of the 98 participants: Short (less than 378 words) and Long (more than 378 words). The 

participants themselves rated the writing task difficulty on a 5-point difficulty Likert scale (from 

1: very difficult to 5: very easy). Two categories were established for task difficulty: Hard 

(scores 2 and 3) and Easy (scores 4 and 5)11. 

This study defined writing fluency as a composite skill involving the control of writing time and 

text length, appropriate language use, and task difficulty perception. Given a standard or average 

 
11 No participant gave a score of one (very difficult) to the writing task.  
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(which is context-dependent) for text length and writing time, a fluent writer writes texts longer 

than the average in less time, with appropriate language, and perceives the writing task as easy 

or not difficult. In this study, two writing fluency groups were established: Fluent and Non-

fluent (see definitions in Section 5.2.1.5 below). 

The following sections present the results of these quantitative analyses. The results are 

presented in two sections: First, the groups’ global writing performance, and then their 

performance in the general and particular writing dimensions.   

5.2.1 Differences in global writing performance 

The global writing performance of the three curricular groups of the BEdFLUC programme was 

analysed regarding several general writing aspects: global score, text length, writing time, task 

difficulty, and writing fluency.  

5.2.1.1 Differences in Global Scores  

The global score was calculated as the overall average of the scores given by three independent 

raters to the writing dimensions in each text. Table 5.1 presents the descriptive statistics or the 

global performance of the three curricular groups. The global scores (mean value) for each 

curricular group have a relatively high value (over 4 in the scale used, from 1, minimum, to 5, 

maximum) for the three groups. This average performance level increased, corresponding to the 

curricular level, although with only slight differences, particularly between the first two 

curricular stages.  

A closer inspection of Table 5.1 reveals some more differences: minimum scores decreased in 

value and the number of students getting low scores, while maximum scores increased in the 

number of students getting them across the BEdFLUC curriculum. Minimum scores decreased, 

and the number of students getting higher scores increased with each curricular stage. Likewise, 

ranges (the difference between the maximum and minimum scores) and standard deviation 

decreased while skewness declined, showing that the scores were closer to the mean; that is, the 

higher the curricular stage, the more consistent the writing performance within the groups.  

Table 5-1  

Global EFL writing performance in the three BEdFLUC curricular stages 

Curricular 

stage 
N 

Mean 

(global 

score)  

SD Median Min Max Range Skew Kurtosis 

CS1 30 4.09 .47 4.20 2.75 4.70 1.95 -0.85 -0.09 

CS2 29 4.10 .45 4.10 3.05 4.70 1.65 -0.41 -0.79 

CS3 39 4.36 .24 4.40 3.75 4.70 0.95 -0.27 -0.98 

Note. Scoring scale from 1 (min) to 5 (max). 
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Therefore, despite the slight difference between CS1 and CS2, the descriptive statistics of the 

three curricular groups' global scores showed an increase in the global EFL writing performance 

across the BEdFLUC curriculum. The inferential analysis (factorial ANCOVA main effects) 

examined the statistical significance of these differences in the global scores representing the 

global writing performance of the BEdFLUC curricular groups. 

The factorial ANCOVA results regarding the global writing score of the participants (Appendix 

13) showed significant differences at alpha =0.05 across the curricular stages [F(2,91) = 5.694, 

p = <0.005, eta squared (η2) = 0.111]. The partial Eta Squared values (effect size) were small 

for the groups. The results suggest that, although slight, the differences in the overall writing 

skill across the BEdFLUC curriculum are significant.  

As part of the integral perspective of writing adopted in this study, the participants' global 

writing performance was also analysed with regard to other general indicators of the writing 

skill: text length, writing time, task difficulty, and writing fluency. The next four sections 

examine these fundamental aspects of writing skills.  

5.2.1.2 Differences in Text Length  

Text length is a writing facet often used to evaluate writing skill. Text Length was measured 

regarding the total number of words in each text. Although the participants were instructed to 

write at least 250 words, most texts were longer than this minimum. Table 5.2 shows that CS1’s 

texts were longer than the other two groups’ texts, as seen from the higher median length (391 

words), the higher mean (387), and the longest text (703 words). CS2 students wrote shorter 

texts as seen in their lower mean (371 words), lower median (345 words), and minimum text 

length (181 words). Notably, the CS3 group exhibited the narrowest range of variation of the 

three groups, i.e., the upper and lower values were more closely grouped around the mean in 

this group, suggesting a higher degree of control of text length. This control is an essential part 

of writing skill, usually studied concerning writing time and task type.  

Overall, decreasing Text Length (similar minimum and decreasing maximum Text Length 

values) and reducing ranges and skewness suggest a progressive control of Text Length across 

the BEdFLUC curriculum. The overall decrease in mean and median values (except in CS2) 

also suggested progressive text length control. Mastering control of text length is an important 

writing skill often explicitly included in writing tasks instructions, as either a minimum or a 

maximum number of words to write within a given time, as in our study. Text length combined 

with writing time is often studied as a writing fluency component (e.g., Casanave, 2004; 
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Chenoweth & Hayes, 2001). The following section analyses the writing time of the participants 

in this study.  

Table 5-2  

BEdFLUC EFL learners' Text Length 

 Text Length (No. of words/text) 

Curricular 

stage 
N Mean SD Median Min  Max Range Skew Kurtosis 

CS1 30 387 107.83 391 213 703 490 0.63 0.48 

CS2 29 371 108.92 345 181 594 413 0.47 -0.7 

CS3 39 377 86.74 364 215 552 337 0.34 -0.79 

On the inferential side of the analysis, the factorial ANCOVA results showed no statistically 

significant differences in Text Length between the curricular groups’ general writing 

performance. Uniform text length was most likely because of the task's neutralising design: The 

instructions, the same for all participants, specified text length.  

5.2.1.3 Differences in Writing Time  

Writing time, whose control is an essential writing skill component of writing fluency, was 

measured in this study as the total number of minutes taken to write a text. Table 5.3 shows the 

descriptive statistics for the writing time of the three curricular groups. Most participants (77%) 

took less than the 45 minutes suggested for the task: CS1 students had the longest writing times; 

CS3 students used less time to write; and CS3 had a steadier writing time control, as seen in less 

extreme upper and lower writing times. The other two groups, particularly CS1, display a larger 

range, while in CS2, the smallest group (n = 29), 50% of the students took more than the median 

time (45 minutes). Likewise, 50% of the CS1 students took more than the median time (43 

minutes). In general, although the mean and median are quite similar, the decreases in maximum 

time, ranges, and standard deviation show a decrease in writing time across the BEdFLUC 

curriculum.  

The factorial ANCOVA results showed that there were statistically significant differences in the 

Writing Time for the curricular groups [(F(2,91) = 4.355, p = <0.040, eta squared (η2) = 0.046)]. 

The partial Eta Squared values (effect size) were small for writing time. It would have seemed 

logical that the scores increased with longer writing time, as more time would have allowed, for 

instance, more content development and text revision. However, writing time decreased, as seen 

in the descriptive statistics, suggesting writing development as control of writing time or writing 

fluency.  
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Table 5-3  

BEdFLUC EFL learners' writing time 

 Writing time (total No. of minutes to write the text) 

Curricular 

stage 
N Mean SD Median Min  Max  Range Skew Kurtosis 

CS1 30 42 11.68 43 22 78 56 0.65 1.32 

CS2 29 41 10.23 45 11 65 54 -0.85 1.63 

CS3 39 41 7.50 43 23 59 36 -0.41 0.05 

5.2.1.4 Differences in Task Difficulty  

Task difficulty is a factor that affects L2 learners’ writing performance (e.g., Kormos & Trebits, 

2012; Manchón, 2014; Robinson, 2011). The writers in this study were asked to evaluate the 

difficulty of the writing task with a Likert 5-point difficulty scale (from 1, Very difficult, to 5, 

Very easy). No participant evaluated the task as Very difficult (score 1), and few students (5.1%) 

indicated that writing this letter was Difficult (score 2) or Very Easy (score 5). Surprisingly, 

nearly half of the participants (45%) scored ‘neutral’ for this writing task; it was expected that 

writing an informal letter with a non-specialised topic would be easy for most of these EFL 

learners. In the Colombian 1-to-5 evaluation scale used in the study, a score of three is relatively 

low. For this reason, in the dichotomous classification of task difficulty used for the inferential 

analysis, scores 2 and 3 were included within Hard, while scores 4 and 5 were grouped as Easy.  

Table 5-4  

Writing task difficulty across the three BEdFLUC curricular stages 

  Writing task difficulty 

 
 

1  

Very difficult 

2  

Difficult 

3  

Neutral 

4  

Easy 

5  

Very easy 

Curricular stage N f (%) f (%) f (%) f (%) f (%) 

CS1 30 0 2 (7%) 14 (46%) 12 (40%) 2 (7%) 

CS2 29 0 2 (7%) 16 55%) 10 (35%) 1 (3%) 

CS3 39 0 1 (2%) 14 (36%) 21 (54%) 3 (8%) 

Total 100 0 5 (5%) 44 (44%) 43 (43%) 6 (6%) 

The data in Table 5.4 show the BEdFLUC EFL learners, progressively across the curriculum, 

evaluated the writing task as Easy, as seen from the higher percentage of CS3 students 

considering the task as Easy and the lower number of learners in this curricular group scoring 

the task difficulty as Neutral. However, more students in CS2, the smallest of the three groups, 

scored the task difficulty as Neutral and fewer of them scored it as Easy or Very Easy. 

Overall, the descriptive statistics (Table 5.5) show that the task difficulty (mean value) is above 

3 (Neutral), with some tendency towards 4 (Easy), particularly in CS3, with a lowering standard 
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deviation in all the three BEdFLUC curricular groups. For CS3, negative skewness shows a 

tendency to higher scores than their counterparts. That is, there is an increasing perception of 

the task as easy (as would be anticipated). However, curiously CS2 perceived the writing task 

as more difficult than CS1 did, as seen in its lower mean value.  

Table 5-5  

Perceived Writing Task Difficulty across the BEdFLUC curricular groups 

Curricular 

stage 
N Mean SD Median Min Max Range Skew Kurtosis 

CS1 30 3.47 .73 3 2 5 3 0.11 -0.43 

CS2 29 3.34 .67 3 2 5 3 0.21 -0.23 

CS3 39 3.67 .66 4 2 5 3 -0.08 -0.30 

 

Noteworthy, the factorial ANCOVA results showed that there were no statistically significant 

differences between the curricular groups’ view of task difficulty. The uniformity in the task 

difficulty perception was probably because the topic and the genre, as part of the ‘neutralising’ 

design of the writing task, were non-specialised to minimise any possible advantage to the more 

advanced curricular groups. 

5.2.1.5 Differences in Writing Fluency  

As explained in the literature review (Section 2.1.1) in this study, writing fluency is considered 

a composite skill comprising control of text length and writing time, appropriate use of language, 

and task difficulty perception. That is, a fluent writer can write longer texts in a shorter time 

with appropriate language and perceives the writing task as easy. Following this definition, in 

the present study, fluent writers: 

• wrote in less than 41 minutes (the average writing time in the population, N=98), 

• wrote texts over 378 words (the average number of words in the population, N=98), 

• had a score of at least 4 on the text category Language, which embedded morphology, 

grammar, lexis, and mechanics (in turn including spelling, punctuation, and capitalization),  

• evaluated the writing task as easy (scores 4 and 5 in the 5-point Likert difficulty scale used)  

Non-fluent writers wrote texts longer than the average length taking longer than average time, 

with a Language score lower than 3.9, and felt the task was difficult (scores 2 and 3).  

Only six (6% out of 98) BEdFLUC EFL learners were fluent, as defined above. Of those six 

fluent writers, three were CS1 (10% of this group), and three were CS3 (7.7% of this group). 

The inferential analysis showed that there were statistically significant differences for Fluency 
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across the three groups [(F(2,91) = 4.394, p < .039, eta squared (η2) = .046)]. The partial Eta 

Squared values (effect size) were small for writing fluency. 

Although it might seem unusual that the CS1 group is “more fluent” than CS2 and CS312, this 

might be because CS1 learners have studied and practised letter writing more recently. A 

generally low level of writing fluency is understandable in a foreign language learning context, 

in which writers lack second language input and practice. Moreover, a low level of fluency is 

likely related to these learners being novice writers (Sections 1.1 and 3.2.1). Furthermore, this 

kind of product-based measurement of writing fluency is probably inadequate to capture this 

process-related construct related to real-time production (Abdel Latif, 2009, 2013).  

Summing up, the analysis of the global performance differences between the three curricular 

groups of the BEdFLUC programme showed slight but statistically significant differences 

regarding Global Scores, Writing Time, and Fluency. This statistical evidence suggests that EFL 

writing develops across the three curricular groups examined. The lack of significant differences 

for Text Length and Task Difficulty is probably due to the task's neutralising design (non-

specialised topic and genre) as described previously. It should be noted that the non-parametric 

test (Kruskal-Wallis, Appendix 16) corroborated the ANOVA results. 

The next two sections present the descriptive and inferential analysis of the general and 

particular writing dimension differences from the three independent raters' scores to the 

participants' texts.  

5.2.2 Differences in general writing dimensions 

Following the comprehensive view of writing adopted in this study, the rubric scrutinising 

writing development across the BEdFLUC curriculum comprised six general writing 

dimensions: writing Task, Content, Author, and Readability (reader’s view) plus the usual 

linguistic aspects and text organisation. Table 5.6 shows the corresponding descriptive statistics.  

As shown in the mean values in Table 5.6, the scores increased in Text Organization, Language, 

and Readability. The Task score also increased but not between CS1 and CS2; CS2 performed 

below CS1 for Author and Content. Only the Content score showed no overall increase, perhaps 

due to the non-specialised topic and the type of task, an email letter, which gave no advantage 

to any curricular level. The easy topic and task might also explain the similar performance for 

 
12 It cannot be said that CS1 (n=30) was “as fluent as” CS3 because CS3 was a larger group (n=39). 
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Task. In general, differences among the three groups were slight, but the scores increased for 

most of the general traits of EFL writing.  

Table 5-6  

Descriptive statistics for the six general writing dimensions in the three curricular stages 

Text 

Category 

Curric. 

 Stage 
N Mean* SD Median Min  Max  Range Skew Kurtosis 

Task  CS1 30 4.54 .41 4.7 3.3 5 1.7 -1.11 0.60 

CS2 29 4.54 .40 4.6 3.5 4.9 1.4 -1.29 0.74 

CS3 39 4.75 .18 4.8 4.2 5 0.8 -0.11 1.160 

Content  CS1 30 3.99 .77 4.1 2.2 4.9 2.7 -0.77 -0.50 

CS2 29 3.87 .79 4.0 2.2 4.8 2.6 -0.62 -0.71 

CS3 39 4.02 .68 4.2 2.2 4.8 2.6 -1.00 0.06 

Author  CS1 30 4.28 .39 4.3 3.0 4.9 1.9 -1.02 1.87 

CS2 29 4.13 .41 4.2 3.3 4.8 1.5 -0.38 -0.92 

CS3 39 4.39 .30 4.4 3.9 4.9 1.0 0.15 -1.24 

Text  

Organization 

CS1 30 3.94 .60 4.2 2.5 4.6 2.1 -0.87 -0.52 

CS2 29 4.08 .49 4.1 2.8 4.9 2.1 -0.52 -0.19 

CS3 39 4.39 .36 4.5 3.3 4.8 1.5 -1.23 0.83 

Language  CS1 30 3.86 .47 3.9 2.5 4.5 2.0 -0.75 0.37 

CS2 29 3.99 .51 4.1 2.8 4.7 1.9 -0.66 -0.29 

CS3 39 4.24 .33 4.3 3.4 4.8 1.4 -0.70 -0.31 

Readability CS1 30 3.96 .61 3.9 2.3 4.8 2.5 -0.98 0.45 

CS2 29 4.02 .66 4.1 2.5 4.9 2.4 -0.67 -0.49 

CS3 39 4.35 .40 4.5 3.4 4.9 1.5 -0.78 -0.58 
Notes. Scoring scale: 1 (minimum) to 5 (maximum). *95% confidence intervals of the mean  

 

As in the global writing performance analysis, a closer look at measures other than just averages 

allows a deeper understanding of the differences in the writing traits evaluated with the rubric 

across the BEdFLUC curriculum. As seen in Table 5.6, the general writing's minimum scores 

rose for all the aspects except for Content, with the number of learners getting higher scores 

augmented in all six aspects. Maximum scores increased for Text Organization, Language, and 

Readability and remained the same for Task and Author (CS2 performing below CS1). The 

maximum score decreased (slightly) for Content, and Range declined, showing fewer within-

group variations across the curricular groups. SD low values for CS3 showed that the scores for 

this group were less spread from the median value; that is, CS3 scores were higher than those 

of its earlier groups and more consistent.  

The general writing dimensions' mean and median values showed growth with larger variations 

than the statistics above. Mean values increased for three of the six categories (Organization, 

Language, and Readability) and showed no difference between CS1 and CS2 in Task; 

interestingly, CS1 had scores slightly higher than CS2 in Content and Author. The text 



Chapter 5 Quantitative findings: Writing development in groups 
 

116 

 

categories' median values also tended to grow with variations, especially for CS2 being slightly 

below CS1 for Task, Content, Author, and Organization.  

Standard deviation tended to decrease, with individual (within-group) scores closer to the mean 

values. The increase of mean values indicates that performance improved across the curriculum, 

although CS2 performed below CS1 for Content, Author, Language, and Readability. Content 

showed almost no change for most descriptive statistics, which is understandable due to the 

explicit task instructions regarding this aspect of the letter to make the task comparable for the 

three curricular groups. The negative skewness for all general writing aspects indicates that their 

scores tended to be high, suggesting a good general level.  

Overall, the score differences in the six general writing dimensions showed a tendency to 

increase across the BEdFLUC curriculum as anticipated. The steadiest increase was in 

Language, Text Organization, and Readability, possibly related to the dominant writing-to-

learn-the-language approach of the BEdFLUC students and curriculum (Manchón, 2011). An 

increase in Readability probably results from better language and text organisation. Task scores 

were also raised, although CS2 scored the same as CS1. Author and Content showed the lowest 

score increase; a personal style or authorship traits (like voice) may require a longer time to 

develop. In interpreting this result, it also must be considered that Author was the writing 

dimension with the lowest inter-rater reliability (ICC: .502). The lack of improvement in 

Content was most likely linked to the task and content “neutralisation”.  

The influence of the five independent variables (curricular group, writing time, text length, task 

difficulty, and fluency) on the six dependent variables (the six general writing dimensions: task, 

content, author, text organisation, language, and readability) was examined, with the two 

continuous independent variables (writing time and text length) used as covariables as required 

by covariance analysis. The significance of the differences in the scores of the six general 

writing dimensions across the three BEdFLUC curricular stages was examined using factorial 

MANCOVA main effects as the statistical model, as explained in Section 4.4.4.1.  

The MANCOVA results regarding the general writing dimensions (Appendix 14A) show highly 

significant (p ≤ .05) differences between the curricular stages for five of the six general 

dimensions. These results are listed below in decreasing order of significance (p-value):  

• Text organization: F(2,91) = 9.283, p = <0.000, eta squared (η2) = 0.169 

• Language: F(2,91) = 7.866, p = <0.001, eta squared (η2) = 0.147  

• Readability: F(2,91) = 5.514, p = <0.005, eta squared (η2) = 0.108 
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• Task: F(2,91) = 4.926, p = <0.009, eta squared (η2) = 0.098, 

• Author F(2,91) = 3.770, p = <0.027, eta squared (η2) = 0.077 

Content did not show statistically significant differences across the three curricular groups. In 

general, the post hoc tests (Tukey and Bonferroni) aligned with the ANOVA results (Appendices 

13B, 14B and 14D).  

Of the writing aspects not evaluated in the rubric, Writing Fluency showed significant 

differences across the groups only in Language F(1,91) = 6.276, p < .014, eta squared (η2) = 

.065 and in Readability F(1,91) = 5.009, p < .028, eta squared (η2) = .052. It is understandable 

that writing fluency is linked to language level, that is, proficiency, and that increased readability 

results from it. Likewise, Writing Time showed significant differences only in Task F(1,91) = 

10.096, p < .002, eta squared (η2) = .100 and in Content F(1,91) = 4.025, p < .048, eta squared 

(η2) = .042. It is understandable that task fulfilment and content completion increase with longer 

writing time.  

Text Length showed statistically significant differences for three of the six general writing 

dimensions: Content F(1,91) = 17.486, p < .000, eta squared (η2) = .161; Text Organization 

F(1,91) = 4.878, p < .030, eta squared (η2) = .051; and Author F(1,91) = 4.060, p < .047, eta 

squared (η2) = .043. Text Length is more associated with Content and Text Organization than 

with Author. It is expected that a writer can develop and organise more content in a longer text, 

but writing a longer text does not necessarily make a better author, nor does a good author 

necessarily write longer texts. Difficulty showed no significant statistical differences in any of 

the six general writing dimensions. The lack of differences might be because writing an email 

letter to a friend was an easy task for the three curricular groups.  

In summary, the MANCOVA results revealed significant differences across three groups for 

five of the six general writing aspects (Task, Author, Organization, Language, and Readability). 

These results particularly suggest the development of Language, Text Organization, and 

Readability, across the BEdFLUC curriculum; Author and Content showed the lowest level of 

score increase. Author seemed a writing aspect that developed less, although this result might 

be associated with the low inter-rater reliability of this writing dimension (ICC = .252). 

Audience Awareness was the particular aspect of Author that lowered its score, as shown in the 

analysis of the particular writing dimensions (next section). The lack of score differences in 

Content is understandable because the topic was the same for all the three curricular groups and 
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detailed instructions specified it to ‘neutralise’ the task. Although CS2 performed lower than 

CS1, the Audience Awareness and Task scores increased, reinforcing the impression of 

development of these writing skills across the BEdFLUC curriculum.  

The differences between the curricular groups were not only the largest as measured by the eta 

squared and the statistical significance results, but they were also significant for all variables in 

all analyses (MANOVA, Regression, and MANCOVA) even with the removal of outliers. This 

persistence of differences between the groups across the various analyses suggests Curricular 

Stage was a robust factor associated with the development of the EFL writing skills, as expected. 

Text Length, Writing Time, and Fluency seemed to be less influential in developing EFL writing 

skills. These results were corroborated by the non-parametric tests (Kruskal-Wallis, Appendix 

16). 

The following section presents the descriptive and inferential analysis of the differences across 

the BEdFLUC curriculum regarding the 12 particular writing dimensions embedded in the six 

general dimensions. This analysis provides a more detailed view of the EFL general writing 

skills development across the BEdFLUC programme.   

5.2.3 Differences in particular writing dimensions  

This study examined the participants’ development of 12 specific writing traits: Letter (genre), 

Register, Content, Voice, Audience Awareness, Global Organization, Paragraph Organization, 

Morphology, Grammar, Lexis, Mechanics, and Readability. The descriptive statistics of the 

particular writing aspects provided detail on the differences in writing development among the 

three BEdFLUC stages (Appendix 17).  

In general, the mean scores increased slightly for nine of the 12 specific writing traits, decreasing 

only in Register and, very slightly, in Voice. The scores of seven of those writing dimensions 

(Letter, Global and Paragraph Organization, Morphology, Grammar, Lexis, and Mechanics) 

increased steadily. Readability scores grew, although CS1 and CS2 had the same score. The 

scores of Audience Awareness also increased, but non-linearly: CS1 was higher than CS2. CS2 

was below CS1 for Register (also CS3), Content (slightly), Voice (also CS3!), Audience 

Awareness, and Global Organization. CS2 appeared to have less development when compared 

with the other curricular groups in these specific writing dimensions.  

The scores for Register, Voice, and Content did not increase, as seen in the variations between 

C1 and CS2 and the close mean values between CS1 and CS3; CS2 had the lowest scores in 

these three writing aspects. The Register development might require more exposure to the target 

language, which is scarce in this foreign language milieu. Similarly, the development of Voice 
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may require more maturity in writing than these novice writers would have. The lack of Content 

differences is likely because the topic was the same for the three curricular groups.  

Letter, understandably, scored the highest while Mechanics had the lowest score in each of the 

three groups, possibly because it includes punctuation, capitalisation and spelling, problematic 

aspects for the Spanish-speaking EFL learners in this study (see Sections 5.3 and 7.2.4). 

Furthermore, minimum scores slightly but steadily increased in 11 of the 12 writing traits. CS1, 

however, was higher than CS2 in Letter, Lexis, and Mechanics. Content minimum scores were 

equal for the three groups. These results, combined, suggest non-linear development.  

Overall, although mostly slight, there were observable general increases in mean, median, and 

minimum scores, with an accompanying slight decrease in the range and the standard deviation. 

Readability, Grammar, Paragraph Organization, Global Organization, and Morphology scores 

increased across the three groups. The data from these particular writing dimensions were 

revealing.  First, although the three groups had the same kind of text, Letter mean and median 

scores grew strongly, suggesting writing skills development. Also, the minimum CS3 score for 

Letter (4.7) was well above the minimum values for the preceding curricular stages, suggesting 

general writing development across the three curricular groups.  

The statistical significance of the differences in the EFL writing of the BEdFLUC curricular 

groups regarding particular writing dimensions was analysed using multivariate analysis of 

variance (MANCOVA). Factorial MANCOVA main effects (Appendix 14C) was conducted 

with the five writing aspects (independent variables) not included in the rubric (curricular stage, 

writing time, text length, task difficulty, and writing fluency) and the twelve particular writing 

dimensions (dependent variables). Significant differences were further confirmed with a non-

parametric test (Kruskal-Wallis, see Appendix 16) and post hoc tests (Appendices 13B, 14B, 

and 14D).   

There are significant differences for nine of the 12 particular writing aspects across the curricular 

groups, listed below in order of decreasing significance (p-value):  

• Letter: F(2,91) = 12.791, p = <0.000, eta squared (η2) = 0.219 

• Global Organization: F(2,91) = 8.756, p = <0.000, eta squared (η2) = 0.161 

• Paragraph Organization: F(2,91) = 8.372, p = <0.000, eta squared (η2) = 0.155 

• Grammar: F(2,91) = 16.135, p = <0.000, eta squared (η2) = 0.262 

• Lexis: F(2,91) = 7.668, p = <0.001, eta squared (η2) = 0.144 

• Readability: F(2,91) = 5.514, p = <0.005, eta squared (η2) = 0.108 
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• Audience Awareness: F(2,91) = 4.998, p = <0.009, eta squared (η2) = 0.099 

• Mechanics: F(2,91) = 4.718, p = <0.011, eta squared (η2) = 0.094 

• Morphology: F(2,91) = 4.598, p = <0.013, eta squared (η2) = 0.092 

These results indicate that most (nine out of 12) of the particular writing dimensions evaluated 

with the rubric developed across the three curricular groups examined. Despite the easy and 

‘neutralising’ design of the writing task, Letter showed highly statistically significant 

differences across the curricular groups, suggesting that, in this study, writing developed across 

the curricular programme. Global and Paragraph Organization (the components of Text 

Organization) also seem to develop. Likewise, Grammar, Morphology, Lexis, and Mechanics 

(the specific writing dimensions of Language) appeared to develop significantly along with 

Readability, because the latter is linked to Language. The development of textual organisation 

and language is probably associated with language proficiency improvement, as writing for 

these EFL learners is focused mainly on writing-to-learn-the-language (Manchón, 2011). 

Notably, Audience Awareness, a key component of Author, appears to develop.   

Only three particular writing dimensions (Register, Voice, and Content) had no statistically 

significant differences across curricular stages. While this result is understandable for Content, 

as noted previously, Register and Voice may be writing dimensions that take longer to develop. 

The writing aspects not evaluated within the rubric (text length, writing time, task difficulty, 

and writing fluency) were also analysed quantitatively. Text Length showed statistically highly 

significant differences in only three of the 12 particular writing dimensions: Content: F(1,91) = 

17.486, p = <0.000, eta squared (η2) = 0.161); Voice: F(1,91) = 13.586, p = <0.000, eta squared 

(η2) = 0.130; and Global Organization: F(1,91) = 6.810, p = <0.011, eta squared (η2) = 0.070. 

It seems logical that Content completion and Text Organization increase with text length. 

Interestingly, Voice, an important authorial feature, improved significantly with Text Length.  

Writing Time showed significant differences only in four of the 12 particular writing dimensions 

examined with the rubric (in decreasing order of significance value):  

• Letter: F(1,91) = 11.009, p = <0.001, eta squared (η2) = 0.108 

• Register: F(1,91) = 5.272, p = <0.024, eta squared (η2) = 0.055 

• Global Organization:  F(1,91) = 4.243, p = <0.042, eta squared (η2) = 0.045 

• Content: F(1,91) = 4.025, p = <0.048, eta squared (η2) = 0.042 
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Although it is not surprising that writing time is associated with the type of text (Letter), Content, 

and Organization, this result suggests there was writing development across the three curricular 

groups. Register seems to be an aspect that requires a longer time to improve, likely because of 

text revision and edition. Language aspects (Morphology, Grammar, Lexis, and Mechanics), 

Paragraph Organization, Voice, and Audience Awareness (especially the latter) appear to be 

writing dimensions unaffected by writing time. Understandably, linguistic competence does not 

improve significantly during the time a learner takes to write a single text.  

Task Difficulty showed no statistically significant differences between any of the particular 

writing dimensions; this may be linked to the simple and non-specialised nature of the writing 

task and topic.  

Writing Fluency showed statistically significant differences for six of the 12 particular writing 

dimensions evaluated with the rubric (in decreasing order of significance):  

• Mechanics: F(1,91) = 5.940, p = <0.017, eta squared (η2) = 0.061 

• Grammar: F(1,91) = 5.347, p = <0.023, eta squared (η2) = 0.056 

• Lexis: F(1,91) = 5.299, p = <0.024, eta squared (η2) = 0.055 

• Readability: F(1,91) = 5.009, p = <0.028, eta squared (η2) = 0.052 

• Morphology: F(1,91) = 4.678, p = <0.033, eta squared (η2) = 0.049 

• Letter: F(1,91) = 4.519, p = <0.036, eta squared (η2) = 0.047 

Although it might be expected that fluency is closely related to the various aspects of Language 

(linguistic proficiency), Writing Fluency and Global Organization showed statistically 

significant differences only at p<0.1. These results suggest that Global Organization is an aspect 

that develops less or more slowly, and Writing Fluency showed no statistically significant 

differences for Register, Voice, Audience Awareness, Paragraph Organization, and Content, 

which may also develop less or more slowly. Writing Time and Text Length appear not to 

influence the specific EFL writing skills of the participants. 

The MANCOVA results showed that, overall, there were highly statistically significant 

differences across the curricular stages for most of the specific EFL writing dimensions 

measured with the rubric. These results suggest there is a development of writing mainly in 

regard to a) Letter, b) Global and Paragraph Organization, c) Grammar, Lexis, Mechanics and 

Morphology, d) Readability, and e) Audience Awareness. Register and Voice seemed to be the 

writing dimensions that developed less (or at a slower pace) across the BEdFLUC curriculum. 

In contrast, Register was the only writing aspect with no statistically significant differences in 
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any factor. The lack of Register differences might be linked to the informal nature of a letter to 

a friend, with a general, non-specialised topic. Likewise, Register uniformity is likely to the 

participants’ shared EFL background. 

Not only are the differences significant, but they also suggest writing development. These 

writers seem to have improved their linguistic proficiency, writing fluency, and control of 

writing time and text length. 

Although the differences are significant, the similar writing performance of the participants is 

noticeable. Uniformity might be associated with the easy nature of the writing task and its topic. 

It might also suggest that that progress in EFL writing in the BEdFLUC programme is slow. As 

expected, participants in CS3 outperformed the two preceding curricular groups, judged the task 

as more manageable than the other groups, had better control of writing time, and wrote fewer 

short texts. However, CS2’s lower performance than CS1 in some aspects suggests non-linearity 

in the writing progress. CS2’s lower performance may also be due to the more demanding nature 

of the second curricular stage and be linked to the lower level of motivation at CS2.  

Summarising, the answer to RQ1 (How do the EFL learners at the three curricular stages of the 

BEdFLUC programme differ in their writing skills development?) is that they differ 

significantly, and they seem to develop Language, Text Organization, and Task fulfilment first, 

then Audience Awareness, and, finally, Register and Voice, non-linearly. The findings show 

writing development and what and how it develops (non-linearly, differentially paced).  

The following section presents the quantitative findings regarding RQ3: What factors most 

influence higher scorers' EFL writing development? This question relates to why development 

takes place.  

5.3 Factors Influencing EFL Writing Development across the BEdFLUC 

Curriculum 

In the online questionnaire, the participants (N = 100) evaluated the importance of five factors 

influencing their EFL writing development, which were later synthesized into two kinds of 

factors, individual and contextual (see Section 4.4.4.2). The scores given to the component 

factors were averaged to make the two general categories' scores and analysed with descriptive 

statistics. ANOVA could not be used because the dependent variable (importance of factors 

influencing WD) was categorical (values in a scale). The answers to the open questions (factors 

promoting or hindering their EFL writing and BEdFLUC programme impact) were analysed 

thematically and coded with NVivo 12.  
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5.3.1 Evaluating the importance of the factors that affect EFL writing development 

The participants judged the importance of the factors influencing their EFL writing development 

using a 5-point Likert importance scale from 1 (Not important at all) to 5 (Extremely important). 

Table 5.7 summarises the descriptive statistics of the three BEdFLUC groups’ evaluation data. 

The means showed a tendency towards a score somewhat above 4. The similarity of the 

evaluation between the three groups was notable; CS2, however, showed less internal 

consistency in their evaluations, as evident in their skewness and kurtosis.   

Table 5-7  

Descriptive statistics of participants’ evaluation of factors influencing their EFL development 

Curricular 

stage 
N Mean SD Median Min Max Range Skew Kurtosis 

CS1 30 4.33 .66 4 3 5 2 -0.44 -0.86 

CS2 30 4.17 .53 4 3 5 2 0.17 -0.02 

CS3 40 4.25 .59 4 3 5 2 -0.09 -0.59 

All three groups 100 4.25 .59 4 3 5 2 -0.13 -0.55 

 

A closer look at the evaluation of each factor by curricular group (Table 5.8) reveals further 

detail on how these EFL learners assessed the importance of the factors influencing their EFL 

writing development. Most students scored all factors with 4 and 5, indicating that, in general, 

they considered all factors as quite central in their EFL writing development.  

As seen in Table 5.8, the participants mentioned the factors associated with language (including 

vocabulary and grammar) as the most important in their writing development. Generally, the 

situational factors are second in importance, followed by personal, instructional, and learning 

factors. For CS1, the situational factors were second in importance, followed by personal, 

learning, and instructional factors. For CS2, personal, situational, and language factors were the 

most important (93% scored above 3), with instruction and learning being the following 

important factors. CS3’s scores also fitted the general pattern mentioned, with language judged 

the most important, followed by situational, instructional, personal, and learning factors.  

Notably, the participants reported ‘learning factors’ as the least important: First, the lower 

number of students scored 4 and 5;  second,  a third of the CS2 group, and nearly a third of CS3 

participants, scored 3 (Neutral);  and finally, some of the participants in the three groups scored 

these factors only 2 (Slightly important). The lower importance and neutrality of ‘learning 

factors’ might be associated with participants’ increasing awareness of the importance of 

personal commitment.   
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Table 5-8  

Participants’ evaluation of the importance of factors influencing their EFL writing 

development 

   Importance (5 max, 1 min) 

   5 4 3 2 1 

Factors 
Curricular 

Stage 
N f (%) f (%) f (%) f (%) f (%) 

Language CS1 30 18 (60%) 10 (33.3%) 2 (6.6%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 

 CS2 30 16 (53.3%) 12 (40%) 2 (6.6%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 

 CS3 40 24 (60%) 14 (35%) 2 (5%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 

 Total 100 58 (58%) 36 (36%) 6 (6%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 

Situational CS1 30 12 (40%) 16 (53.3%) 1 (3.3%) 1 (3.3%) 0 (0%) 

 CS2 30 13 (43.3%) 15 (50%) 2 (6.6%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 

 CS3 40 14 (35%) 19 (47.5%) 7 (17.5%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 

 Total 100 39 (39%) 50 (50%) 10 (10%) 1 (1%) 0 (0%) 

Personal CS1 30 12 (40%) 14 (46.6%) 3 (10%) 0 (0%) 1 (3.3%) 

 CS2 30 13 (43.3%) 15 (50%) 2 (6.6%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 

 CS3 40 15 (37.5%) 18 (45%) 5 (12.5%) 2 (5%) 0 (0%) 

 Total 100 40 (40%) 47 (47%) 10 (10%) 2 (2%) 1 (1%) 

Instructional CS1 30 11 (36.6%) 14 (46.6%) 4 (13.3%) 1 (3.3%) 0 (0%) 

 CS2 30 9 (30%) 17 (56.6%) 4 (13.3%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 

 CS3 40 14 (35%) 21 (52.5%) 5 (12.5%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 

 Total 100 34 (34%) 52 (52%) 13 (13%) 1 (1%) 0 (0%) 

Learning CS1 30 11 (36.6%) 12 (40%) 5 (16.6%) 2 (6.6%) 0 (0%) 

 CS2 30 7 (23.3%) 11 (36.6%) 10 (33.3%) 1 (3.3%) 1 (3.3%) 

 CS3 40 14 (35%) 13 (32.5%) 12 (30%) 1 (2.5%) 0 (0%) 

 Total 100 32 (32%) 36 (36%) 27 (27%) 4 (4%) 1 (1%) 

Note. Interpretation made based on the percentages of the numbers of occurrences, not on the number of 

students as CS1 and CS2 had 30 students each while CS3 had 40. 

The factors were grouped into two general categories, Individual and Contextual, based on a 

social-cultural perspective of second language acquisition and the close relationship between 

factors. Individual factors comprise, for instance, personality, self-esteem and personal 

attitudes; Contextual factors involve social and cultural organizations surrounding the language 

learner (DFG, 2016; Lantolf, Thorne, & Poehner, 2015; Ushioda, 2009). In writing in a foreign 

language situation, individual factors are linked chiefly to liking the target language or writing. 

Contextual factors that may determine EFL writing include the (dis)similarity between the 

mother tongue (L1) and English, instruction, and the learner’s use of English in the family or 

with friends.   

Thus, language, personal, and learning factors were grouped as Individual factors, while 

situational and instructional factors were grouped as Contextual factors. Additionally, the 5-

point Likert scale was simplified to a 3-point one, taking score 3 (Neutral) as the baseline. This 
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way, scores above 3 (4, Very important, and 5, Extremely important) were put together as ‘Quite 

important’, and scores below 3 (2, Slightly important, and 1, Not important at all) were grouped 

as ‘Not important’. Table 5.9 shows this general view of the participants’ evaluation of the 

importance of Individual and Contextual factors in the development of their EFL writing.  

The data, when grouped, showed the participants viewed the two kinds of factors as almost 

equally important, with slightly more weight attributed to contextual factors, particularly for 

CS2. The percentages of ‘Not important’ scores for contextual factors also decreased. 

The importance of individual factors decreases across the curricular groups, as seen in the 

percentages of ‘Quite important’ lowering and ‘Neutral’ rising. The decrease difference was 

starker between CS1 and CS2 than between CS2 and CS3.  Contextual factors displayed a 

greater variability: its ‘Quite important’ scores percentages increased between CS1 and CS2 and 

then decreased sharply for CS3. In turn, ‘Neutral’ score percentages increased, also starkly 

between CS2 and CS3, while ‘Not important’ scores reduced to zero after CS1.  

Table 5-9  

Importance of factors influencing the participants’ EFL writing development 

      Levels of importance   

   Quite important 

(scores 5 and 4) 

Neutral            

(score 3) 

Not important 

(scores 2 and 1) 
  

Factors 
Curricular 

group 
N f (%) f (%) f (%) Total*  

Individual  CS1 30 77 (85.6%) 10 (11.1%) 3 (3.3%) 90 
 CS2 30 74 (82.2%) 14 (15.6%) 2 (2.2%) 90 
 CS3 40 98 (81.7%) 19 (15.8%) 3 (2.5%) 120 
 Total  100 249 (83%) 43 (14.3%) 8 (2.7%) 300 

Contextual CS1 30 53 (88.3%) 5 (8.3%) 2 (3.3%) 60 
 CS2 30 54 (90%)  6 (10%) 0 (0%) 60 
 CS3 40 68 (85%) 12 (15%) 0 (0%) 80 

  Total 100 175 (87.5%) 23 (11.5%) 2 (1%) 200 

Note: *Total is three times N of each curricular group for the individual factors as it puts together three 

factors. The total is double times N for contextual factors as it combines only two factors in this case.  

Overall, the results showed that the participants seemed to see language proficiency and liking 

the English language and writing in English as the most important factors in their EFL writing 

development. This view corresponds with the fact that they write in English mainly as part of 

personal interests and for learning the language more than for communicating with others. The 

importance of individual factors decreased progressively across the curricular groups, 

suggesting that the participants’ perception of EFL writing development moves from an initially 

mostly personal endeavour to a more context-dependent interest. The relatively higher 

identification of the importance of contextual factors reinforces this impression.  
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This section examined the participants’ evaluation of the importance of the factors that influence 

their EFL writing development. The results seem to reflect a dynamic tension between 

individual and contextual factors in writing development. The following section examines the 

role those factors play in either promoting or hindering writing development. 

5.3.2 Factors helping/hindering EFL writing development 

In questions 26 and 27 of the questionnaire, the participants listed the factors helping and 

hindering their writing development. Content analysis was used to examine the answers to these 

two open questions. Table 5.10 presents the answers.  

From Table 5.10, it is evident that, in the participants’ view, both types of factors play a twofold 

role in fostering or hindering their EFL writing. This dual role can be explained because these 

factors are combinations of (sub)factors that may play changing roles for each participant. For 

instance, participants who like English, or writing, see these individual factors as fostering, 

while those who dislike English or writing in English consider this individual factor as 

hindering. Additionally, while many participants (40) mentioned low proficiency as a hindrance 

for EFL writing, only a few (6) participants mentioned a good proficiency level as fostering 

writing in English.  

In general, the results showed that the three curricular groups identified Individual factors as 

more influential than contextual factors (both as fostering and as hindering) for their writing 

development. The predominance of individual factors as either helping or preventing EFL 

writing development is consistent with the EFL situation in which L1 predominates, and there 

are fewer opportunities for input and interaction in English in contrast to the ESL setting, where 

English (L2) predominates, and there are more opportunities for interaction.  

Across the curricular groups, the data in Table 5.10 indicate the participants regarded Individual 

factors as more helping than hindering but that the fostering influence of these factors for EFL 

writing development decreased. In turn, the view of Individual factors as a hindrance for writing 

development increased slightly between CS1 (73%) and CS2 (77%) and then decreased sharply 

for CS3 (57.5). This decrease in both the helping and hindering influence of Individual factors 

might be related to a greater awareness of contextual factors and a more balanced perception of 

personal skills.   

The fostering role of contextual factors decreased initially between CS1 (30%) and CS2 (23%) 

and then sharply increased in CS3 (CS3: 37.5%; Table 5.10). Likewise, the perception of 

contextual factors as hindering EFL writing development decreased sharply between CS1 (37%) 
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and CS2 (23%) and then increased markedly (40%) in CS3. However, both the fostering and 

hindering influences of contextual factors were relatively low (31% and 34%, respectively). 

Within the situational factors, nearly a third of the participants (31) identified teaching as the 

most helpful contextual factor, and a little over a third (37) reported lack of interaction and poor 

EFL instruction as considerable hindrances for their EFL writing development. The situational 

or contextual influence is related to the participants’ EFL school background, which many 

participants associated with their low level of proficiency and the situation of English as a 

foreign language in Colombia (see Section 1.1).   

Table 5-10  

Participants’ view of factors influencing their EFL writing development 

   Type of influence 

   Fostering Hindering 

Type of factor Curricular stage N f (%*) f (%*) 

Individual CS1 30 30 (100%) 22 (73.3%) 

 CS2 30 28 (93.3%) 23 (76.7%) 

 CS3 40 34 (85%) 23 (57.5%) 

 Total 100 92 (92%) 68 (68%) 

Contextual CS1 30 9 (30%) 11 (36.7%) 

 CS2 30 7 (23.3%) 7 (23.3%) 

 CS3 40 15 (37.5%) 16 (40%) 

 Total 100 31 (31%) 34 (34%) 

Note. *The interpretation is based on the percentages of occurrences, not on the number of students, as 

answers overlapped, and the groups had different sizes. 

 

Across the curricular groups, the data indicated that, unlike individual factors, the participants 

(except CS2 for whom the percentages were the same) regarded contextual influences as more 

hindering than helping EFL writing development. The fostering influence of contextual factors 

decreased between CS1 and CS2 and increased sharply in CS3. In turn, the view of individual 

factors as a hindrance for writing development decreased considerably initially between CS1 

(37%) and CS2 (23%) and then increased sharply for CS3 (40%). The difference in the helping 

and hindering influence of contextual factors might also be related to the participants’ greater 

awareness of these factors.  

In general, the descriptive statistics suggest that these EFL learners considered individual factors 

as important and mostly positive for their EFL writing development. Contextual factors are also 

deemed important but as more hindering than as helping. Some increase in the influence of 

contextual factors in CS3 is perhaps related to the students’ greater proficiency across the 
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curriculum and their progressive engagement with the broader social, academic, professional, 

and cultural situations.  

So far, the analysis has examined the participants’ perception of the importance and extent to 

which the factors help or hinder influence in shaping their EFL writing. The next sections 

present the data analysis regarding two factors fundamental for writing development: What 

learners do to improve (an individual factor); and the contributions of the BEdFLUC programme 

(a contextual factor) to the participants’ EFL writing development. 

5.3.3 What BEdFLUC learners do to develop their EFL writing 

In a foreign language context, individual factors have particular relevance in the acquisition of 

a target language. A central individual factor in the development of a foreign language is what 

learners themselves do to enhance their skills in that language. Question 24 of the questionnaire, 

an open question, asked the participants what they do to improve their English writing. Through 

thematic analysis (Sections 4.4.3.2 and 4.4.4.2), the answers were grouped into themes and then 

categorised after language learning activities according to literature in the area.   

The participants’ answers typically mentioned ‘reading’, ‘writing practice’, and, to a lesser 

extent, ‘seeking feedback’ (mainly from peers) as their primary activities for writing 

development. Reading was mentioned as a source of both language resources and models of 

writing. Reading included mainly articles, news, song lyrics, captions in films, and fiction. Less 

mentioned were ‘study’ and ‘personal reflection’ about writing and ‘written communicative 

exchange’. ‘Study and personal reflection about writing’ was described by the participants as 

attention to language/form, genre/type of text, and content. ‘Written communicative exchange’ 

was cited in the context of social networks. All these activities were classified into the three 

standard language-learning activities referenced in the literature for this research area: input-, 

output-, and interaction-driven actions. ‘Reading’, ‘seeking feedback’, ‘study about language’, 

and ‘study about writing’ were put together as input-driven actions. ‘Writing practice’ was 

classified as output-driven, and ‘written communicative exchange’ was included in interaction-

driven activities.  

Table 5.11 presents the results of the 3-factor classification. As in the previous section, the 

interpretation was based on the percentages of occurrences and not on the number of students 

due to the different size of the participating groups.  

Table 5-11  

What BEdFLUC learners do to develop their EFL Writing 

  Type of activity 



Chapter 5 Quantitative findings: Writing development in groups 
 

129 

 

  Input-driven Output-driven Interaction-driven 

Curricular stage N f (%) f (%) f (%) 

CS1 30 18 (60%) 15 (50%) 3 (10%) 

CS2 30 26 (86.7%) 22 (73.3%) 1 (6.7%) 

CS3 40 33 (82.5%) 14 (35%) 6 (15%) 

Total 100 77 (77%) 41 (41%) 11 (11%) 

 

As seen in Table 5.11, input-driven activities were the preferred writing development strategy 

of BEdFLUC EFL learners, especially by CS2 and CS3. Output-driven actions were a bit over 

half of the percentage input-centred actions got. Interestingly, input-driven and output-centred 

activities had a nearly equal presence in the initial curricular stage. It was striking that output-

centred actions were considerably less in CS3. Interaction-driven activities were the least 

frequent of the three kinds of EFL writing development actions, which is understandable in a 

foreign language setting. 

The data also showed that the input-driven activities tended to increase across the curricular 

groups, with an initial sharp increase in frequency between CS1 and CS2 but less in CS3. This 

increase-decrease pattern of input-centred activities might be consistent with an initial higher 

need for input, not so necessary later for students when their proficiency has developed. 

However, it was remarkable that the level of input-driven activities was high in the later 

curriculum stages. An explanation may be that these learners feel they require ‘input’ because 

they have not yet attained a good writing proficiency level in the last stage of the BEdFLUC 

curriculum.  

Table 5.11 also shows that, unlike input-driven activities, output-driven actions tended to 

decrease across the curricular groups, with an initial increase in frequency between CS1and CS2 

and a sharp decrease in CS3. This decline is surprising as one would expect writing practice to 

increase across the curriculum. In turn, interaction-driven actions tended to increase, with a 

decrease in frequency between CS1 and CS2 and a marked increase in CS3, which may be linked 

to the participants' greater writing proficiency. Interaction-centred development of writing, 

nevertheless, remained consistently low throughout the BEdFLUC curriculum. 

Overall, the data suggest that the participants rely more on input for language proficiency than 

practice to develop their EFL writing skills. The participants' actions (Section 5.3.3) and their 

perceptions of their instructional program (Section 5.3.4) reflect the low importance of writing 

practice. This finding contrasts with other studies that have reported this factor's relevant role in 

promoting EFL writing development in other contexts (e,g., Manchón & Roca de Larios, 2011; 

Nicolás-Conesa et al., 2014). Writing in a foreign language is mainly an academic activity; it is 
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not commonly required outside classrooms in an EFL context but varies across contexts. EFL 

writing contexts are not homogeneous and undifferentiated (see Ortega, 2012). The following 

section presents the results of the most pertinent contextual factor for second language writing 

development within a foreign language setting, that is, instructional support. 

5.3.4 BEdFLUC support to the EFL writing development of their learners 

The last question in the questionnaire inquired into the BEdFLUC contributions to the 

participants’ EFL writing development. The thematic analysis of the answers to this open-ended 

question yielded many categories. The participants mentioned ‘language and writing 

comprehension’, ‘extensive reading’, ‘writing practice’, ‘corrective feedback’, and ‘test 

training’ as the programme's main contributions to their EFL writing development. The main 

‘language comprehension’ aspects mentioned were grammar, vocabulary, and punctuation, 

while the central ‘writing comprehension’ aspects highlighted were paragraph and text 

structures and types. Interesting but less frequent were ‘culture’, ‘creativity’, ‘critical thinking 

skills’, ‘materials for independent study’, and ‘interaction opportunities in events and 

conversation clubs’. It was striking that the participants did not mention writing strategies and 

knowledge of writing processes. Also remarkable was that a few classes were identified as 

leading contributors to writing development: English VII, English VI, and English IV.  

These instructional contributions to EFL writing development identified by the participants were 

grouped into three categories: input-, output-, and interaction-driven actions, as used to classify 

what learners do to improve their EFL writing.  

Table 5.12 shows that the participants reported input-driven support as the primary BEdFLUC 

instructional influence, well over output- and interaction-driven scaffolding of writing skills. 

Interaction-driven scaffolding of writing was remarkably low in the participants’ reports. Across 

the curricular groups, input-centred was at its highest in CS3, a substantial 92.5%. The low 

percentage of output or practice-centred is unexpected, but, in general, it was larger in CS3. This 

increase in writing activity in CS3 is most likely linked to an increase in the learners’ proficiency 

and the progress in the curricular demands.  

To sum up, the analysis of the factors that affect the participants’ EFL writing development 

showed that the participants see the individual (language proficiency and motivations towards 

English or writing) and contextual factors (mainly instruction) as the most important influences 

that help or hinder their EFL writing development. Contextual factors seem to be more important 

than individual factors in the participants’ view, but as hindering rather than helping factors. 

Individual factors, in contrast, are viewed more positively. The perception of the importance 
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and dual (helping/hindering) function of individual and contextual factors reflects a dynamic 

tension between these factors, as their relevance and role differ across the curricular groups. The 

results of the participants’ actions and perceptions of BEdFLUC’s actions to promote EFL 

writing identify a predominantly input-driven learning and teaching situation.  

Table 5-12  

BEdFLUC support to the EFL writing development of their learners 

  Type of support for writing development 

  Input-driven Output-driven Interaction-driven 

Curricular stage N f (%) f (%) f (%) 

CS1 30 22 (73.3%) 10 (33.3%) 1 (3.3%) 

CS2 30 26 (86.7%) 8 (26.7%) 2 (6.6%) 

CS3 40 37 (92.5%) 17 (42.5%) 2 (5%) 

Total 100 85 (85%) 35 (35%) 5 (5%) 

 

5.4 Concluding Remarks 

So far, the presentation of findings of Phase 1 of this study has focused on the development of 

EFL writing skills of groups of learners at different learning (curricular) stages. This chapter 

has offered, first, a view of the differences in the development of the general EFL writing skills 

in three curricular groups of the BEdFLUC programme. Second, the chapter has examined the 

factors influencing that development.  

Overall, the ANCOVA results (for the general writing performance represented by the global 

scores, writing time, and writing fluency) and the MANCOVA results (for the various writing 

facets examined) revealed significant differences in the writing development across the 

BEdFLUC curriculum. Development appears not to be uniform in all the writing dimensions of 

the participants’ texts, as evidenced by scores awarded to the texts by three independent raters 

using an analytic rubric. Language (grammar, word morphology, vocabulary, and mechanics), 

Readability, Text (global and paragraph) Organization, and Task fulfilment develop steadily. 

Some writing dimensions (Audience Awareness, Register, and Voice) exhibit non-linear 

development across the curricular groups: CS1 outperforms CS2 and even CS3 in some 

dimensions. There were no statistically significant differences for Voice and Register, possibly 

because they develop more slowly and thus require longer observation time. Lack of 

development of voice is understandably related to the novice status of EFL writers. Lack of 

development of register is also related to the EFL situation in which there is no model or 

insufficient input for authentic use of the target language. 
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The results also indicate that the EFL writing development of the three BEdFLUC curricular 

groups appears to be affected by individual/personal and contextual factors. The participants see 

both individual and contextual influences as important in the development of their writing skills 

in English. The analysis identified that the participants see contextual factors (instruction, 

mainly) of slightly greater importance than individual factors (motivation and language 

proficiency). Individual and contextual factors play both fostering and hindering roles. The 

participants reported that contextual factors are hinder rather than help their EFL writing 

development. Conversely, they see individual factors as mostly positive in this process.  

The analysis of the participants’ actions to improve their EFL writing, perhaps the most 

important individual factor for writing development in a foreign-language setting, revealed that 

they resort mainly to input-driven learning activities. They reported reading and language and 

writing awareness-raising activities (grammar, paragraph and text structures and types) as their 

most frequent writing development actions. Reading provides these learners with vocabulary 

and writing models, while knowledge about language and writing support their proficiency and 

awareness about writing. It was noteworthy that not many participants reported output-driven 

(writing practice) and interaction-driven (written communicative exchange) among their EFL 

development practices.  

Similarly, the analysis of the instructional contributions of the BEdFLUC programme to 

learners’ EFL writing development, as reported by the participants, showed input-driven support 

as the predominant type of scaffolding provided by BEdFLUC. There was little evidence of 

output-driven (writing practice) and interaction-driven (written communication) in the 

participants’ reports on the BEdFLUC scaffolding for their writing development.  

This chapter has presented the results of the quantitative phase of this mixed-methods study. It 

reports on how EFL learners’ writing development differs across the three curricular stages of 

the BEdFLUC programme (RQ1) and the most influencing factors on writing development for 

higher scorers (RQ3). The following chapter presents the findings of the qualitative phase, 

which investigated the developmental trajectories of the EFL writing skills of higher and lower 

scorers from the three groups in the quantitative phase of the research (RQ2) as well as the 

factors affecting most the development of higher scorers (RQ3).  
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Chapter 6. Findings on Individual Developmental Trajectories 

Individual variability hides beneath group measures  

6.1 Introduction 

This study examined L2 writing development in an EFL situation. The previous chapter 

presented the results of the quantitative phase of the research regarding the writing development 

differences between the three BEdFLUC curricular groups (RQ1) and the factors influencing 

their development (RQ3). The current chapter reports the findings of the qualitative phase of the 

study answering (RQ2, What are the EFL writing development trajectories of higher and lower 

scorers at the three curricular stages over a 16-week semester). The participants were identified 

with a self-assigned pseudonym, the curricular stage (CS1, CS2 or CS3) and a sign indicating 

them as lower (-) or higher (+) scorers (Table 6.1).  

Table 6-1  

Participants in the qualitative phase of the study 

 Participants 

Curricular Stage Lower Scorers (-) Higher Scorers (+) 

CS1 Liliana (CS1-) Diana (CS1+) 

CS2 Damaris (CS2-) Daisy (CS2+) 

CS3 Ex (CS3-) Magnum (CS3+) 

 

As explained in Section 4.4.4.1, the developmental trajectories, or development patterns, in the 

participants’ EFL writing were examined using line graphs and tables recording the changes. 

These graphs and tables traced the participants’ writing progress as lines and scores over the 16-

week semester of the present study. The writing dimensions studied were the same ones as 

investigated in the quantitative phase of the study: 

• General writing performance (global scores—global writing performance—, writing 

time, and Text length) 

• Task (email Letter—genre—and Register) 

• Content  

• Author (Authorial Voice and Audience Awareness) 

• Text organisation (Global and Paragraph Organisation) 

• Language (Morphology, Grammar, Lexis, and Mechanics) 

• Readability 

The developmental trajectories or patterns of progress over time (see complete definitions in 

Appendix 20) were characterised with three general features, as explained in Section 4.5.4.1:  
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a) Degree of change (large, moderate, small, or null), based on criteria related to the conditions 

of the study (Table 4.7 in Qualitative analysis procedures, Chapter 4)  

b) The direction of change (progress↑, regress↓, or no-progress↔) 

c) The linearity of changes in the line (homogeneity or heterogeneity, a line being 

heterogeneous when containing two or more moderate or large changes)  

The sources of change, also part of language development analysis,  are examined in the next 

chapter as factors influencing writing development. The complete individual data (change tables 

and line graphs of developmental trajectories) about the scores in all the specific writing aspects 

and the general writing aspects (Global scores, Writing Time, Text Length, and Task Difficulty) 

are shown in the Appendices. Appendix 18A shows the individual data, Appendix 18B shows 

the information by curricular group, and Appendix 18C presents the data by achievement level, 

i.e., higher/lower scorers.  

Writing time and text length analysis followed the same parameters (degree, direction, and 

linearity of changes) and two-step procedure (line graph and data tables) used to analyse the 

other writing facets. However, in writing time and text length, the terms used to describe change 

were ‘increase’, ‘decrease’, and ‘no-increase/decrease’ instead of progress, regress, and no 

progress. These terms were used to emphasise that longer or shorter texts or writing time do not 

per se imply writing progress or regress. 

The analysis of the developmental trajectories revealed a variety of patterns that were classified 

as in Table 6.2. These patterns refer to the general features of a trajectory line, not to its parts 

or sections. With a general degree of change, a developmental pattern is considered: strong (S) 

if its trajectory has a sizeable general change as shown by the trend line (not by the difference 

between the first and last scores); moderate (M) if the general change is moderate; weak (W) if 

the general degree of change is small. Strong, moderate, and weak patterns can be either 

homogeneous (Hom) or heterogeneous (Het) in linearity with a progressive or regressive 

directionality. As non-progressive (NP) patterns entail no change; they do not have a degree or 

direction of change; they can only be homogeneous or heterogeneous in their linearity. 

Definitions of the writing development patterns are presented in Appendix 20.  

 

 

 



Chapter 6 Qualitative findings: Writing development in individual learners 
 

135 

 

Table 6-2  

Coding Scheme for Writing Development Patterns 

DEVELOPMENT PATTERN 

  Degree 

Direction Linearity 
Strong 

(S) 

Moderate 

(M) 

Weak 

(W) 

Non-progressive 

(NP) 

Progress 

(P.) 

Homogeneous 

(Hom) 

Strong 

progress, 

homogeneous  

SPHom 

Moderate 

progress, 

homogeneous 

MPHom 

Weak 

progress, 

homogeneous 

WPHom 

 

Heterogeneous 

(Het) 

Strong 

progress, 

heterogeneous 

SPHet 

Moderate 

progress, 

heterogeneous 

MPHet 

Weak 

progress, 

heterogeneous 

WPHet 

 

No 

Progress / 

No 

Regress 

Homogeneous 

(Hom) 

--- --- --- 

Non-progressive 

homogeneous 

NPHom 

Heterogeneous 

(Het) 

Non-progressive 

heterogeneous 

NPHet 

Regress 

(R.) 

Homogeneous 

(Hom) 

Strong 

regress, 

homogeneous 

SRHom 

Moderate 

regress, 

homogeneous 

MRHom 

Weak  

regress, 

homogeneous 

WRHom 

 

Heterogeneous 

(Het) 

Strong 

regress, 

heterogeneous 

SRHet 

Moderate 

regress, 

heterogeneous 

MRHet 

Weak  

regress, 

heterogeneous 

WRHet 

 

 

The sections below present the results of the six participants' developmental patterns, first 

individually and then grouped by curricular stage, with one high scorer and one low scorer per 

curricular stage. The last section supplements the text data analysis with the voice of the writers 

describing their writing development processes. 

6.2 Individual Writing Development Trajectories  

The individual developmental trajectories' data reveal that weak homogeneous progress 

(WPHom) was the most common pattern; there were 28 occurrences from the six participants. 

The frequency of the developmental patterns can be seen in the following list showing them in 

descending order, with frequencies in parentheses: 

1. WPHom: 28 instances out of 78 (36%), within which the most common were Register, 

Global score, and Readability  

2. MPHom: 14 instances (18%) within which the most common were Content and the 

Global score, Audience Awareness, and Global Organisation of CS3 

3. NPHom: eight occurrences (10%) (the most common: Letter and Mechanics)  
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4. WPHet: seven occurrences (9%) (most common: Letter and Morphology)  

5. MPHet: six occurrences (8%)  

6. WRHom: five occurrences (6%) (Grammar twice)  

7. WRHet: three instances (4%) (Letter twice)  

8. SPHom: three occurrences (4%) 

9. SPHet and NPHet: 2 occurrences (2.5%) each 

10. SRHom, SRHet, MRHom, and MRHet: zero instances. 

From this frequency list, it is also noticeable that there was no evidence of strong or moderate 

regression. Moreover, it can be seen that regress and no-progress were not so frequent. There 

was no progress in 10 instances (eight homogeneous and two heterogeneous), and regress 

occurred only eight times (five of them homogeneous). Interestingly, weak regress occurred 

mainly in the first curricular group (CS1), less in CS2, but not in CS3. Regarding trajectory 

linearity, homogeneous progress had 45 occurrences against only 15 heterogeneous 

development.   

Table 6-3  

Frequencies of Writing Development Patterns 

   Degree  

Direction Linearity Strong Moderate Weak Non-progressive Total 

Progress 
Homogeneous 4% 18% 36%  58% 

Heterogeneous 2.5% 8% 9%  19.5% 

No-

Progress / 

No-

Regress 

Homogeneous 

-- -- -- 

10% 10% 

Heterogeneous 2.5% 2.5% 

Regress 
Homogeneous   6%  6% 

Heterogeneous   4%  4% 

Total  6.5% 26% 55% 12.5% 100% 
Note: Instances (Percentages), out of a possible maximum of 78 

Table 6.3 summarises the frequencies of homogeneous and heterogeneous progress, no-

progress, and regress patterns. These results suggest overall writing progress in most of the 

writing aspects examined in the six participants’ EFL writing over the 16-week semester.   

6.2.1 Developmental patterns by writing aspect 

The developmental patterns of each writing aspect in the participants’ EFL writing are 

summarised in Table 6.4. The Global Score (overall writing performance) showed progress 

across the curricular groups. Letter, the genre, was the least developed aspect with the two CS1 

participants and the CS2 low scorer, showing regression (WR), while the CS2 higher scorer and 

the two CS3 participants showed no progress (NPHom). Lack of progress in Letter was expected 
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because of the task's neutralising design, while the regress might have been linked to tiredness 

or boredom after writing six texts of the same kind. However, regress and heterogeneity in the 

participants at the initial part of the curriculum, and no-progress in those at the end of the 

curriculum, suggest developmental stabilisation of this writing aspect due to task repetition. This 

latter interpretation is reinforced because, for Daisy, Ex, and Magnum, who had top scores, no-

progress (NP) was inevitable as further progress was not possible. 

Register was consistently WPHom (except for Daisy). Weak progress in this particular writing 

aspect seems to be understandable in a foreign language setting. Content, unexpectedly, seemed 

to progress, suggesting general writing development across the curriculum, probably linked to 

task repetition and personal maturation. Voice progressed, from weak to moderate, although 

there was one case of NP and one of regress. Audience Awareness, although irregular, also 

seemed to progress, probably due to personal, individual characteristics as evidenced in the 

participants' interviews (see Chapter 7).  

Global and Paragraph organisation also showed progress across the curriculum. The 

stabilisation of Global Organisation both individually and across the participants was noticeable. 

The small improvement in Global Organization is understandable because of the task 

instructions reminding the writers to be mindful of the text organisation. Moreover, the 

participants used the standard greeting/introduction, body/development, and closing/leave-

taking structure.  

Morphology displayed weak and heterogeneous (unstable) progress in the CS3 participants, 

suggesting a consolidating aspect that is different from Spanish (L1). Grammar trajectories 

were very irregular across participants, suggesting an aspect of language still in progress; as 

mentioned before, this EFL situation offers limited exposure to the target language. Although 

weak, the regress in CS1 and CS2 higher scorers was surprising. Damaris’ substantial progress 

(SPHom) in Grammar was in contrast to the other participants' weak progress, which supports 

the view that personal variables play a crucial role in development.  

Lexis showed unstable, heterogeneous progress in CS1 and, although weak, it was more stable 

in CS2 and CS3. Magnum’s no-progress was likely due to her higher level at the end of the 

curriculum (ceiling effect). The large variations of Lexis trajectories in CS1 suggest that 

vocabulary was an area still in progress for Diana and Liliana.  

Mechanics displayed irregular trajectories across participants because it is a challenging aspect 

for most learners, as the learners stated in their interviews. Finally, Readability showed mostly 

weak homogenous progress. Readability seems to be an area sensitive to readers and writers’ 
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individual variables. Notably, the Readability patterns were similar to those in Global Score, 

which appears logical, as readability is associated with the reader’s general impression of a text. 

As the global score resulted from averaging the analytic rubric scores, the similarity between 

Readability and Global score supports the rubric’s internal consistency. 

Text length decreased for four participants and was heterogeneous for all six, suggesting that 

text length is an unstable writing aspect. Writing time decreased for three participants, 

including the two CS3, indicating greater control of writing.  The increase of writing time in 

CS2 might be related to progress in proficiency. Overall, it was striking that Writing Time and 

Text Length were both heterogeneous, except in Ex’s texts. The instability of writing time was 

also seen in the variability across the six participants; CS2’s writing time increased substantially 

while CS3’s slightly decreased due, possibly, to greater control of this aspect by the more 

advanced curricular participants.  

Table 6-4  

Developmental Patterns per Writing Aspect per Participant 

  Participants  

Writing 

aspects 

Liliana 

(CS1-) 

Diana 

(CS1+) 

Damaris 

(CS2-) 

Daisy 

(CS2+) 

Ex 

(CS3-) 

Magnum 

(CS3+) 

Global Score WPHom WPHom MPHom WPHom MPHom WPHom 

Letter WRHet  WRHom  WRHet  NPHom NPHom NPHom 

Register WPHom WPHom WPHom NPHom WPHom WPHom  

Content  WRHet MPHom SPHom WPHom MPHom  MPHom  

Voice WRHom WPHom WPHom NPHom MPHom WPHom 

Audience 

Awareness 
MPHet WPHom  SPHom WPHom MPHom  MPHom  

Global Org. WPHet  WPHom MPHet  WPHom MPHom MPHom  

Par. Org. WPHet NPHom  MPHet  WPHom SPHet MPHet  

Morphology MPHom WPHom MPHom WPHom WPHet WPHet  

Grammar WPHom  WRHom SPHom WRHom NPHet WPHom  

Lexis WPHet WPHet  MPHet  WPHom WPHom  NPHet  

Mechanics MPHom WRHom WPHet NPHom MPHet NPHom 

Readability WPHom WPHom SPHet WPHom MPHom WPHom 

Text Length 

Moderate 

decrease  

Hetero  

Large 

increase 

Hetero 

Large 

decrease  

Hetero  

Small 

decrease  

Hetero 

Large 

increase 

Hom 

Small 

decrease, 

Hetero 

Writing Time 

Large  

decrease  

Hetero 

No 

change 

Hetero 

Large 

increase  

Hetero 

Moderate  

increase 

Hetero 

Small 

decrease 

Hetero 

Small 

decrease, 

Hetero 

     Note: Par. Org: Paragraph Organisation 
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In sum, the results showed that the participants’ predominant writing development pattern was 

that of weak homogeneous progress (Chiefly in Register, Global Score, and Readability). These 

findings are consistent with the quantitative results, which indicated a small, but significant 

general writing development and identified Register as a writing aspect with lower, or slower, 

progress. The second most common writing development pattern was moderate homogenous 

progress, mainly for Content. However, Damaris (CS2-) and Ex (CS3-) had moderate progress 

in their Global Scores (i.e., in their general writing performance). The lower scorers' general 

writing performance in the first curricular stages seems to develop more than the higher scorers' 

general writing performance (whose Global Score patterns showed weak progress) (see 

Appendix 18B). This result suggests that the lower scorers' writing development accelerates 

across the curriculum. Nevertheless, this result may be due to a ceiling effect. Also notable was 

the two participants belonging to the final curricular stage had moderate homogenous progress 

for the three same writing aspects, Content, Audience Awareness, and Global Organisation, 

which was also evident in the quantitative results suggesting that these aspects develop at late 

curricular stages. 

While most of the participants’ development was homogeneous (45 instances 58%), instability 

(heterogeneity) was noticeable (16 occurrences, 19.5%). The predominance of homogeneity in 

the participants’ development is likely because of the short observation period. Simultaneously, 

the heterogeneity might be associated with the still consolidating EFL learning of the 

participants. Heterogeneous patterns indicated aspects of writing with unstable development; 

for instance, Lexis in the first curricular group and Morphology in the final curricular group. 

The finding of both progress and regress and stability and instability in the development of 

specific aspects of writing has both research and pedagogical interest. 

6.2.2 Developmental patterns by individual participant 

The writing development patterns of each participant are summarised in Table 6.5. As seen from 

this table, four of the six participants, Liliana, Diana, Daisy, and Magnum, had mainly WPHom 

patterns.  

Liliana’s (CS1-) predominant patterns were WPHom (four aspects, 31%) and WPHet. She had 

seven writing facets with a weak-progress pattern, three with moderate progress, and three with 

weak regress. Liliana was a low scorer but showed general progress in her Global writing 

performance and nine specific writing dimensions. The data indicate that Liliana made more 

progress in Morphology, Mechanics, and Audience Awareness, with some regress in Letter, 

Content, and Voice, likely because of boredom or tiredness. The data also indicate the writing 
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areas in which she made more frequent stable (homogenous) and unstable (heterogeneous) 

development: Audience Awareness, Text Organisation, and Lexis seemed to be Liliana’s 

unstable EFL writing aspects.  

Table 6-5  

Patterns of individual writing development trajectories  

 Participants 

Patterns Liliana 

(CS1-) 

Diana 

(CS1+) 

Damaris 

(CS2-) 

Daisy 

(CS2+) 

Ex    (CS3-

) 

Magnum 

(CS3+) 

SPHom --- --- 

Content 

Aud. Awar 

Grammar 

--- --- --- 

SPHet --- --- 
Readab. 

--- 
P. Org. 

 
--- 

MPHom 

Morph. 

Mech. 

Content G.Score 

Morph. 

--- 

G.Score 

Content 

Voice 

Aud. Awar 

G.Org. 

Readab. 

Content 

Aud. Awar 

G. Org. 

MPHet 

Aud. 

Awar --- 

G. Org. 

P. Org. 

Lexis 

--- 

Mech. P. Org. 

WPHom 

G.Score 

Register  

Grammar 

Readab.  

G.Score 

Register 

Voice 

Aud. Awar 

G. Org. 

Morph. 

Readab.  

Register 

Voice 

 

G.Score 

Content 

Aud. Awar 

G. Org. 

P. Org. 

Morph. 

Lexis 

Readab. 

Register 

Lexis 

G.Score 

Register 

Voice 

Grammar 

Readab.  

WPHet 

G.Org. 

P.Org. 

Lexis 

Lexis Mech. --- Morph.  Morph. 

NPHom 

---  

P. Org. 

--- 

Letter 

Register 

Voice 

Mech. 

Letter Letter 

Mech. 

NPHet --- --- --- --- Gramm. Lexis 

WRHom 

Voice Letter  

Grammar 

Mech. 

--- 

Grammar  

--- --- 

WRHet 
Letter 

Content --- 
Letter 

--- --- --- 

MRHom --- --- --- --- --- --- 

MRHet --- --- --- --- --- --- 

SRHom --- --- --- --- --- --- 

SRHet --- --- --- --- --- --- 

Note: Aud.Awar: Audience Awareness; G.Org: Global organisation; P.Org: Paragraph organisation; 

Morph: Morphology; Gramm: Grammar; Mech: Mechanics; Readab: Readability, G.Score: Global score 
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Diana’s (CS2+) most frequent developmental pattern was WPHom, with seven writing aspects 

(54%). Her second most common pattern was WRHom, in Letter, Grammar, and Mechanics. 

Surprisingly, Diana had moderate homogeneous progress in Content, a pattern she shared with 

the two CS3 participants. The progress in Content, and the weak progress and some regress in 

linguistic aspects indicate she might have paid more attention to content than form when writing.  

Damaris (CS2-) had substantial progress in four writing aspects; three were homogeneous: 

Content, Audience Awareness, and Grammar, and one was heterogeneous: Readability. Her 

SPHom was remarkable, particularly for Grammar, as this was a writing dimension with weak 

progress, no-progress, and even regress for the other participants. Additionally, Damaris shared 

the SPHom pattern in Audience Awareness and Content with the two CS3 participants. She also 

had moderate progress in five writing aspects, including her Global scores, her general writing 

performance. Three of these MP were heterogeneous and included Global and Paragraph 

Organisation.  Although weak, Damaris also had a progressive pattern for Register, Voice, and 

Mechanics, this last being heterogeneous or seemingly unstable. Lastly, Damaris had only one 

regressive pattern, which was weak and heterogeneous, for Letter. As for the other participants, 

instability might have been linked to boredom or tiredness after repeatedly writing the same 

kind of text. Overall, Damaris seemed to be the participant with more writing development 

within this study.  

Daisy’s (CS2+) most characteristic developmental pattern was WPHom, for eight of the 13 

writing aspects (62%, including Global scores). Her second most frequent development pattern 

was no-progress for four writing aspects (Letter, Register, Voice, and Mechanics). Letter was 

expected not to develop much because it was an easy genre, as mentioned before. Daisy did not 

develop Register and Voice, probably because these aspects are more complex or take longer to 

develop. Noticeable, Daisy’s only regress, in Grammar, was weak, which may be a personal 

weakness shared with Diana (CS1+).  

Ex’s (CS3-) most frequent writing development pattern was moderate progress with six writing 

aspects (46%, including her Global scores). Ex’s moderate progress in Content, Audience 

Awareness, and Global Organisation was also demonstrated by Magnum, the CS3 higher scorer; 

Mechanics also displayed an MP pattern, but it was heterogeneous or unstable. Ex only had 

three writing aspects with weak progress, two of them homogeneous (Register and Lexis). 

Morphology, the WPHet was another pattern shared with Magnum. Ex had only two non-

progressive patterns, Letter, as expected, and Grammar, a seemingly personal weakness. Ex’s 

writing did not have any regress during the six-text series. 
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Magnum’s (CS3+) main writing development pattern was weak homogenous progress with five 

aspects 39%, (including Global score). The WPHom pattern for Global Score, Register, and 

Readability was the same for the three higher scorers and Liliana, the CS1 lower scorer.  This 

shared feature made WPHom the most frequent writing trajectory pattern across the six 

participants and indicated the particular writing dimensions represented within this pattern. 

Magnum’s second most frequent pattern was MPhom for Content, Audience Awareness, and 

Global organisation, a pattern that was shared with Ex (CS3-). Magnum had NP in three writing 

facets, two of them linguistic aspects and Letter, in which she performed consistently on the top 

score. Magnum’s writing did not have any regress during the six-text series.  

In sum, the results showed that Liliana (the lower scorer of the first curricular stage) and the 

three higher scorers (Diana, Daisy, and Magnum) had a weak homogeneous progress pattern in 

most of the aspects examined in their EFL writing over a 16-week semester. Daisy (CS2+) was 

probably the participant with less writing development, with mainly weak progress and no-

progress, and one regress. In contrast, Damaris (CS2-) had the most prominent general progress 

(mostly moderate and strong progress with only one regression). Daisy’s weak progress might 

have been related to stabilisation, and Damaris’s considerable progress might have been related 

to the start or a new developmental stage as postulated by CDST (Larsen-Freeman & Cameron, 

2008). The two participants in the more advanced curricular stage (CS3) were the only ones 

with no regress over the 16-week semester observed. 

This section has presented the findings of the individual writing development trajectories. The 

following section presents the writing development trajectories of these participants grouped by 

curricular stage. 

6.3 Writing Development Trajectories by Curricular Stage 

6.3.1 Initial Curricular Stage (CS1) 

 Liliana (CS1-) and Diana (CS1+) had the same developmental pattern for five writing aspects, 

including Global Scores; the other four writing aspects, Content, Grammar, Mechanics, and 

Voice, were similar, as Table 6.6 shows. A notable difference was Diana’s predominance of 

homogeneous patterns when compared with Liliana, which seemed to reflect Diana’s more 

stable writing processes. Liliana’s unstable writing patterns might explain her low scores; global 

and paragraph organisation seemed to be her particularly unsteady writing aspects. Both Liliana 

and Diana had a weak regress in Letter due to low scores in the last two texts, probably because 

of boredom, tiredness, or the influence of situational factors, such as the end of the semester.  
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Table 6-6  

Writing Development Patterns in CS1  

 Participants  

Writing facets Liliana (CS1-) Diana(CS1+) Comparison 

Global Score WPHom WPHom Same 

Text Length Moderate decrease Het Large increase Het Opposite 

Writing Time Large decrease Het No change Het Different 

Letter WRHet WRHom Same 

Register WPHom WPHom Same 

Content  WRHet MPHom Opposite 

Voice WRHom WPHom Opposite 

Audience Awareness MPHet WPHom Similar 

Global Org. WPHet WPHom Similar 

Par. Org. WPHet NPHom Similar 

Morphology MPHom WPHom Similar 

Grammar WPHom WRHom Opposite 

Lexis WPHet WPHet Same 

Mechanics MPHom WRHom Opposite 

Readability WPHom WPHom Same 

        Note: Par. Org.: Paragraph Organisation 

Diana and Liliana’s development lines were very separated (Appendix 18B, figures for CS1). 

While Diana’s scores were usually high and well above the CS1 group average, Liliana’s scores 

were relatively low and often below the group average. The distance between their trajectories 

was especially evident in the linguistic aspects (Morphology, Grammar, Lexis, and Mechanics) 

and Readability. Whereas there was a noticeable difference in linguistic proficiency between 

the two participants, there was also a relative closeness in writing aspects like Register, Voice, 

and Audience Awareness. The comparison between Liliana and Diana’s trends for the linguistic 

aspects also revealed that, despite their differences as lower and higher scorers, Liliana had clear 

progress compared to Diana’s minimal increase. This differential progress likely reflects that 

when a learner has already reached a high level, as seen in Diana’s high scores, there is little 

room for improvement, whereas the learners’ improvement at lower levels can be noticeable 

The sharp contrast between Diana and Liliana’s overall no-progress trends and their large score 

fluctuations for Paragraph Organisation during the process might have been linked to the kind 

of text. Letters, particularly if informal, as in this study, allow for flexible organisation. A 

remarkable feature of Liliana’s trajectories was that progress was not always sustained with 

scores dropping to levels close to the initial level, as in the case of Letter, Register, Content, 

Voice, and Global and Paragraph Organisation (Appendix 18B, figures for CS1 particular 

writing dimensions,).   
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Finally, Liliana’s and Diana’s Text Length and Writing Time were quite different (Appendix 

18B, figures for CS1 general writing dimensions). Diana’s text length progressively rose above 

CS1 average (except for the decreases in texts 2 and 5), while Liliana’s dipped steadily below 

average (except for her increase in text 2). Diana had a large increase (approximately 140 

words), and Liliana’s increase was moderate (approximately 60 words). Diana and Liliana used 

less writing time than their curricular group average in the first study. Diana’s time was shorter 

and more stable, and with more minor variations than Liliana’s. The trajectories converged at 

the end: Diana’s trend was a small increase (2 minutes) while Liliana’s trend showed a 

noticeable reduction in writing time (15 minutes). The stabilisation of writing time might be 

related to mastery of this core writing skill. 

6.3.2 Middle Curricular Stage (CS2) 

As seen in Table 6.7, Damaris (CS2-) and Daisy (CS2+) had relatively different writing 

development patterns. They had different or opposite trajectories in seven writing aspects and 

similar developmental patterns in six. They did not have equal developmental patterns in any of 

the writing aspects. 

The two CS2 participants’ developmental trajectories (Appendix 18B, Figures for CS2) were 

closer than the CS1 participants’ lines; and were closer for Text 6 than at the beginning for Text 

1. The increasing proximity of the lines suggests progress within the curricular stage and over 

the 16 weeks observed. The higher scorer’s (Daisy) trajectories were more homogeneous than 

the lower scorer’s (Damaris) lines, a pattern that was evident in CS1. Another feature of the CS2 

participants’ trajectories shared with the CS1 participants was the frequently un-sustained 

progress of the low scorer: Damaris’ lines dropped after having increased in Register, Voice, 

Readability and the linguistic aspects.  

As in CS1, the Global Score trajectories (general writing performance) reflected Daisy and 

Damaris as higher and lower scorers, respectively. Daisy’s scores were above the global score 

average of the CS2 group in the first phase of the study, and Damaris’ scores were below that 

average, but only in the first half of the six-writing series. Daisy’s trajectory was relatively 

homogeneous, with only minor score variations; her scores were always in the top band, while 

Damaris’ trajectory moved from band 3 to band 4 and remained there (see Appendix 18B, Figure 

‘Global scores - CS2’).  Rapid “recovery” after a score drop and general homogeneity were 

typical features of Daisy’s trajectories, whereas Damaris’ progress was more unstable but 

ascending. Both learners reached their Global Score peak at the end of the six-writing series.  
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Table 6-7  

Writing Development Patterns in CS2  

 Participants  

Writing facets  Damaris (CS2-) Daisy (CS2+) Comparison 

Global Score MPHom WPHom Different 

Text Length 
Large decrease 

Heterogeneous 

Small decrease 

Heterogeneous 
Different 

Writing Time 
Large increase 

Heterogeneous 

Moderate increase 

Heterogeneous 
Similar 

Letter WRHet NPHom Different 

Register WPHom NPHom Similar 

Content  SPHom WPHom Opposite 

Voice WPHom NPHom Similar 

Audience 

Awareness 
SPHom WPHom Opposite 

Global Org. MPHet WPHom Similar 

Par. Org. MPHet WPHom Similar 

Morphology MPHom WPHom Similar 

Grammar SPHom WRHom Opposite 

Lexis MPHet WPHom Different 

Mechanics WPHet NPHom Similar 

Readability SPHet WPHom Opposite 
Note. Par. Org.: Paragraph Organisation 

Notably, Damaris’ lines showed a 2-stage trajectory displaying an important variation in the 

linearity after Text 3, probably resulting from task repetition as seen in her score increases. 

However, the limited number of time points (six) did not allow a precise analysis of this aspect. 

Damaris’ marked progress in Grammar after Text 3 was sustained above the group average and 

not far from Daisy’s level. 

Damaris and Daisy both had progressively shorter texts and longer writing time. While this 

might have been due to the increase in text revision, it was not reflected in better global scores. 

Most of Daisy’s texts were below the average text length of her curricular group. In contrast, 

most of Damaris’ texts were above average, suggesting that writing achievement and text length 

were not directly related. Daisy’s texts became steadily shorter in the first part of the six-writing 

series; her trajectory then appeared to become less stable in Text 5 with a large (139-word) 

increase and a subsequent large (121-word) decrease in the last text. Damaris’ Text Length had 

large fluctuations progressively diminishing and getting closer to the group average. The 

stabilisation of text length at the end of the six-writings series suggests greater control of this 

important writing aspect.  
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Overall, both Damaris and Daisy’s Writing Time trends had large increases (11 and 21 minutes, 

respectively), with the longest writing time at the end of the observation period.  

6.3.3 Final Curricular Stage (CS3) 

Table 6.8 summarises the writing development patterns of Ex (CS3-) and Magnum (CS3+), 

which in general were analogous. They had the same developmental trajectory in seven of the 

13 writing dimensions (including Global scores) and similar in other three aspects. Ex and 

Magnum had no regression with the only difference in their developmental trajectories in 

Grammar, Mechanics, and Readability. These similarities and differences seemed to be related 

to proficiency and personal characteristics. For instance, the trajectory for Mechanics suggested 

Magnum had obtained a good level of development of Mechanics while Ex was still 

consolidating it. Their trajectories for Mechanics ended at the level of the CS3 group average. 

However, the little progress shown by Magnum’s was due to high initial scores so that little 

further progress could be recorded. 

Table 6-8  

Writing Development Patterns in CS3 

  Participants  

Writing facets Ex (CS3-) Magnum (CS3+) Comparison 

Global Score MPHom WPHom Same 

Text Length Large increase Hom Small decrease Het Opposite 

Writing Time Small decrease Het Small decrease Het Same 

Letter NPHom NPHom Same 

Register WPHom WPHom Same 

Content  MPHom MPHom Same 

Voice MPHom WPHom Similar 

Audience Awareness MPHom MPHom Same 

Global Org. MPHom MPHom Same 

Par. Org. SPHet MPHet Similar 

Morphology WPHet WPHet Same 

Grammar NPHet WPHom Similar 

Lexis WPHom NPHet Similar 

Mechanics MPHet NPHom Different 

Readability MPHom WPHom Different 

           Note: Par. Org.: Paragraph Organisation 

Close inspection of the two CS3 participants’ lines (Appendix 18B, Figures for CS3) shows that 

they were much closer to each other than the CS2 and CS1 participants’ lines, mainly because 

Magnum’s trajectory was lower, and Ex’s was higher. Unlike the CS1 and CS2 low-scorers, 

Ex’s trajectory was mostly above the CS3 group average in the first phase of the study. While 
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Ex and Magnum’s trajectories were sometimes different, their lines were more aligned than 

CS1’s and CS2’s. This finding suggested not only higher proficiency, but also personal 

variability not often observed in developmental reports focused on proficiency level.  

Magnum’s progress was noticeably faster, reaching higher scores earlier and sustaining the 

improved level more steadily than Ex. Magnum’s and Ex’s trajectories both started below the 

CS3 group average, which was soon surpassed by Magnum’s overall trend and, remarkably, 

Ex’s tendency towards a substantial increase except for Register and the linguistic aspects. The 

trajectories of their linguistic aspects (Morphology, Grammar, Lexis, and Mechanics) were, in 

general, more unstable than in the other writing facets. This instability might have been related 

to the EFL learning situation in which language proficiency is still developing. For instance, the 

developmental trajectories for Grammar were puzzling in that when Magnum’s scores 

decreased, Ex’s scores increased, and vice versa. Nevertheless, their general trends suggested 

no or very slight development tendency. Ex’s greater instability seemed to indicate a writing 

aspect still consolidating.  

Regarding Text Length, most of Magnum’s texts were shorter than the CS3 group average; Ex’s 

first three texts were also shorter than the group average, but the last three were longer. Their 

trends differed, with Magnum tending towards shorter texts and Ex’s showing a large increase 

in Text Length. Again, it seemed that the higher scorer had greater control of text length than 

the lower scorer had.  

About Writing Time, Magnum’s and Ex’s trajectory of writing times were similar but 

“displaced” in that Ex’s times for Texts 1, 2, 3 and 4 were similar to Magnum’s times for Texts 

2, 3, 4, and 5, respectively (see Appendix 18B, CS3 general writing performance, Figure 

‘Writing time – CS3’). While Magnum’s trajectory started with a brief stable phase, Ex’s 

trajectory ended with a brief stable phase, which was very close to the group average. In general, 

both writing time trajectories had large fluctuations tending to decrease. Magnum’s trend line 

showed a moderate (6-minute) descending tendency while Ex’s trend decrease was small (3 

minutes). Magnum and Ex’s progressive stabilisation of writing time may be related to an 

increased control of writing skills.  

Peak scores were reached by most participants near the end of the six-writing series, particularly 

in Text 4 (Table 6.9) and onwards. While this might have been linked to task repetition, it is 

unlikely that this particular text favoured every writing aspect because its topic was similar to 

the topic in Texts 5 and 6. Nevertheless, Text 4 was the easiest, as apparent in the difficulty 

scores awarded by the participants (see Appendix 19). It was surprising that all the three lower 
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scorers, but only one high scorer, Diana (CS1+), reached their peak scores in Text 4.  Task 

repetition likely benefits lower scorers and students in the initial learning stages more than it 

benefits able or more experienced learners.  

Table 6-9  

Text where the participants had their peak scores 

  Location of peak score 

Curricular 

stage 
Participant Text 1 Text 2 Text 3 Text 4 Text 5 Text 6 

CS1 Liliana 

(CS1-) 

   X   

 Diana 

(CS1+) 
 

   X   

CS2 Damaris 

(CS2-) 

     X 

 Daisy 

(CS2+) 
 

   X X  

CS3 Ex (CS3-)     X X 

 Magnum 

(CS3+) 

   X   

 

Overall, the analysis of the developmental trajectories by curricular stage in Table 6.9 shows a 

diversity of general progress pathways. More noticeable differences are apparent in the scores 

of participants of the mid curricular stage, likely due to this stage being unstable. The similarities 

in the CS3 participants were probably because of higher proficiency. The trajectories in the 

various writing aspects show a progressive closeness over the curricular stages. For example, 

the two CS3 participants’ lines are closer to each other than the two CS2 participants’ lines; in 

turn, the lines of the two CS2 participants are closer to each other than the two CS1 participants’ 

lines (in Figure 6.1).  

Moreover, compared to the higher scorers’ trajectories, the lower scorers' lines appeared to be 

more heterogeneous or unstable, with more considerable variation and progress often not 

sustained. However, although the lower scorers’ trajectories were more unstable, there was a 

greater alignment of the lower scorers’ increasing trends than those of the higher scorers. While 

these results suggest individual variability, there is evidence of overall EFL writing progress 

through a variety of pathways, as posited by CDST.  
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Figure 6-1 Example of developmental trajectories getting closer progressively across the 

curriculum 

These results were in line with the results of the quantitative phase of the study, which showed 

a limited but statistically significant development in most of the EFL writing aspects examined. 

However, the analysis of the developmental patterns accounts for only what can be seen from 

the texts, ‘the voice of the texts’. In line with the comprehensive view of writing adopted, it is 
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necessary also to consider the reader in the context. The following section presents the writers 

and readers’ voices, providing their view of writing development aspects beyond (and behind) 

the texts.  

6.4 Participants’ Views of their Writing Development  

The themes extracted from the three reflective interviews and the six immediate post-writing 

retrospective interviews have an important developmental value because they were built from 

the three interviews (I) and the six immediate post-writing retrospective interviews (RI) over 

the 16-week semester of the study. The writers’ interviews (and some raters’ feedback 

comments) revealed unexpected aspects of the participants’ EFL writing development that were 

not evident in the texts. Firstly, for the writers, general writing improvement is not necessarily 

seen in the text scores. For instance, development can be seen in confidence and awareness, as 

Diana noted in her final interview:   

Main achievements in my writing? … Being able to write more than a paragraph!  

[laughing] Yes, as I said, I couldn't do that before.  Two, three sentences, and that was it 

but now I can write a letter, a full text, and I feel proud of that. It’s a big achievement 

because, now, I don't feel [anymore] like just a three-year-old English speaker. I’m like, 

maybe, a fifteen-year-old speaker! I’ve improved. I have grown up as a writer… I was 

‘lost’ at the beginning but then I gained confidence. (Diana, 30 May 2017, I313. Emphasis 

added)  

Damaris expressed a similar sense of achievement and writing development: “I went from zero 

to hero!” (Damaris, 4 June 2017, I3, 31:20). 

Development in writing was also evident in other aspects of writing, such as the participants’ 

perception of the task difficulty and coherence of their text, as Liliana said:  

I think that the development of the texts is now easier and faster for me. Now, I plan and 

develop more. I think that I rambled too much before; my ideas were not concrete, with 

information missing or something like that. Now, I do feel that I finish the ideas, and 

the ideas are coherent. (Liliana, 10 June 2017, I3) (Researcher’s translation) 

For Damaris, text awareness at several interrelated levels (language, content clarity, and text 

form) seemed to constitute the critical writing development aspects: “English is simple. Keeping 

it simple was a turning point… Making the text simple, clear not to make the reader crazy” 

(Damaris, 4 June 2017, I3). Daisy stated that her writing development was evident mainly in her 

authorial voice along with accuracy, clarity, and audience awareness: “What has changed is the 

way I approach texts. Now it’s more me.” (Daisy, 1 June 2017, I3, 21:50. Emphasis added). 

 
13 I: interview; RI: retrospective interview, henceforth. 
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“Now, I am more precise… and I am more descriptive… I think ‘someone is reading [my text] 

and that person will have me when they read it. So, I really need them to understand what I am 

saying.’” (Daisy, 1 June 2017, I3, 22:20) 

6.4.1 Voice 

The writers’ retrospective interviews also identified connections between aspects such as Voice 

and Audience Awareness, Register, Task Difficulty, and Content choice and treatment. 

Oh, he [the reader] is close, yes, because we have already supposedly exchanged lots of 

letters and emails. I mean, we [already] have a good relationship, and I was happy to 

talk about this because it got more serious than before [previous messages]. In this one, 

it was a serious subject for me, so I took it very seriously. I wanted to talk about our 

current situation, but I didn't because I wanted to focus on the song. So, I tried not to 

write more than I should, to be precise and keep it simple. The strength of this text is, I 

think, the topic. […] This text is different because I stopped talking about things I like, 

and I went like talking about things that matter with someone. It’s like ‘I see you more 

just like a person receiving some information I send to you, but as a person, I can discuss 

with’. In this text, I was more concerned with talking about the subject more than trying 

to get a good grade. I was more concerned with making my point clear and making the 

person reflect on what I was talking about, making the person appreciate the song. 

(Damaris, 4 June 2017, RI6; emphasis added) 

For Daisy, Voice had to do with personal expression and text organisation:  

I tried to express the way that song makes me feel. I think I did it well. The first part 

was like technical [information about the song and the writer]. I just decided to tell this 

person what this song is about, what it makes you feel, and finally, I invited this person 

to listen to it. For this particular case, I said this was my favourite song, and I added 

some context. So, because I like to sing, I said ‘you know, last time we met, you asked 

me what kind of music I like to sing’. In the end, I just restated that the kind of music I 

like is the one that makes you feel something like just to close the text. That’s how I 

organized it. (Daisy, 1 June 2017, RI6) 

Magnum and Ex remarked on the relationship between voice and audience awareness, 

perception of text quality, and content choice:  

It made me think because I don’t have a favourite song. So, I chose one, and I thought 

about a friend who loves to listen to music. Then, I began with the ‘hello, how are you’… 

and then I told her a little about my life and how music helps me release stress. Then, I 

began to tell her about the song and everything on the instructions [of the task]… So, I 

told her what this song makes me feel and how I feel when I listen to it, and all I said 

there, is true. Actually true. I always write to real people. The family that I have abroad. 

I do my best every time I sit here, and I don’t know if it’s worth it, but it’s from the 

heart, actually. It’s not like those texts ‘Oh, I have to do it because I will be graded and 
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I need the grade’. No, no, no. It’s from the heart, actually. (Magnum, 13 June 2017, 

RI6; emphasis added) 

This time, I had to think a little bit more because I don’t really have a favourite song. So 

I was thinking which of my favourites was the best to write the letter and I realized that 

some of the songs I like are not deep; they are just commercial music, pop music. So, I 

thought, ‘OK, I need to talk about some theme that is worth’. I suddenly thought of 

Michael Jackson. He had great songs with a message. So, I chose my favourite song of 

Michael... This was a good text because this time I made it more personal because I love 

this song. One of the strengths of this text is that I made it more personal this time so 

that it could be more ‘touchable’ [her emphasis] for the other person, to get closer to 

the other person. This time I am writing the letter to a girl because I think, in songs… 

it’s better to talk to a girl about those things that you feel comfortable with. So I decided 

I choose a girl and because I don’t have to make a big effort to convince her to listen to 

the song. (Ex, 7 June 2017, RI6; emphasis added)    

The raters, in most cases, were sparse in their comments about Voice. 

“Personal voice evident” (Rater E, evaluation comments to Daisy’s Text 1).  

“This letter really expands the information and details about the movie. The author was 

able to portray her feelings with an accurate description of the plot and the cast behind 

this production” (Rater A, evaluation of Daisy’s Text 5).  

“This is a good enjoyable letter; the author really catches the reader’s interest and 

performs her passion through her rhetoric” (Rater A, evaluation of Ex’s Text 4). 

“The situation is original, and some elements are cautiously addressed.” (Rater A, of 

Magnum’s Text 2).  

“The text had a compelling introduction that has no continuation in the rest of the letter” 

(Rater A, evaluation of Ex’s Text 2).  

The scarcity of raters’ comments about Voice might have been related to the fact that this aspect 

is quite subjective, and it is not always easy to see the writer’s voice in a text and least to evaluate 

it objectively.  

6.4.2 Register 

The writers and readers (raters) also reported they viewed Register as not restricted to an email 

letter's formal/informal nature. They mentioned its relationship with the topic, genre, audience, 

and writers and readers’ individual characteristics, a view that is similar to that of systemic 

functional linguistics (SFL).  

If I’m writing a letter, I need to use another register; it would be stronger words, no 

contractions, like more separate words, ‘classy’ words… but in a letter to a, to a friend... 

Hmm, I don't know, maybe the headings [date and salutation] and everything you put 

up here like you should in a letter, I don't [include them] in an E-Mail… Hmmm, I don't 

know... Most of the letters we get nowadays have this plain format; they just change 
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your name, and that’s it. So, it’s not even worth reading it, but in an E-Mail, you can use 

images, emojis, everything; you can even add music to it. (Damaris, 21 May 2017, RI5) 

 

In Text 6, Damaris said she used a rather formal register in relation to the serious nature of the 

topic (scandal14):  

[In this text] I have like a familiar language. I tried not to use slang. Not with this topic. 

This topic is not something I would joke about. So, I kept it not so standard but a little 

bit higher than that. So, I tried to use some fancy words, like ‘malleable’.  (Damaris, 4 

June 2017, RI6, 11:35).  

6.4.3 Content 

The writers’ immediate post-writing retrospective interviews also revealed connections between 

content development and attitude, knowledge, and situational aspects. For instance, Damaris 

found the topic in Text 1 very appealing: 

“I feel really passionate about the university, so I am glad to be able to talk about it and 

to invite someone to give it a try… I felt good because it made me think about the things 

I like and the fact that I feel really lucky to be here” (Damaris, 19 March 2017, RI1).  

However, Damaris was confused about the content in Text 2 and found it very hard. “I was 

confused because I don´t know much about the 'Cali fair'. So, I was trying to remember about 

the 'Cali fair' … The topic was hard. Yes, it was really hard! For me it was hard.” (Damaris, 19 

March 2017, RI2). In Daisy’s case, her knowledge of the topic made it hard in Text 2 but for 

the opposite reason to Damaris’. Daisy knew a lot about the topic, and it was hard for her to 

decide what to omit:  

This text was more difficult. Because of the topic, because the fair lasts only five days, 

but there are many things to do during the fair, so it was more difficult to organize the 

content. I tried to pick the most important, what I think is more interesting… It was not 

a good text because it missed content because the topic was very broad. (Daisy, April 1 

2017, RI2)  

In that same Text 2, a contextual factor might have affected Damaris’ content:  

Before coming here, I was reading the news, and I got sad about this thing15 that 

happened in Putumayo, so I was like [sad], and that has me like down today. So, [in this 

text] I was trying to think about 'Cali’s fair' that is something cheerful, nice… It’s like 

colliding [contradictory]…Yeah, I don’t know, I didn’t feel totally comfortable with the 

subject. (Damaris, 19 March 2017, RI2, 5:30) 

 
14 Damaris chose a song in Spanish whose title is Scandal (by Rubén Fuentes) and talks about love that is not 

accepted socially.  
15 A landslide that killed around 200 people in a Colombian Southern province 
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6.4.4 Audience Awareness 

Improvement in Audience Awareness, which may enhance text quality, might have been related 

to task repetition. As mentioned by Daisy, “One of the strengths of this text is that I was probably 

able to get my reader’s attention without giving out too many details of the film” (Daisy, 18 

May 2017, RI5).  

Furthermore, the participants mentioned Audience Awareness as related to language use and 

Register. They also reported that their awareness of the rater as an audience, and evaluator, 

influenced their writing.  

I feel that what the lecturers evaluate in the text is that everything is coherent, that the 

text has a [clear] structure and, of course, that I use language well, that the text reflects 

that I have learned because at this level I have to write certain kind of sentences. I have 

to show that my level has increased. So, that is what I revise in my texts, but I also take 

into account that I am writing to a particular person. So, regardless of the lecturer’s 

evaluation of my text, I try to put the things I write in context, and I try to write to my 

friend in a way that is not too formal… The task prompt does not usually press me, I 

read it and then, ‘o.k., I now know what I have to do’. However, in this case, everything 

[from the prompt] had to be there [in the text]. So, this may be made me write more for 

the person that revises the text than for the reader (Daisy, 18 May 2017, RI5). 

The rubric [the presence of an evaluator] did not affect my writing. Well, not that much 

because I’m trying to stick to the assignment that is writing to my friend, and I know 

that my reader and the person who’s going to evaluate will read it as, I hope, as if he 

were the one receiving the letter. So I focused more on writing for my friend online, so 

that's why I did today the, like, the checklist because I didn't want to leave anything 

outside.  (Damaris, 21 May 2017, RI5).   

Some writers imagined readers:  

“It was a he… We are close friends, so we usually share time, and we, you know, go to 

eat ice cream or to the cinema, go to do things friends usually do. So, we can, like, open 

our feelings without a problem.” (Ex, 3 May 2017, RI4).  

“It’s a new person... It’s not a real person but imagined… It’s like an old friend, so we 

are, like, close, and yeah, he is one of my best friends. I usually share time with him…” 

(Ex, 3 June 2017, RI5)  

Other writers linked the audience with real situations, friends, or relatives to give context to the 

communication (letter) and to make it easier to imagine their audience.  

It will be like a real situation, and I begin writing to someone I have abroad. So, it was 

a niece that lives in Germany. She was participating in a cooking contest, and I explained 
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to her everything about sancocho16 because she wanted to do something traditional. 

[Emphasis added]. (Magnum, 9 May 2017, RI3)  

Imagined or real, the audience is a writing facet that profoundly influences writing content, 

language, and organisation. In Text 6, for example, Ex chose a male reader for a particular 

purpose, to convince her reader, as seen in her quote in Voice (Section 6.4.1 above). Ex chose a 

female audience in Text 4 for the same purpose:  

Yeah, I talk to him because I know most of the girls love this kind of movies. If I say 

that I like it, so they [girls] are going to watch it because I like it. So there is no reason 

to explain that. In the other case, boys are like more, ‘Yeah, this is romantic, so I don't 

like it’ because that is a girl’s thing’ and all those things. So, I thought about him because 

I need to convince him! (Ex, 3 May 2017, RI4) 

However, creating or imagining an audience was not always easy; it was complex because of its 

relationship with register, clarity of ideas, and adequate language. To deal with this difficulty, 

Diana resolved to write the six letters to the same person.  

Even if I’m talking to a friend, I have to be clear enough for that person to understand. 

Because, obviously, that person is a native speaker. So it is not just enough putting all 

my thoughts there, but also to make them understandable… It’s the same friend from 

the beginning [of the six-writing series]. I haven’t changed. In fact, I don’t even have 

gender in my mind. It’s just a person behind another screen, and that’s it. (Diana, 30 

May 2017, RI6) 

It should be noted that, in this study, the writing task involved two audiences: the letter addressee 

and the evaluator of the text. The participants were aware of these two kinds of audiences, and 

their responses were dissimilar. For instance, Diana counted the raters’ presence for her writing 

while Liliana preferred to dismiss it to avoid feeling stressed by evaluation.  

I know that it is not just writing to this friend of mine but also writing to a third party 

who will read, and he will evaluate what I have written… So, yeah, it is like thinking, 

‘well, I’m expressing this and this, and this is for my friend’, but then I have to think, 

‘well, is it clear enough for another person to understand it?’ That’s what I try to have 

in mind way when I’m writing. (Diana, 30 May 2017, RI6) 

I try not to think of that [that a rater will evaluate the text with a rubric] because I’ll 

frustrate. I am a person that frustrates easily and, if I think about that, then I won’t be 

able to think well. I will not write well; I will not write the way I’d like to write. I am 

aware of that, but I try not to put much pressure on me. (Liliana, 3 June 2017, RI6) 

The raters’ view of audience awareness often referred to specific content or expressions that 

might or might not have been clear for an outsider and might have needed to be explained in the 

 
16 Typical Colombian dish (hen soup).  
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text. For instance, Rater A pointed at the term Licenciatura [B. Ed.] in Diana’s text 1 and Rater 

D pointed at the term mazorca [ear of corn, corncob] in Liliana’s text 2. At the same time, Rater 

D wrote: “Clear enough to a foreigner” in his evaluation of Diana’s Text 1.  

6.4.5 Text Organisation 

Concerning text organisation, the writers reported that they planned their texts based either on 

text structure (text moves) or on the content organisation (prompt-based), or on a mix of both. 

Daisy usually used the prompt to develop her texts: “The prompt is very specific. Thus, you 

have to be very specific and do what you have to do” (Daisy, 18 April 2017, RI3). Damaris 

seemed to prefer writing without thinking about the content organisation:  

I had to write a letter with a sort of recommendation of a book, and I immediately 

thought of this book. So, I got super excited. At the beginning, I was typing super-fast. 

I wanted to do everything at the beginning, so I outlined it in my head. So, first, as I 

usually do, I tried to make a ‘hook’ about something interesting, and I told my reader ‘I 

had a great weekend. I'm going to tell you why.’ So, I told him how I find the book, and 

I just started developing the assignment's points. I tried my best not to give too many 

details because I didn't want to be a spoiler because I think everyone should read it. 

(Damaris, 7 May 2017, RI4). 

Ex’s high scores in Letter and Global and Paragraph Organisation might have been because, as 

she said, she played safe when writing: “In the third semester, I learned the basic text structure: 

introduction-development-conclusion. Since then, I play safe and stick to this structure for all 

texts. I just follow the writing prompt and don’t dare go beyond” (Ex, May 3 2017, I2). Likewise, 

Magnum followed a formulaic text structure:  

“The writing process was as always, for the introduction, greeting and wishing 

everything’s fine… For the development, as always following the prompt…For the 

conclusion or closing, I always [write] ‘I hope you’ll do great, greetings to your family.” 

(Magnum, 9 May 2017, RI3; emphasis added).  

“The process was the same as always. I thought of somebody I know abroad… For the 

introduction and closing, the same formulas. Hello, how’s your family, I hope 

everything’s fine… The structure is the same” (Magnum, 03 June 2017, RI5, emphasis 

added). 

6.4.6 Lexis  

A general increase in vocabulary scores might have been related to a conscious use of new 

words: “I tried to use new words I recently learned” (Damaris, April 2 2017, RI2); “I kept it not 

so standard but a little high than that. So, I tried to use some fancy words… e.g., ‘malleable’” 

(Damaris, 4 June 2017, RI6). 
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Besides trying new words, Magnum reported progress in vocabulary knowledge in a surprising 

way: using a dictionary less. 

I had some difficulties with vocabulary, but, you know, it’s like the first time that I don’t 

use so much the dictionary. Hmm! Yes! I only looked up, like, two words; two or three 

words… I always look up in order to be sure, or spelling or meaning you know, but today 

I only used it like twice! It’s good because I’m always ‘I don’t know if it is well written!’ 

‘Oh, I’m not sure if the spelling is correct!’ [as if worried] and it was not like that today 

(Magnum, 13 June 2017, RI6; emphasis added).  

The writers and raters’ voices revealed a personal dimension in writing development that cannot 

be elicited from the text alone. Overall, the writers and raters’ comments illustrate the 

complexity of the interactions between the various linguistic, cognitive, emotional, and 

contextual facets of writing development. The voices of texts, writers, and readers (raters) 

together provide a powerful explanatory view of how EFL writing development occurs. 

6.5 Concluding Remarks 

To close, this chapter has presented the findings related to the EFL writing development 

trajectories of higher and lower scorers across the BEdFLUC curriculum over a 16-week 

semester (RQ2). The findings revealed that the participants’ predominant developmental pattern 

was weak homogenous progress (WPHom), mainly for the Global Score (i.e., the general 

writing performance), Readability, and Register. The second most frequent pattern was 

moderate homogeneous progress (MPHom), mainly for Global scores, Audience Awareness, 

and Global Organisation. Letter was the writing facet that developed less, probably due to the 

writing task's neutralising design. The aspects that developed more were Content and Global 

scores. The participant who made the most writing progress was Damaris (CS2-), likely related 

to her intermediate curricular stage and liking writing (see Table 4.6). In general, the findings 

regarding the writing development trajectories align with the results of the quantitative phase of 

the study, which indicated small but statistically significant writing development in the three 

curricular groups investigated. The qualitative findings, however, provide evidence of 

individual variability underlying the apparent smooth group progress.  

Overall, the higher scorers generally exhibited more stable, homogeneous trajectories, which 

might be related to greater control of the writing facets examined. Lower scorers, in general, 

showed more unstable, heterogeneous trajectories. Although their progress was not consistent, 

they all demonstrated increasing progress trends, often larger than those of the higher scorers. It 

is hypothesised that less improvement by the higher scorers is related to a ceiling effect. 

Furthermore, the findings from the writers’ interviews and the raters’ (readers) corrective 
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feedback suggested that the various writing facets examined are deeply interrelated, which was 

not evident in the quantitative data. These interrelations suggest co-dependence amongst the 

various writing dimensions and seem to constitute the mechanism of writing development. 

Additionally, the results suggest that the writing progress is associated with the curricular level 

and varies greatly due to personal and contextual variables. These individual and contextual 

variables are examined in the following chapter as part of the findings about the factors 

influencing the higher scorers' writing development (RQ3).  
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Chapter 7. Findings on Factors influencing EFL Writing 

Development  

Language-person-context interactions determine a 

highly variable, self-organising, situated process 

7.1 Introduction 

This mixed-methods study investigated the development of second language writing skills of 

groups and individual learners in an EFL situation. Chapter 5 presented the results of the 

quantitative phase of the study, investigating how the EFL learners at the three curricular stages 

of the BEdFLUC programme (a Colombian TESOL B.Ed.) differ in their development of 

writing skills (RQ1). The results showed significant differences between the three groups, 

suggesting EFL writing development across the BEdFLUC curriculum stages. Chapter 6 

presented the findings regarding the writing development trajectories of individual higher and 

lower scorers from the three curricular groups (RQ2). The findings suggested a variety of 

individual developmental trajectories linked to individual variables and to the contexts in which 

the learners write, learn, and live, as they reported in the six immediate post-writing 

retrospective interviews and the three reflective interviews. The current chapter presents the 

findings regarding the factors influencing the development of three higher scorers17, one per 

curricular BEdFLUC stage (RQ3) as reported by the participants in the two types of interviews 

(i.e., from the voice of the writers). RQ2 and RQ3 belonged to the qualitative phase of the 

present study. The three questions were posed on the understanding that deepening our 

knowledge of individual learner variation is an essential part of the study of second language 

acquisition (SLA) in general and of EFL writing in particular (Cumming, 2016; Manchón, 2012; 

Ortega, 2004; Silva, 2016).   

As explained in the description of the qualitative analysis procedures (Section 4.5.4.2), thematic 

analysis was used to examine the participants’ post-writing retrospective interviews and 

reflective interviews. The three higher scorers selected for the present report mentioned many 

factors influencing, both positively and negatively, their EFL writing development. For instance, 

they identified liking English and writing; grammar-centred instruction; 

motivating/demotivating teachers and courses; lack of writing in English at school; practice with 

peers and in social networks; English-related personal interests such as music, videos, manga 

 

17 The answer to RQ3 drew information from the questionnaire answered by the three groups in the quantitative 

phase and the interviews to the six individual participants in the qualitative phase of the study. The general 

information from the groups was used as baseline for the corresponding information from the individual students 

from the groups. This chapter reports only the data on the higher scorers due to space limitations.” 
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(Japanese comics); difficulties with grammar and vocabulary; “experimentation” with 

translation; self-teaching; disliking academic writing but liking personal writing. These factors 

were grouped into two broad types, individual (learner-internal or intra-personal) and contextual 

(learner-external, inter-personal or socio-cultural), drawing on the abundant literature in SLA 

and L2 development (e.g., Dörnyei & Ryan, 2015; DFG, 2016; Hyland, 2016c; Rinnert & 

Kobayashi, 2012). Individual factors refer to personal characteristics or variables such as 

motivation, personality, age, learning strategies, among others. Contextual factors concern 

situational influences such as family, instruction or education, friends, work environment, and 

culture. Within the chapter, Tables 7.1 and 7.2 summarise the individual and contextual factors 

found. 

To note, there is no intention of generalising the factors across the participants in this study as 

they are a few cases. Each of them is different, given the situated or context-dependent nature 

of each process. Although shared by the participants, the same factors shape each individual 

process in unique ways. Quotes from individual participants are used as illustrations of the 

various factors influencing EFL writing development. Second, as the previous chapters (except 

Section 6.4) have focused on the data from the texts (scores), the current chapter focuses on the 

EFL learners’ (writers) voices.  

In line with the comprehensive perspective adopted in this study, the individual and contextual 

factors are viewed as inter-related. Accordingly, although presented separately, the factors are 

considered as closely related, situated, and changing in time despite having a stable general 

nature (Dörnyei & Ryan, 2015). The chapter presents the individual factors followed by the 

contextual factors and closes with a brief consideration of their connections with the 

participants’ backgrounds and the mutual interactions among the writing dimensions examined 

in the study.  

7.2 Individual Factors 

Individual or personal factors are among the most important psychological aspects of SLA, and 

they are considered as a consistent predictor of L2 learning success (Dörnyei & Skehan, 2003). 

However, they are not purely individual; they are profoundly social in that they develop and 

occur in a social-cultural context (Duff, 2017). As mentioned in the introduction to this chapter, 

individual factors encompass a range of individual physical (biological) and psychological 

(cognitive, affective, attitudinal) features. The analysis of the participants’ interviews revealed 

that the most influential personal factors are related to motivation, personality, knowledge about 
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writing, proficiency, and age (see Table 7.1).  The chapter presents the individual factors in that 

sequence.  

Table 7-1  

Most influential personal factors in the higher scorers’ EFL writing development 

 Participants 

Individual factors Diana Daisy Magnum 

Motivation towards 

English and EFL 

writing 

Teenage interest in 

Manga and translation 

Highly motivated 

(social orientation) 

YouTube videos, 

Blogs 

Teenage in music and 

videos in English 

Highly motivated 

(personal orientation) 

Writing as therapy (to 

release emotions) 

No interest in English 

during teenage 

Initially disliking 

academic writing 

Writing as therapy 

Initial extrinsic 

motivation (writing ‘to 

comply’) and intrinsic 

motivation at the end 

of the study 

Personal traits Commitment Commitment Introvert Commitment 

 

Conscientious 

 

Writing strategies Well-defined Well-defined Unclear 

Proficiency-related 

difficulties 

Grammar, 

punctuation, 

vocabulary  

Text structure Punctuation 

Age Young adult Young adult Mid-30s, wanting to 

prove capability to 

younger peers and her 

teenage children 

 

7.2.1 Motivation towards English and EFL writing 

Motivation “provides the primary impetus to initiate L2 learning and later the driving force to 

sustain the long, often tedious learning process” (Dörnyei & Ryan, 2015, p. 72). Motivation 

towards English and writing in general (not specifically in English) was a common personal 

factor in the three higher scorers in contrast with their low motivation towards writing in English 

and academic writing—in particular—which are usually extrinsically motivated.  

7.2.1.1 The emotional connection with the topic: mixed effects on writing 

Liking or not the topic was a determinant influence for the three higher scorers’ writing 

regarding writing time and text length. In some cases, it made writing easier (Diana’s Text 5):  

Well, the topic of this text was something I liked. Talking about something you like is 

different from when they ask you to talk about something you don't know.  Here [in this 

text], I had the chance to choose what I was going to talk about. I think that even if you 

had asked me to write an academic text, it’s something I like, I'm going to do it better 
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and with more enthusiasm than [with] other topics [emphasis added]. (Diana, May 17 

2017, RI5) 

Liking a topic also influenced writing time and text length in some cases. For instance, in Text 

3, Magnum took longer to write because she liked the topic (typical regional dish), and she knew 

it well because, as a mother, she had cooked this dish many times. Therefore, she wanted to 

include many details on her particular way of cooking.  

The topic of Text 3 was very motivating for Daisy, and this influenced the text organisation.  

I liked it. First, I felt very motivated to write it because it is something that I can tell 

better because the chicken stew is something I have cooked, something that is very 

traditional here. So I felt more comfortable with the text. I decided to speak about the 

experience because it is not just eating it; it is not just a dish. It implies many other 

things. So what I chose is that it is usually eaten as a family plate, which makes this dish 

an experience. I liked it a lot because I had never thought about it this way. I like these 

writing activities because those are things you do, but you never really reflect on them. 

(Daisy, 18 April 2017, RI3, Researcher’s translation; emphasis added) 

7.2.1.2 Motivations in conflict: Personal Writing versus Academic Writing  

Interestingly, Daisy and Magnum reported a conflict in the relationship between personal and 

academic writing as the latter is more regulated. This attitude influenced their writing.  

At the academic level, I feel very frustrated at the time of writing because, as I have 

always written creatively, it is very difficult to write with imposed topics when I have 

to write something academic. Choosing a theme, shaping it so that the content is good, 

that the other person likes it and that at the same time it is mine; that [emphasis in the 

original] has been quite difficult for me. (Daisy, 18 March 2017, I1; researcher’s 

translation) 

Although Magnum’s connection with writing was strong, and she used to write personal and 

creative texts that she occasionally shared with close friends on Facebook, her attitude towards 

academic writing was less proactive. She said that she often faced writer’s block with academic 

writing. 

I like writing personal texts, my experiences because I have experiences that are actually 

interesting to other people who have read me and say I can do it well…. but  I only write 

in English when I have an assignment to do … Also in Spanish, academic writing for 

me is… I don't like that, no. (Magnum, 16 May 2017, I2, emphasis added) 

I like personal writing. I can sit down and do it. When I get inspired, I do it. That is, I 

tell everything I want to tell. But, when it's mandatory... For example, I have [to submit] 

an essay for tomorrow, and I do not know what I'm going to do because it does not come 

up. I mean, I sit at the computer before a blank page for hours, and I say, ‘My God!’ I 
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depend on inspiration.  I cannot be forced to write! (Magnum, 31 March 2017, I1. 

Researcher’s translation) 

The emotional connection with writing had deeper origins, as seen in the next section. 

7.2.1.3 A singular finding: Writing as a therapeutic relief  

Interestingly, Daisy and Magnum reported writing for therapeutic, healing purposes. “I write 

three or four times a week. Despite having academic works, I write unrelated, personal things. 

It’s necessary; it is my catharsis [sic]. There are many things in my head… It’s very therapeutic 

for me.” (Magnum, 31 March 2017, I1, Researcher’s translation)  

Although Daisy did not frequently write, for her, the writing was also triggered emotionally. 

I don’t write often. I have my writing periods. I can write like five texts in a week and 

then stop for six months… and then, when I feel that… ‘thing’ that makes me write, I 

just go to the computer and I write it. I think writing is the [Daisy’s emphasis] emotional 

state. It is like that day I am feeling everything at once; I am feeling happy and sad and 

surprised and scared, and that is what makes me write. That is the feeling. You have all 

these emotions inside of you, and you just have to go there and write something because 

if you don’t you’re probably going to die [laughing]. (Daisy, 20 April, 2017, I2, 

emphasis added) 

In the same line of ideas, Daisy reported that she used to write as a means to express freely her 

emotions, constrained at home and not valued in academic writing. She valued writing about 

personal ideas and feelings as a ‘safe space’ beyond writing for the sake of learning the language. 

She started this ‘personal exercise’ with the letters she used to write to her mother and ‘anybody’ 

who might read them.  

What makes me write is more emotional. I don't usually try to explain things because I 

am really emotional. In my family, we don’t usually do that, especially my father. They 

are just like, “you’re a woman, and you’re supposed to be emotional but stop!” […] 

Usually, people don’t express what they feel, and I’m trying hard- like [since] a year 

ago, I’ve been trying to express what I’m feeling. [It’s] like a personal exercise I’ve 

been doing, and it has been worth... When we write in class, we usually have a prompt, 

and it is like ‘write about, hmm, “how people are crazy”’ and then you start to write 

whatever comes to your mind; or ‘write about “colour blue”’, and that’s it. But then, 

when I am on my own, writing is more like… me.  Well, when I write in the class is still 

me, but [when I am] alone, everything that comes to my mind is what has been in 

my heart.   

I believe that is a really good exercise for students to write and maybe have a safe space 

that way. Because we have experienced all these students suiciding and maybe that’s 

because they don't have that safe space where they can actually be themselves and 

express whatever they can. I think that's important, as well. Yes, at some point, there 
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should be a space for that; maybe when we are still young, and we don’t have our minds 

clear. I think that is an important period for students to write about those things. 

Right now, it is more like an exercise, and I am focused on it. When I was young, I did 

it as well, and it was letters, just letters I wrote to my mother, when I was a child, and, 

later, to anybody. I sometimes wrote letters that had a really emotional content, but I 

never handed [sent] them… but it was a really good exercise. I have known people that 

struggle a lot with their feelings, with their emotions, and maybe it is because they don't 

actually express, they don't know where to go, and I think that’s important. (Daisy, 20 

April 2017, I2, emphasis added)  

Furthermore, writing in a foreign language allowed Daisy to express emotions she could not 

express in L1. This ‘differential role’ of L1 and L2 in expressing emotions because of family 

problems was a surprising finding. 

Well, I actually wrote a document recently where I said that my mother tongue [Spanish] 

is a language that taught me to be strong ... I come from a problem. My dad was abusive 

to my mom, and then my mom raised me to be an independent, strong woman and all 

that. That's what I've seen of her. My dad changed. They split and, separately, they are 

very good people. I've always thought that, as my Spanish has taught me to be a strong 

person, so I do not have to express my feelings in it [Spanish], but I felt different in 

English. So in English, I can be... In fact, almost all the texts of that document are in 

English. It's strange that process I've done in my head. [Emphasis added] (Daisy, 18 

March 2017, I1, researcher’s translation) 

In general, it can be said that this particular factor, writing ‘as therapy’, i.e., as a means to 

vent personal feelings, was a powerful drive for Magnum and Daisy’s EFL writing.  

7.2.1.4 Writing to learn the language and for professional purposes 

The participants appreciated writing not only as a means to learn English but also for personal 

and professional development, as Daisy and Magnum said.  

I really like about writing that you are only not working on yourself but on something 

that you can be proud of later. It is not only like ‘o.k. my feelings are there, and now it’s 

fine’. You learn from it at the same time. When you write you are, ‘am I using a word 

correctly? And ‘am I writing correctly?’ In that way, you learn a language, and you 

learn more about your own language. (Daisy, 20 April 2017, Interview 2; emphasis 

added) 

“I'm interested because I really want to learn. If I think I have a future in this career, 

writing is a fundamental part.” (Magnum, 31 March 2017, I1, Researcher’s translation).  

7.2.2 Personal traits influencing Writing 

Personal traits play an important role in individual learners’ disposition towards the second 

language and learning (Dörnyei & Ryan, 2015). Some personal traits of the participants 

appeared to help their writing, while others seemed to hinder it.  
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7.2.2.1 Personal traits helping to write: Commitment, Persistence, and Confidence 

Being self-disciplined and committed were personality features that pushed Diana and Daisy to 

try to write well.  

I am self-disciplined. Then, being stuck is stressful for me. That's one of my problems 

when I'm faced with a new topic, and I see no progress, either in English or… but, that 

kind of anger for not moving forward partly motivates me to continue.  (Diana, 22 April 

2017, I2, researcher’s translation) 

I'm picky with myself; I've always been like that. I have always been a very good 

student; what causes me to stress is that everything has to go well for me. So when I do 

things wrong, I feel very depressed. I accept that I have to write, and I do not complain 

about it. I complain about other things like ‘Why do I not write well?’ ‘Why am I 

failing?’ I worry not so much about doing the homework but about the task to be well 

done. (Daisy, 18 March 2017, I1, researcher’s translation, emphasis added) 

Magnum’s attitudes also played a positive role in her writing development. She challenged 

herself to write in English by participating in the study. “I really enjoy it because I am learning 

and I put myself in situations that I usually don't, like talking in English outside the classroom.” 

(Magnum, RI3) 

In connection with self-discipline, Daisy mentioned persistence as a personal trait that helped 

her EFL writing development. “Things that have made me like go from one stage to the next 

one? I’d say, maybe, maturity. Because I’ve been obstinate, persistent. Yes, that’s it” (Daisy, 1 

June 2017, I3) 

Confidence was a factor influencing writing development positively, and it was related to liking 

and practising writing, as in Diana and Daisy’s cases.  

I can say my writing skills are improving faster than those of some of my classmates. I 

believe it’s because I like to write... I like it, and I have written maybe my entire life. 

Some of my classmates also like writing as well so, their writing skills are also really 

good, but the ones that are not that interested, they make mistakes, and they get 

frustrated because they don’t know what to write and it's mainly because they don't have 

that interest. It's a shame because all of us have like that ability, that capacity, but they 

just don't want to. (Daisy, 20 April, 2017, I2, emphasis added) 

Daisy was proud of developing a recognisable identity in her writing as it contributed to her 

self-assurance.  

I have a friend, and she reads everything I write. She said, ‘You know, this is very you’. 

When I heard that ‘This is very you’, I felt great because that means I am I like a 

recognized person... And maybe it’s the way I write, how I finish texts and everything, 
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I like that. That ‘this is very you’ makes me feel like I'm doing it well. (Daisy, April 20 

2017, I2) 

7.2.2.2 Personal traits not helping to write: Introversion and Insecurity  

Being an introvert affected Daisy’s EFL writing when writing about topics related to contextual 

knowledge, as in Text 2 (about Cali Fair):  

I have not attended the Fair events, so I tried to draw from others' experiences; my sister 

went to the Salsódromo [salsa-dancing schools’ parade] during the last Fair and said that 

she had liked it a lot. Then, I assumed it was one of the most beautiful events to highlight 

[in the text]… As I have never been to the Fair, the Fair will always be a topic that I 

speak from the outside. Then that was difficult for me. I had to organize and re-organise 

the text a lot.  (Daisy, 1 April 2017, RI2, Researcher’s translation) 

Magnum lacked self-confidence and had little motivation for academic writing (even in L1), 

resulting from her poor background in this kind of writing, even in L1.  

The experience with academic writing has not been very good because I do not like it. I 

like to write, but I do not consider myself good enough for academic writing in English, 

which is very different from a personal essay talking about your experiences or 

reviewing a movie, a book. It is difficult even now that we are working with the Trabajo 

de Grado [graduation research project]. I have felt like ... ‘I do not know where to start’, 

‘I do not know how to do this’... That difficulty is not only in English but also in Spanish. 

On the one hand, there is the insecurity ‘Is what I said right or wrong? The grammar...’ 

On the other hand, it is ‘Well, I do not know what I'm talking about’. That is it. 

(Magnum, 31 March 2017, I1. Researcher’s translation) 

7.2.3 Writing awareness and strategies [metacognition] 

Planning, revision, and conscious, purposeful writing are essential factors for successful writing. 

The present study only reports information on general writing processes and not on specific 

processes such as planning, drafting, and revision. This decision was due to space limitations 

and to the socio-cultural focus and encompassing approach adopted. In Daisy’s view, these 

writing strategies resulted from her particular interest in her writing development and made a 

difference when comparing herself to other classmates. 

Even if you have nothing to say at that moment [the test], you can write something, at 

least think about something to write later that will help you, but they [classmates] usually 

don't do it, or they will write whatever comes to their minds, and they don't question 

themselves ‘Is it important? Is it relevant?’ They just write... My process is different 

because I think a lot of what I’m going to say, and I just write what I want to say. Then, 

when I read it, I try to give it some style, and I try to make it worth reading. They usually 

just write for the sake of a grade. [emphasis added] (Daisy, 20 April 2017, I2) 
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As one of her particular writing strategies, Daisy mentioned a very interesting factor that could 

influence her writing development. She called it a game, thinking like a writer when 

reading/listening.  

I ask myself what this person was going through when he or she wrote that and what 

was happening at that time, why they wrote that if I were that person was. I ask myself 

that even when people are speaking, and I make hypotheses and everything. It's like a 

game. I have been doing this for some time. I think it has worked so far, and I think I’m 

going to keep doing it till I die! [laughing]. (Daisy, 20 April 2017, I2) 

In contrast to Daisy and Diana, Magnum seemed not to have developed clear writing strategies 

for text organisation and depended on writing instructions. She tried to follow the models 

previously learned, although she said she was an independent writer in other circumstances. 

The beginning is really hard for me. It is the most difficult part. To develop a text, I 

basically follow the instructions. To begin a text well, I sometimes think in Spanish. For 

the introductory paragraph, I use some models I’ve found on the Internet or previous 

models that I’ve gotten. It's not like I try to do something new; no, no. For the text 

development, I follow the prompt, the instructions. It's not like I’m really aware of what 

I am doing. I am mostly writing, and one thing goes to another, and ta-da I have the 

text. I don’t always think about the development: ‘I have to do it so…’ ‘I have to use 

connectors’ and… [the like], no. For closing the text, well, I know that a closing is more 

like a kind of summary, and I try to do it short and to wrap up all the subjects I wrote 

about. So that's my strategy. Ay, no! You make me think about it, and I don’t have an 

answer, because I don't think about the process! We studied that in class, but I found it 

really boring! [Chuckles]. Sorry but it’s the truth! (Magnum, I2, emphasis added)  

The [writing] process is the same, always! The same formulas to introduce and to close 

the letter. The structure of the letter is the same, always. I always follow the prompt, the 

instructions for the organization of the text. I try to do it, always. I would be lost without 

the prompt. […] but when it comes to things that I want to write, I would say I’m an 

independent writer [emphasis added]. (Magnum, RI5) 

7.2.4 Proficiency-related difficulties  

Knowledge of grammar, punctuation, and vocabulary (particularly in Text 3) affected the 

participants’ writing at some points. Daisy reported text structure and lack of language resources 

as writing difficulties. 

The [text] structure is what hinders me the most, but I always try to have my ideas clear. 

My vocabulary is good, my ideas are good; the only thing I have to improve, I think, is 

how I have to organize them so that my writing will improve. (Daisy, 18 March 2017, 

I1, researcher’s translation) 

I realize that I still do not have the resources to write what I think in a foreign language. 

I feel that the complex sentences in Spanish are already given to me. I have learned to 
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play with my mother tongue, but the complex sentences in English are still that, 

complex, so playing with the [English] language is difficult in that sense. I want to 

express something. I want it to sound beautiful, not to be repetitive, because I do not 

want to look like an elementary school girl. (Daisy, 1 April 2017, RI2, Researcher’s 

translation, emphasis added) 

7.2.5 Age: complying with the present and counterweighing background 

Age is much more than a point in time. It entails experience, which is different for each 

individual. While the participants were almost the same age (see Table 4.6), Magnum’s age 

distinguished her from the other participants, who were much younger. As a mother and a 

worker, she did not have as much time for EFL study as her younger study partners did. She 

identified this as a constraint on her EFL writing development.  

I started the B.Ed. when I was 31 years old. I am the mother of two boys; one is 19 and 

the other 14. The process has been difficult because of my age. Well, it has not been 

much of a problem for me because I have got along well with the kids [her young fellow 

students], and difficulties aside, it has been a nice experience. I am a student, mother, 

wife, and we have a business, so it has been difficult, but I have done it not too bad, and 

I have learned a lot. (Magnum, 31 March 2017, I1. Researcher’s translation)  

However, Magnum’s situation as a working mother also constituted a positive influence on her 

writing. Magnum appeared eager to demonstrate her capabilities to her children, family and 

younger fellow classmates, and ultimately, to herself.  

I don't have family support for writing or using English. The family, they say I am a 

genius [laughing] because I'm the only one [in the family] who is finishing university 

and because of my context because I’m a mom of two boys; I am already married, and I 

have to work, too. They say that they don't know how I manage to do everything. And I 

also get good grades! I am not as bad as I thought! And they don't have the same love 

for reading or writing I have. So, I don't have family support. [Instead,] I’m trying to 

support my boys trying to teach them how to write, how to write a good 

composition... (Magnum, I2, emphasis added) 

Magnum’s awareness of her age difference, her desire to help her children, and the need to prove 

her capability to others (and herself) was related to what she deemed one of the most important 

factors in her EFL writing development: her sense of responsibility and her need to comply with 

academic requirements. She seemed to have developed this kind of extrinsic motivation as a 

strategy to meet the academic writing requirements at the BEdFLUC programme and to 

compensate for her poor background. 

I think that I needed more training [writing instruction at school], that's my conclusion. 

So, to make the text go well, I give my best because I think about the scores and 

complying. I have to comply because it is something very personal. I have a big sense 
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of responsibility. I have to comply, and I am victorious in the end. That's why I look 

back and say to myself, ‘but why do I complicate myself so much, knowing that I can 

do it?" But the process is a torment. Actually, I think that what motivates me is I have to 

comply... Yes, in the end, I do not do it that badly, although I know I could do it better, 

with more time and tranquillity, but I believe that I do it just to comply, not because I 

say ‘I can, I like it’. (Magnum, 31 March 2017, I1. Researcher’s translation, emphasis 

added)  

To conclude this section, the examination of the individual factors influencing the EFL writing 

development of the participants identified individual features and motivations, which in some 

cases helped but in others constrained EFL writing. The participants reported writing not only 

for language growth but also for personal expression; aspects often disregarded in academic 

writing. Individual factors were closely linked with various contextual and situational factors; 

these are examined in the next section.  

7.3 Contextual Factors  

The contextual factors were defined as external, situational factors comprising social and 

cultural variables such as L1, language distance, family, friends, work, social networks, and 

social, cultural, and instructional background. Factors associated with the writing task, the 

writing situation, and cultural norms about writing can also be situational factors. Table 7.2 

summarises the contextual variables as found in the study. The sections below present details 

the participants’ reports on how those factors influenced their EFL writing development. 

Table 7-2  

Most influential contextual factors in the higher scorers’ EFL writing development 

Contextual 

factors 

Participants 

Diana Daisy Magnum 

Writing 

instruction 

Poor EFL instructional 

background (primary and 

secondary school); one 

motivational teacher at the 

end of the secondary 

school 

 

At BEdFLUC programme: 

Letters, Composition in L1  

Teacher feedback 

Poor EFL instructional 

background (primary and 

secondary school); one 

motivational teacher at the 

end of the secondary 

school 

 

At BEdFLUC programme: 

Composition (EFL, L3) 

Teacher and peer feedback 

Poor EFL instructional 

background (primary and 

secondary school) 

 

At BEdFLUC programme: 

Demotivating focus on 

negative feedback 

 

The graduation research 

project, Practicum 

Teacher and peer feedback 

Family Mother taught her to love 

reading and writing  

 

Sister with whom to speak 

private conversations 

Mother taught her to love 

reading and writing  

 

Parents discouraging 

emotional expressions 

(thus, English used for 

that); mother surviving 

abuse (so, writing in 

Spanish as a “power tool”) 

Older sisters taught her to 

love reading and writing  

No one  speaks English; 

magnum supports her 

teenage children’s EFL 

learning 
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Friends and 

Social networks 

WhatsApp with BEdFLUC 

friends, Blog  

Chat with friends; a close 

‘only-English’ friend  

A close friend for feedback  

Work No Tutoring (helping students 

of other majors to write) 

Tutoring (helping students 

of other majors to write) 

Participation in 

the study 

Task repetition, non-testing conditions (writing directions, topics, rubric), reflection 

about writing 

Incidental factors Social unrest, concurrent 

exams 

Health issues, concurrent 

exams/ Presentation in L3 

Health issues, concurrent 

presentation in L3; cross-

linguistic transfer from 

German 

 

7.3.1 Writing instruction  

The university represented a breakthrough in the participants’ EFL writing. It can be said that 

they started writing in English at the university. They viewed themselves as novice writers, as 

noted in their backgrounds (see Sections 1.1; 3.2.1; and 8.5.2, below). Their inadequacies, they 

felt, were not only in English writing, their second (or maybe third language) but also in their 

first language.  As Magnum describes:  

I didn't have to write in English in school; only short sentences, phrases but here [at the 

university] I had to write compositions talking about my life, my routines… It was… 

the worst! [chuckles] because I realized I didn't have a good level of Spanish. I think 

everyone realizes that what we learned in Spanish during secondary school isn’t good 

enough. Then, I began to learn not only English and French but also Spanish. Spanish 

grammar, punctuation… I realized I had many mistakes! Here at the university, I have 

improved a lot in Spanish. Well, also in English because I didn't know how to write an 

essay; I didn´t know how to write a letter in English. So, I should call that [an] 

improvement because I didn’t know how to do it. But it is really hard. Sometimes, it's ‘I 

don't like the subject, and I don't get the inspiration to write.’ That’s one thing. Another 

thing is English grammar. It has been difficult for me because my English learning in 

secondary school was really poor.  (Magnum, I2, emphasis added) 

 Understanding text organisation seemed to be an important instructional achievement for 

the EFL writing of these novice writers. Diana and Daisy shared similar experiences and 

mentioned cross-language influences in their writing learning process (see Section 7.3.6).  

I'm in the third semester. I have improved my writing in English a lot during this time 

at the university because we are more exposed [to the language]. In the first semester, 

we wrote simple texts, two or three paragraphs maximum, with the basic structure of 

introduction, development, and a conclusion. With that structure, I have improved 

significantly the way I write because that's where everything starts from. The classes 

about composition in Spanish have also been influential because you can take tools from 

there and apply them to the other language as you get better in one language [emphasis 

added]. (Diana, 30 March 2017, I1, researcher’s translation) 
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I believe that [what has been influential in writing this semester] is our practice, 

especially in the French class this past month. I have had to write a lot. I have been 

corrected millions of times, which has helped me a lot in my writing. The particular 

thing that I have learned in French has been [text] structure. In French, you really have 

the structure, which helps you organize your ideas and the paragraph and, yes, that has 

helped me a lot. (Daisy, 4 May 2017, RI4)  

Recent instruction, as expected, was a crucial factor for the participants’ writing development 

in the first curricular stage (CS1) because they studied letters within their English classes, and 

for the participants in the middle curricular stage (CS2) because their English and French classes 

that semester were focused on writing. Daisy’s story revealed interesting details about this 

instructional influence on her particular process. In the final curricular stage of the BEdFLUC 

programme, the practicum and the research project for graduation were important factors 

influencing writing. “Also, the ‘Práctica’ [practicum] helps our writing. We have to prepare 

lesson plans, and we do it in English.” (Magnum, I2) 

Although we will do the graduation research project in Spanish, it helps because it has 

its parallels with English, and it's not like ‘Ugh!’ [difficult]. That's why I was interested 

in participating here [in the research]. I said, ‘This will be an opportunity to learn’ 

because, although I know I have almost no time, I have to take the time because this is 

useful for my writing. (Magnum, 31 March 2017, I1. Researcher’s translation) 

Nevertheless, not all the instructional impact at the university was positive. Initial non-

demanding instruction, lack of feedback, and an emphasis on negative feedback affected 

Magnum’s writing confidence, particularly since the intermediate curricular stage. 

When I was in the sixth semester, I thought that I could write well because I received 

very little feedback. I thought my texts were good, not perfect, but comprehensible, but 

the seventh-semester teacher said ‘No’, and the grades were too low. I almost failed the 

course. That was the beginning of my hating academic writing. I had wasted my time! 

[...] I was worried, and I thought that I had done wrong, maybe, in choosing this major 

because we have to write a lot and I'm not good at it and that I’m not good at English as 

my other mates… Oh! It was very demotivating! It is not the same if you have to learn 

how to write autonomously. You really need feedback when writing. I don't believe in 

autonomous work when it comes to writing. (Magnum, I2, emphasis added) 

When I got the feedback, it was negative feedback, which is also necessary, but I don't 

like it all the time. It makes me feel like ‘I am so useless!’… This teacher was constantly 

criticizing, the whole time, what we have done wrong, and after that, the positive 

feedback was really short. That was really discouraging! That affected me a lot... That 

is the main reason why I feel that way. I know negative feedback is necessary, but I 

think there is a way to give your students’ negative feedback… It is too hard for me to 

take that negative feedback because I always—Oh, I already mentioned this—I think of 

the other kids because I’ve got kids. ‘No! This is not good!’ O.K., I'm an old person. I 
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can handle this, but they… and I know students that have abandoned the major because 

of that. They can’t stand some teachers; they can’t. (Magnum, I3, emphasis added) 

Magnum also complained about the placement of writing late in the BEdFLUC curriculum, 

which she felt had affected her writing learning and development. As she said: 

They focus more on writing when we are in the higher stages of the major and, to me, 

that is a problem because we have to face something that we don't know and, like our 

lives depend on it. We are like, ‘What? I don't know how to do that!’ I believe it is sad 

because, at the beginning, you have to write easy compositions. Sometimes you get the 

feedback, sometimes you don't, and they are focused mainly on speaking and 

listening. (Magnum, I2) 

7.3.2 Family 

The participants reported that they learned to read and write initially in L1, with older siblings 

and parents' help. They also that their parents’ attitudes to reading had influenced their attitudes 

towards reading and writing; this later transferred to EFL and other languages. They also noted 

that, as no one in their immediate families spoke English, they received no foreign language 

support within their families. In some cases, they said their relatives were proud of them as their 

only family member speaking English, which influenced their decision to study to become 

foreign language teachers (see, for example, Magnum’s second quote in Section 7.2.5).  

Magnum struggled with family-related constraints during the time of the study, making it 

difficult for her aim to improve her academic writing.  

To reach that good level in which you write with no struggles and write a good academic 

text, I need to practice a lot! I would love to have the time to do it. I don't have enough 

time. When I am at home, and I want to begin to write something, I always have my son 

behind my back: ‘mommy, look at this new video; mommy…’ It’s only free time really 

late at night, but then I am so tired… On weekends, I say ‘today, I'm going to write 

something in English’ but no, I can’t because I have house chores and no time to do it. It 

would be great to have the time to do it. It’s not only [having] motivation but also 

time1 (Magnum, I2, emphasis added) 

7.3.3 Friends and social networks 

Close friends were mentioned as providing feedback and opportunities for communication 

through social networks.  

I also like to write a lot in English. In the blog that I have, everything is in English. It is 

daily then and on Facebook, more or less. And I have some friends here in the 

programme with whom we always speak English on WhatsApp. At home, with my 

sister, sometimes, when we want to have conversations that my mom does not 

understand what we are talking about, we speak in English (Laughing). (Diana, 30 

March 2017, I1, researcher’s translation) 
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I write in English frequently. I even chat with my friends in English. I have a particular 

classmate with whom we usually speak in English. I write in English every day, even 

my personal notes; I write notes in English to remember in class. I think I remember 

better in English. My cell phone configuration is in English; all my notes on the phone 

are in English; everything is in English. I join people like me, fellow students, not many, 

close friends, who also like writing in English. So, these documents that I have, I show 

them to them, and they like, ‘Oh, yes, they're fine. I like them... Maybe, you could 

change this; that is not understandable’. (Daisy, 18 March 2017, I1, researcher’s 

translation) 

Magnum also tried to improve her writing through practice and peer feedback. 

So, to improve my writing, I read a lot in English. I write short compositions in my 

notebook; I write notes while I'm in class. As I said, I have a classmate with a higher 

level, at least in writing [who provides feedback]. She says, ‘No, this is not well 

written, you have to do it in this way’. I practice but only taking notes or doing 

summaries. I like to do summaries of what I have read. (Magnum, I2, emphasis added) 

7.3.4 Work as teachers 

Daisy and Magnum mentioned teaching as a factor reinforcing their writing. For Magnum, that 

meant a change of attitude towards writing. 

I work as an assistant at the school's resource centre, and I help students from different 

majors who come because they are taking English courses. They say, ‘I would like you 

to read this text I wrote and tell me how you like it.’ I read them and, usually, they are 

well written. They have mastered tenses and everything, but then I say, ‘what do you 

want to say? This is like you’re listing things. You are not actually making connections 

between your ideas, and you need to work on that.’ It’s a shame because they have the 

linguistic resources to write, but they don't have content... and I say 'Yes, you’ve learned 

English but, now, try to express something with that language you’ve just learned’. 

Some of them get it; they realize they are not writing anything at all… I like to think 

that I’m helping with that. (Daisy, 20 April 2017, I2) 

I have learned a lot also because of my work as a virtual tutor with ‘Valle Bilingüe’ 

[Regional bilingualism programme] and, sometimes, the students say ‘I need to revise 

these things’. So, O.K. I search for information, and I say [to myself] ‘Oh! I didn’t learn 

this when I was in the second semester!’ 'Oh, I didn’t remember that!’… I have learned 

a lot, mostly about grammar, punctuation, and pronunciation! I also have to write 

summaries of the tutorship that I have prepared, and I have to send them to those 

students. So, yes, my work helps my writing, too. So, next in my writing development, I 

want to write really well. I want to learn how to write a really good academic text. I 

want to write it without having the struggle ‘I don't know how to begin!’ ‘I don't know 

about the subject!’ ’I don't want to do it because I can't!’ I want to set me free from that 

kind of thinking because… it is like and I am closing the doors [to] myself.  I'm closing 

the doors to academic writing. I won’t say 'oh, no! I can't! I don’t like to write that kind 

of text!’ but I really want to do it without thinking that it is too hard for my level or that 
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I will never do such a text that is like… It will be great for me. (Magnum, I2, emphasis 

added).  

7.3.5 Participation in the present study 

Participation in the current study entailed task repetition and reflection about writing. The text 

instructions set the task conditions for the participants’ regarding the type of text (genre), writing 

time, text length, and audience. The use of computer and internet resources was allowed. 

Besides, the writing prompt explained each text's topic and reminded the writer to consider the 

overall text and paragraph organisation (Appendices 6 and 9).  The following quote from Diana 

illustrates the participants’ use of the writing prompt to guide their writing. 

I first read the prompt. Then, I highlighted the important things I had to write. I always 

do it to guide myself. The instructions said it was a letter. Then, I said, ‘first, what does 

a letter look like?’ I do not really know much about the differences in how the letters 

are structured in English and Spanish. We will study that in the next unit in our English 

class. Then I tried to keep in mind how to write a letter. So, a greeting and introducing 

why I want to talk about this topic, because, obviously, I would not start a letter, talking 

out of the blue. So, I tried to put a context and then what I was asked to write. So, I tried 

to organize all the ideas I wanted to write, and then I started writing. When there is a 

change of idea, I start a [new] paragraph. Then, for the closing, telling about something 

that is happening in my life -more or less. Then, to conclude, I decided to [use] 

something like ‘well I think I'm done with what I wanted to say, so now I hope to hear 

about you´. I leave it open as for the next conversation, like ‘to be continued’ [laughing] 

(Diana, 19 March 2017, RI1, researcher’s translation). 

7.3.5.1 Topics  

Although the writing tasks were designed to minimise proficiency differences between the 

participants, their reports revealed some difficulties associated with the lack of direct knowledge 

and some participants disliking some topics (refer to Section 7.2.1.1 above). For instance, 

Diana’s lack of direct experience of the topic affected her writing in Texts 1, 2, and 3.  

The topic seemed to be easy, not very easy, but easy because they are university sites. 

However, I do not have much time to discover what there is to do at the university 

because I work. So, those are [in the text] more or less the places I've been to, but I know 

it's not all. Then, the problem was my [lack of] knowledge, more than a difficulty to write 

or to express myself [emphasis added]. (Diana, March 30 2017, RI1, researcher’s 

translation) 

Actually, what I know about the Fair is only what I experienced when I was younger. 

Then, [for writing the text] I had to look for some information to see the things that are 

done nowadays because I do not currently go. It's not the kind of activities that I like to 

go to. Well, I also made it clear that I no longer go to the Fair, but it is an interesting 

way to learn about Cali's culture, and I took into account the points that the instructions 

asked. I tried to complete them as much as possible, as far as my abilities and my 
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knowledge of the subject were concerned. (Diana, 8 April 2017, RI2, Researcher’s 

translation) 

Daisy and Diana, however, found Text 5 difficult because it was “technical” as referred to by 

Daisy.  

It was difficult because it made me think of a technical review of a film. So, that seemed 

a little bit complicated because, usually, when I talk about a film, I do not speak of 

directors, where the film was shot or things like that. I had to search for that information 

on the Internet. So, I feel that this is not like a very fluid letter because I had to give very 

precise information. So, I feel that it does not have that coherence, but it had to be this 

structure; that was what they requested [in the prompt] then I had to write it. (Daisy, 18 

May 2017, RI5, Researcher’s translation) 

For Daisy and Magnum, the difficulty originated from liking the topic or from knowing the topic 

well   (Daisy, Text 4; Magnum, Text 2), or as Daisy said, “All the information was in my head. 

It felt more not as an exercise but as something that I would actually write to a real person” 

(Daisy, 4 May 2017, RI4, emphasis added)  

This text was more difficult because of the topic: Cali’s Fair only lasts five days, but 

many things can be done.  So, it was very difficult for me to choose the most relevant 

or what I wanted to include. So, it was more difficult to organize it. I tried to choose the 

most important or interesting things (Daisy, April 1 2017, RI2, Researcher’s translation) 

7.3.5.2 Task practice  

Another feature of the study was task repetition, necessary to track the participants´ writing 

development over a 16-week semester. Repetition influenced the participants´ writing despite 

the moderating design of the task. This neutralising design consisted of using the same kind of 

task, with different equivalent difficulty topics each time for comparability purposes. From a 

CDST perspective, task repetition/iteration is a control parameter, i.e., a critical factor that 

influences large, qualitative changes (phase transitions; Baba & Nitta, 2014: Larsen-Freeman, 

2018b).  

Writing repeatedly the same kind of text is also a factor because, well, in English III, we 

are studying this topic, letters, and in fact, I learned what makes a formal letter different 

from an informal letter. I didn't know that using contractions is something informal. 

[emphasis added] (Diana, 3 May 2017, RI4) 

Repeating the same kind of text has influenced writing length and speed. I would say 

my participation in the study has influenced the texts' length because they’re longer, and 

I am finishing in less time. I am also more relaxed. So, practice helps a lot. (Magnum, 

RI5) 
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7.3.5.3 The rubric 

It was expected that the scoring rubric used to evaluate the participants’ texts would influence 

their writing.18 However, most participants decided not to refer to the rubric not to feel stressed 

(Liliana, RI5, Damaris, RI5, Ex, RI6, Magnum, RI5). Only Diana, after reporting initially she 

had not read the rubric before Text 5 not to influence her natural writing and her results (RI5), 

said that the rubric played an important role in her Texts 5 and 6.  

In this letter and in the last one, the rubric was really helpful because I know that I am 

not just writing to this friend of mine but also to a third party who will read and evaluate 

what I have written. So, yeah, it is like thinking ‘Yeah, ‘this is for my friend’, but then I 

have to think ‘well, is it clear enough for another person to understand it?’ And that’s 

what I try to have in mind way when I’m writing. So, I try… In fact, I think that helps a 

lot because, even if I’m talking to a friend, I have to be clear enough for that person to 

understand. (Diana, 30 May 2017, RI6)  

7.3.5.4 The genre 

The kind of text, the genre, was another factor mentioned by the participants as influencing their 

writing, as Daisy illustrates. 

As it is a letter, and it is for a friend, it seems to me that this makes it much easier, as it 

is not something that will be presented very formally. Being something more personal 

makes it much easier to develop the text or speak as one would speak. Not so informal 

so that it is understood but not so formal as to be complicated. (Daisy, 18 April 2017, 

RI3, Researcher’s translation) 

7.3.5.5 The task conditions 

Task time requirements, as well as the availability of resources such as the computer spelling 

and grammar checker and the Internet for content, dictionaries, and translators, also influenced 

participants´ writing, as Daisy reported: 

Maybe the pressure of time sometimes makes the text not so good because it is a very 

short time for something to go perfect, but it is not such a limited time to do nothing. 

The ideas are there, and that is what is important, that they are seen. As the prompt is 

specific, it helped me not to beat around the bush. I believe that, in such a limited time, 

here or in the proficiency exam, nothing will turn out to be the best text in the world, 

but it is like the draft that would allow that text to turn out to be very good […] I use the 

[spelling and grammar] checker a lot. I try not to use the dictionary here. I try to rely 

on what I have in my head, but I had to use it a lot this time for searching for words 

about food because they are very difficult. It is good to have access to searching for 

information. Really, you sometimes do not know anything about the subject and then 

writing is impossible.  So, it is good to learn a little before writing. (Daisy, 18 April 

2017, RI3, Researcher’s translation, emphasis added) 

 
18 The rubric was shared with the participants as part of the benefits this study intended for them. 
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7.3.5.6 Reflection on writing  

Reflection on their writing was another aspect of the study that influenced the participants´ 

writing, as reported by Daisy.  

I have reflected a lot on writing. We don’t tend to do that. We just write. Now I have 

been made more conscious about that process. This allows you to improve in meaningful 

ways, not just like to be organized but something that is actually going to be meaningful 

later. I’d say this is something from being part of this [study] that has been really helpful 

in that aspect. (Daisy, 1 June 2017, I3, Emphasis added) 

Reflection and practice during the study contributed to the participants’ writing confidence, as 

described in Magnum’s account. 

I remember in the first interview, I was thinking, ‘I don't like writing in English; it’s too 

hard, and it is boring. I suck at it, and I don't like it […] I was thinking about my 

graduation research project, and 'I don't know how to do it.' Now, I’d say it’s not that 

hard and if you get the time and concentrate you can do it! I don't feel that it pressured 

me or… I’m not so self-critical now as I was at the beginning of the study, so… That is 

really personal, and it has improved a lot.  Oh, also motivation! I feel more motivated, 

and I really want to explore English and, well, write in English. (Magnum, 13 June 

2017, I3, emphasis added) 

It [Text 4] was perhaps the easiest for me. I already said that I no longer felt so pressured 

to write or make it perfect because they will evaluate me. I have taken it as part of my 

learning.  Also, I've been exposed to write more in English this way, and I've been self-

evaluating myself. I now see that I can do it, that even if it's not a perfect text, I can give 

ideas clearly and understandably. So, I'm not criticizing myself so much; I have seen 

that this fear of writing or laziness to write has been more due to my own pressure than 

anything else. Yes, for me [her emphasis], this text has been the best in this series. I am 

not sure about structures and grammar, the text itself, but about how I felt writing it. 

That's why. I felt better, more confident, and I enjoyed it. (Magnum, RI4, emphasis 

added) 

According to Magnum, commenting at the end of the study, her participation in the research 

influenced her writing in English, for example, her fluency, motivation, and confidence.  

It was like the other way around [influence on and not from the English class] because 

I had to present an essay for the last English class, and I did it faster, and it wasn’t the 

torture it was before. I say it’s because of the exercise I’ve been doing here [in the 

research]. I would say it’s like I have more fluency when I want to write. I was insecure 

because I was always saying that I’m not good at writing in English, least at academic 

writing, but I stopped saying that, and I am working more on that. Now, I write in less 

time, and I enjoy it. I’m more motivated. I also gained more vocabulary, but the 

motivation point is the most critical because it has improved a lot. Now, I like to write 

in English just because! (Magnum, RI6) 
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7.3.6 Cross-linguistic transference 

The proximity of a third language (French) classes caused cross-linguistic transfer for some 

participants at times. Magnum reported this influence while writing Text 3.   

I was also thinking in French because I had French classes today and I had to do a 

presentation, and I had “changed the switch” [I was thinking in French]. I also 

sometimes think in German. It’s really hard to change that! The pronunciation, words 

that I don’t know… I try to replace them with German words, and it’s really funny. I’m 

learning that, uh, it comes together when you speak more than two languages... The 

conclusion today is that I get easily railed off! (Magnum, RI3) 

7.3.7 Incidental factors while writing 

While-writing incidental situational factors influenced the writers’ performance. For instance, a 

general protest affected Daisy’s mood when writing Text 5.  An exam affected Diana on the day 

she wrote Text 6:  

I think that the text about the book [Text 4] was better because that day I was feeling 

more like “English-in”, and not today because I will have a syntax exam later. So, “half 

of my brain’ is thinking of that [Chuckling] (Diana, 30 May 2017, RI6) 

Health problems affected some participants at times during the study. Magnum had eye surgery 

and had to wear UV protecting glasses for some time affecting her writing time and text length; 

her Texts 4, 5, and 6 were shorter and took less time than Texts 2 and 3. In another example, 

Magnum received a family phone call while writing Text 3, which affected her concentration, 

so that she took longer to write the text.  

To conclude, this section has identified a range of contextual factors, such as family, friends, 

instruction, and work, as influencing the participants’ EFL writing development. Despite being 

novice EFL writers who are struggling with some proficiency-related difficulties, the 

participants, through instruction, developed an overall view of text structure. Their writing 

development benefited from cross-linguistic instructional influences, while peer feedback and 

social networks supported their EFL practice. The study participants were also affected by task 

repetition, supportive writing conditions, and reflection on their writing. Unexpected situations, 

while writing, also influenced some participants’ writing at times during the study. Although 

important, the influence of the contextual factors seemed to be subordinate to the individual 

factors' influence. However, both influences were rooted in the participants’ background, as 

shown in the next section. 
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7.4 Personal Histories  

Participants’ personal histories were found to influence the participants’ EFL writing 

development during the 16 weeks of the study. Consistent with the comprehensive view of 

writing adopted in the present study, it is necessary to understand these personal factors. A brief 

account of those connections, as presented by participants in their interviews, follows. 

Firstly, early family experiences with reading in L1, and later with writing and EFL, seemed to 

be strongly motivational for the participants (for example, Diana and Daisy’s mothers, 

Magnum’s sister). Secondly, the participants reported a limited EFL instructional background, 

represented in a few hours of English at school with teachers with low English proficiency using 

grammar- and translation--based instruction. All participants reported that writing in L1 was not 

frequent in their primary and secondary school and that writing in English comprised only 

sentences modelling syntactic patterns or, in the most “fortunate” cases, brief paragraphs. While 

most of the participants reported, they started writing in English (and in some case in Spanish) 

at university, an English teacher at the end of secondary school was inspirational for Diana and 

Daisy.  

Diana and Daisy were highly motivated towards English and writing since their teenage years. 

During secondary school, on her own initiative, Diana translated texts from Spanish into 

English. She also read Manga (Japanese comics) in English and translated them into Spanish 

(L1). After secondary school, she watched YouTube videos in English and started a blog in 

English in Tumbler. Daisy, in turn, used to listen to music and watch programmes in English. 

In contrast to Diana and Daisy, Magnum compensated for her lack of motivation for writing 

with a strong sense of responsibility; she reported a need to comply to prove to her family and 

her children (and herself) that she could achieve academically.  

Additionally, all participants reported that EFL was not used at home, and there was no social 

need to use English (EFL situation). For all the participants, these aspects of their backgrounds 

meant that they were novice writers in this language (an in L1), facing the double challenge of 

learning English as a foreign language and writing in it.  

7.5 Internal Mechanisms of Writing Development 

The writers’ reflective and retrospective interviews revealed that the writing dimensions 

examined in this study influenced each other in ways that resemble a self-organising system, as 

posited by CDST. These intricate mutual influences could be considered part of the internal co-

adaptive functioning of writing. The following interactions were identified as the most 

prominent associations between writing facets found in the present study.  
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7.5.1 Interactions between Genre, Audience, and Register  

Audience, type of text, and language influence each other. In the present study, an email-letter 

to a friend entailed informal language. Diana expressed it this way:  

For introducing the text, since it’s an e-mail, I tried to recall something that we’ve been 

talking about before and then I said I want to talk about this movie, blah, blah, blah. For 

closing, I kept in mind that there are going to be more e-mails after this letter, this e-

mail. So, I asked this friend to talk about a movie or a film that she likes.  

I tried to keep a letter structure, but I also tried to keep it as friendly as possible without 

being too formal or maybe old-fashioned because it’s an e-mail. E-mails are short, but 

since I'm talking about a movie, it’s a little bit longer. I’m not sure if this kind of letter 

by e-mail is a normal type of communication because I don't use e-mails that often or 

for this kind of things. I use more. I don't know, WhatsApp, or maybe Facebook. So, 

letters probably don't fit in those contexts. In blogs, no. You’d have to think about 

changes because [in a blog] it’s not someone close to you but just, you know, someone 

who passes by and reads. (Diana, 17 May 2017, RI5) 

 

7.5.2 Interactions between Audience Awareness, Content, Language, Text Organisation, 

and Register 

Audience awareness is a key component of writing. The awareness of the possible readers is 

associated with the content, text organisation, language, and register. Daisy explained it this 

way:  

Well, with foreign people, I don’t tend to be that close, maybe because I haven’t met 

enough foreign people, but I try to be polite and at the same time not too formal. We 

just have a regular conversation, and that’s it. (Daisy, 1 June 2017, RI6) 

Some things still need improvement. I have to work on how I present my ideas, maybe 

because this semester, I have also realized that I write for an audience. So, I try to think 

as a reader, like ‘if I was reading this without knowing anything about it, would I 

actually understand it?’ I try to think of the audience because if they don't know anything 

about what I am supposed to write. I try to be simple, not to get into too many details, 

and, at the same time, I try to lure them into knowing more about these topics. (Daisy, 

20 April 2017, I2, emphasis added) 

7.5.3 Interactions between medium, genre, and text organisation  

An email letter has constraints on text length. It requires more flexibility in global and paragraph 

organization than in a more formal text due to the space limitations that the writing medium 

(computer, laptop, tablet, or cell phone) imposes. A long text or long paragraphs via email might 

seem (aesthetically) inadequate, as Diana said: 

My usual strategy for organizing in paragraphs is following the ideas. If I change an 

idea, I start a new paragraph but, if I see that the paragraph I’m writing is too long, I see 
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how can I re-structure it and make two paragraphs or see what I can take away from that 

one. The length of the paragraph… It’s weird because it´s more an aesthetic [criterion] 

than a… Yes, it is visually, how it looks like… Maybe it has too many commas or too 

many periods, but it is not only the proper use of those punctuation signs but also how 

it looks for me. (Diana, 20 April 2017, RI3. Emphasis added)   

This chapter has shown the personal and contextual factors influencing the participants’ EFL 

writing development during their participation in this study and their connections with the 

participants’ backgrounds. Before closing the chapter, the next section presents the participants’ 

summaries in their own voices.  

7.6 Summarising: Higher Scorers’ Singularities  

The participants’ retrospective and reflective interviews identified factors influencing their EFL 

writing development both before and during their participation in this study. Their accounts 

showed how age, background, attitudes, personal interests, learning strategies, and proficiency, 

along with schooling, family, friends, and social media, interacted and contributed in unique 

ways to shape their EFL writing. At the end of the study, they were asked to summarize their 

processes. Their reflections were very insightful regarding their processes' uniqueness: The 

factors may be the same, but they affected each person in different ways.  

7.6.1 Diana (CS1+): Self-demand-driven writing development 

Overall, Diana’s interviews revealed a blend of individual and situational factors that 

contributed to her EFL writing development in diverse ways at different moments of her life. 

Early experiences with reading and books at home seemed to shape her further attitudes towards 

writing. Personal variables such as commitment, self-discipline, and self-motivated practice 

(intrinsic motivation) appeared to be prominent in fostering engagement, whereas contextual 

factors appeared to constrain development. Nevertheless, Diana’s experience with a singular 

teacher who introduced her to EFL writing was an exception to the general experience of poor 

school EFL instruction.  This contextual factor, combined with her interest in Manga (Japanese 

comics) and translation, were the most important factors influencing Diana’s EFL writing 

development leading to her decision to study foreign languages at the university.  

I know that many of us have had a close encounter with the language that influenced us 

in some way to choose to study it, but I do not know how similar it is. At least the fact 

that I studied in a [languages] institute… There may be people who have studied 

[English] outside the school, but I know classmates who arrived at the university simply 

with the school's English. I tell them, 'well, you are tough because I am sure that I would 

not have reached the point where I am now with only the English given to me in school. 

I know that there must be classmates who have been interested in Manga, those Japanese 

comics, but I do not know if [like me] they have read them in English and they have 
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experienced the same thing, that they prefer them in English because they were issued 

first in English. I do not know if they also liked to translate or had mental monologues 

in English. I think maybe the [language] institute would be the most typical experience, 

the most common19. Maybe but it depends on the socio-economic level of the person 

and things like that. (Diana, 22 April 2017, I2, researcher’s translation) 

7.6.2 Daisy (CS2+): Writing as a tool for personal power  

The factors influencing Daisy’s EFL writing development were mainly emotional, influenced 

by her mother and expressed in her personal, creative writing (letters, poems, songs). For Daisy, 

the writing was a ‘power tool’, especially in Spanish (L1); thus, she noted that she preferred to 

express her feelings in English and that this helped her write in English. Self-discipline and 

personal motivation led Daisy to progress in English and be a frequent writer in this foreign 

language. The main contextual factors Daisy recognised as influencing her EFL writings were 

peer feedback and recent instruction emphasising writing content and audience awareness. 

Daisy summarized her writing development benchmarks as changes in the way she manages the 

content, and in audience awareness, both resulting from instruction and extensive practise:  

I still write a lot about what I like. I´ve always been a music person and a people person 

because I really love helping people, and that’s why I’m studying this [TESOL] major. 

[…] I write about my personal life or my problems, about what I feel and that hasn't 

changed. What has changed is the way I approach them. When I was young, I just wrote 

about more general things, but it was what I was feeling at the time. Now, I am more 

precise, like I'm feeling this in my hand, in my heart, in my head. I try to be very 

descriptive. That's something that I do because, now, I think ‘someone is reading [my 

text] and that person will have me when they read it’. So, I really need them to 

understand what I’m saying. So, that has changed a lot.  

To improve writing, the most useful thing has been to write a lot. A lot! Because it’s like 

any other thing if you don't practice, you won’t improve. I think that is really helpful. 

This semester has been really helpful in that respect. (Daisy, 1 June 2017, I3, emphasis 

added) 

7.6.3 Magnum (CS3+): The responsibility to develop writing 

A sense of responsibility that she called “a need to comply” academically compensated for 

Magnum’s poor instructional background and time constraints linked with her personal situation 

as a mother, worker, and student. During the study, work, instruction, cross-linguistic 

transference, and participation in the study influenced her writing development. Magnum 

summarised these factors in this way:  

 
19 This was not the case. The survey in the quantitative stage of the research showed that less than 40% of BEdFLUC 

EFL learners had studied at a languages institute or had had EFL instruction other than at school. 
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In English, I would say a difficulty now is [lack of] time [chuckling] O.K., that is like 

external. Hmm, but, also, maybe, motivation, although I am more motivated than before. 

Well, that is the biggest difficulty. Talking about the language, it will always be 

punctuation and vocabulary. I believe that those are the issues that everyone has with 

the language. When I say [lack of] time, I refer to time to write in English academically 

and as a hobby. I have a diary, and I sometimes write it in English. That is my practice, 

but I don't do it daily because of [lack of] time. I do it on weekends mostly. I have always 

been giving my best and trying hard because it isn’t easy. You see, it’s not an excuse, 

but I am mom, I have my own business, I am married, and I have to run a home, but I 

got good results! And I really love teaching!  (Magnum, 13 June 2017, I3) 

Overall, Magnum summed up her writing progress during the study as trying to write texts that 

were as required in English (‘direct’) but also as she liked them (‘beautiful’). She saw herself 

like “Benjamin Button”20.  

I am not simply saying the same [idea] but doing it in more beautiful ways. I try to do 

that because, as a reader, I really appreciate it. So I try to do it in my texts, I really try. 

It is more interesting to read something like that, and it keeps me very engaged. And I 

can't stop reading! But it isn’t easy, because, in Spanish, it is really hard and it is even 

harder in English because, as I said, you have to keep it direct, no, circles and circles 

over the same topic that I don't know.  

As a metaphor, it is like, I don't know how to say that, like the death line of a heartbeat 

[electrocardiogram graph]… In the beginning, it was like flat: ‘beep’ I was dead! And, 

now, it’s full of peaks and lows and... Today, I'm motivated; I don't know tomorrow! 

[Laughing] But the ‘heartbeat line’ is going up, like I am “working out” and now I have 

like... “a better force” … I was always giving my best, and I was always, like, trying 

hard because it isn’t easy. You see, it’s not an excuse, but I am mom, I have my own 

business, I am married, and I have to run a home, and I got good results! And I really, 

really love teaching. It is really a personal achievement because I always wanted to 

study a major, but it was like I began the other way around, as I said in my metaphor. I 

am Benjamin Button! I don't know if you have seen that movie. [Laughing]  (M-I3) 

 

7.7 Concluding Remarks 

This chapter has examined the factors influencing the EFL writing development of three higher 

scorers, one for each curricular stage of the BEdFLUC programme. The findings show a number 

of individual, contextual, and incidental factors influencing writing in diverse ways. These 

factors are motivationally linked to early childhood experiences and associated later with 

personal interests during the teenage years. The same factors influenced the writing 

development of each participant in different ways. The picture that emerged was that writing 

 
20 A character of a film, who is born old and grows younger and younger.  
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development is highly variable and dependent on the contexts in which learners write, live, and 

study. These influences remind us, writing teachers and researchers, that there are many 

individual cognitive, emotional, and sociocultural aspects underlying a text that should be kept 

in mind when assessing and evaluating writing.  

The findings suggest that the influence of individual features in writing development can 

compensate for situational and contextual factors that are ‘unfriendly’ towards language 

learning, as in the EFL situation examined. The findings also suggest that the participants' 

difficulties with writing, particularly academic writing, can result from a poor instructional EFL 

background which creates a gap between personal and academic writing that should be 

considered in curriculum planning. The participants wrote mainly as a means of personal 

expression and personal growth, not just for language practice. These findings align with the 

previous chapter's findings, indicating areas of writing progress, such as dependency on 

resources, motivation, confidence, and awareness of progress, which cannot be seen in the final 

product of writing (text) or the linguistic aspects of writing. The next chapter discusses the 

findings presented in Chapters 5 to 7 in relation to the literature in the field of L2/ESL/EFL 

writing.  
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Chapter 8. Discussion 

8.1 Introduction  

This mixed-method study examined how EFL learners' writing skills, at three different 

curriculum levels in a Colombian undergraduate language major programme, developed over a 

16-week semester. The study responds to calls in the L2 writing literature for studies addressing 

the complexity of writing development from comprehensive theoretical and methodological 

approaches (Belcher, 2013b; Murakami, 2016; Norris & Manchón, 2012; Sasaki, 2012). To deal 

with the complexity of writing, the present study adopted a multiple-lensed perspective 

following the proposals put forward by Atkinson (2011), the Douglas Fir Group (2016), and 

Bazerman et al. (2017). This encompassing perspective supports a comprehensive view of 

writing as involving texts, writers, contexts, and readers.  

Data were collected from and about writers, texts, contexts, and readers to answer the three 

questions leading the inquiry. RQ1 was a quantitative question asking about the EFL writing 

development differences between groups at the three curricular stages of a Colombian TESOL 

programme within a teaching qualification (BEdFLUC). RQ2 and RQ3 were qualitative 

questions: RQ2 investigated the EFL writing development trajectories of higher and lower 

scorers from the three curricular groups over a 16-week academic semester; RQ3 inquired into 

the most influential factors in the writing development of the EFL higher scorers in the same 

three curricular groups. As mentioned in the Methodology Chapter, the quantitative and 

qualitative data were compared and contrasted and integrated into a joint interpretation 

presented in this chapter.  

The study examined groups and individual learners simultaneously. The findings suggested 

writing progress was being made at the group level, with limited but statistically significant 

differences across the three independent curricular groups. At the individual writer level, the 

study found large variability in the writing development linked to the influence of individual 

characteristics and contextual factors. 

As detailed in Section 4.3.3.4, three independent raters evaluated the participants’ texts using a 

5-point scale rubric covering six general writing dimensions comprising 12 specific writing 

facets (Genre, Register, Content, Authorial Voice, Audience Awareness, Global and Paragraph 

Organisation, Word Morphology, Grammar, Lexis, Mechanics, and Readability). Some of the 

writing dimensions examined here have never, or rarely, been included in writing assessment 

rubrics before, particularly writing aspects referring to the writer and the reader (Authorial 

Voice, Audience Awareness, Readability), the Genre (email-letter in this study) and Register. 
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Thus, to ensure the comprehensive view of writing in this study, the writers' interviews provided 

data about their contexts and the factors influencing their writing development.  

The criteria for integrating the quantitative and qualitative results stemmed from the quan-

QUAL sequential explanatory design of the study. Triangulation and integration of merging of 

data were the main integration strategies. For this purpose, for instance, data for RQ3 were 

drawn from the questionnaires to the three curricular groups in the quantitative phase and from 

the interviews to the individual participants in the qualitative phase of the study. Likewise, a 

side-by-side comparison was used, as seen in Tables 8.1 and 8.2. The following section presents 

an integrated view of the main results and findings. Sections 8.3 to 8.5 examine the significance 

of each research question's results and situate them within the relevant literature. The chapter 

ends with a summary section that highlights the central points of the discussion. 

8.2 Integrated View of Main Findings 

Overall, the quantitative and qualitative results aligned, showing the participants’ general EFL 

writing development, as determined from the three independent groups in three progressively 

higher levels within the TESOL component of the BEdFLUC programme. The quantitative 

descriptive statistics showed limited but statistically significant differences between the three 

groups for most of the writing aspects examined with the rubric (five of the six general writing 

dimensions and nine of the 12 particular ones; see Section 5.2).  

The qualitative findings corroborated this limited yet significant progress showing that the most 

frequent developmental pattern was weak homogeneous progress. The participants’ EFL writing 

development encompassed a variety of simultaneous but dissimilar (from strong progress to no 

progress and even regressive) developmental trajectories, see Chapter 6), which were affected 

by a complex interaction of individual and situational factors (see Chapter 7). The most 

influential factors for EFL writing development appeared to be personal (mainly attitudinal) 

variables, perhaps because the FL situation offers limited learning opportunities and using the 

target language (see Sections 1.1 and 3.2.1). Likewise, for these students who are learning the 

language to teach it, there may be a sense of urgency in developing their language skills. In 

brief, the results, which indicate moderate progress, offer valuable insights into what develops 

and how this development takes place for groups and individuals, both higher and lower scorers. 

Jointly analysed, the results reveal a noticeable contrast between the general writing progress 

(group performance and general writing performance–-global scores, writing time, and 
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fluency21 Table 8.1), the underlying detail provided by the writing dimensions evaluated with 

the rubric (Table 8.2), and the findings from the six individual writers in the second phase of the 

study. This contrast between general, aggregated group results and individual detail has been 

found in other developmental studies (e.g., Murakami & Alexopoulou, 2016).  

Table 8-1  

Summary of Quantitative and Qualitative Findings: General Writing Performance 

 Findings 

 Quantitative Qualitative 

General writing 

aspect (performance) 

WD Differences 

between groups 
 

Developmental 

Trajectories 

Factors influencing WD 

Global score Significant 

differences 

between groups 

in most writing 

aspects 

(P < .05 ANCOVA 

and MANCOVA)  

 

CS1 outperformed 

CS2 and CS3 in 

some writing 

aspects  

78% Progress (58% Hom 

+ 20% Het / 45% weak, 

26% moderate, 7% 

strong) 

 

12% no-progress 

10% Regress 

 

Non-linearity  

 

Instability 

(heterogeneity) mainly in 

lower scorers 
 

attitudes towards L2 and 

writing, proficiency, 

personal and 

instructional 

background, practice, 

incidental factors  

 

*Task score consistent 

with Readability 

Text Length Non-significant 

differences 

between groups 

(P <  .1) 

(ANCOVA)  

Mixed patterns  

(tendency to decrease in 

higher scorers and the 

opposite in lower 

scorers) almost always 

heterogeneous 
 

Topic knowledge, 

attitude towards topic, 

writing directions, letter 

(genre) and email ‘style’ 

Writing Time Significant 

difference between 

groups 

(P < .05) 

(ANCOVA) 

Mixed heterogeneous 

patterns  

Decrease in advanced 

curricular stage, maybe 

due to increased 

proficiency. 

Topic knowledge, 

attitude towards topic, 

writing directions, task 

repetition, incidental 

factors, confidence, 

writing skill, proficiency 
 

Writing Fluency Significant 

difference between 

groups 

(P < .05) 

(ANCOVA) 
 

--- 

Same factors as in 

writing time and text 

length 

Task Difficulty Non-significant 

differences 

between groups 
--- 

Topic knowledge, 

attitude towards topic, 

confidence, writing skill, 

proficiency 

 

 
21 Text length and task difficulty showed no significant differences between the three groups, most likely because 

of the ‘neutralising’ nature of the tasks (text length indicated in the directions and use of general, non-academic 

topics well known to all the participants). 
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The variety of developmental pathways, the instability of some developmental trajectories, and 

the initial curricular group outperforming the middle group in some writing aspects are evidence 

of the complexity and non-linearity of EFL writing development. Complexity and non-linearity 

have also been found in recent studies of writing development aspects (writing fluency: Baba & 

Nitta. 2014; authorial voice: Fogal, 2019ab; writing complexity, accuracy, and fluency: Bulté & 

Housen, 2018; Larsen-Freeman, 2006; morphology: Murakami, 2016; writing strategies: Sasaki, 

Mizumoto, & Murakami, 2018; genre and writing competence: Wang, 2013; language learning 

motivation: Ushioda, 2009).  

Regarding the writing dimensions examined with the rubric, the quantitative results identified 

significant group differences in five of the six general writing dimensions examined: Task, 

Author, Text organisation, Language, and Readability. Content was the only general text trait 

with no significant differences between groups, probably because the writing topics were 

general and well known to all the writers. For comparative purposes, the tasks' topics were 

specifically ‘neutralised’, and the genre was limited to more ‘pedestrian’ writing. The qualitative 

findings showed a variety of developmental patterns within the general quantitatively non-

significant results for Content, most likely influenced by the writers' individual factors. Recent 

studies have found a similar variety of individual developmental detail underlying general global 

and group performance (Bulté & Housen, 2018; Murakami & Alexopoulou, 2016).  

Of the 12 specific aspects, which comprise the six general writing dimensions of the 

comprehensive view of writing adopted in this study, only Content, Register, and Voice showed 

no significant differences across the curricular groups. Significant differences between the three 

groups of EFL learners were identified in the other nine specific aspects: Letter (genre), 

Audience Awareness, Global and Paragraph Organisation, Morphology, Grammar, Lexis, and 

Mechanics, and Readability. These significant differences suggested writing development.   
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Table 8-2 Summary of Quantitative and Qualitative Findings: Writing facets examined with the rubric 

Writing dimension 

Findings 

Quantitative  Qualitative 

WD Differences between groups Developmental Trajectories Influencing Factors 

Task Letter (Genre) Significant differences between groups 

(P < .01) (MANCOVA) 

Weak regress (WR) in CS1 and lower scorer CS2 and No 

progress (NP) in lower scorer CS2 and CS3)  

Least developed aspect 

Knowledge of letters, proficiency 

(Register), audience awareness,  

 Register No significant differences between 

groups (MANCOVA)  

*CS1  outperforms CS2 and CS3 

Predominantly weak homogeneous progress (WPHom)  

*Ceiling effect in Daisy (CS2+) 

Genre,  topic, audience, proficiency  

Content No significant differences between 

groups (MANCOVA) 

Mixed homogeneous progress (PHom) patterns 

 

Personal and sociocultural experience 

Author Voice No significant differences between 

groups (MANCOVA)  

*CS1  outperforms CS2 and CS3 

Mixed patterns, mostly weak homogeneous progress (WPHom) Proficiency, personal traits (e.g., 

confidence)  

 Audience 

Awareness 

Significant differences between groups 

(P < .05) (MANCOVA)  

*CS1  outperforms CS2  

Mixed progress patterns, mostly homogeneous Relation (closeness) to the reader, 

Genre, topic 

Text 

Organisation 

Global org. Significant differences between groups 

(P < .01) (MANCOVA) 

From weak homogeneous progress (WPHom) to moderate 

progress (MPhom) 

Content, previous instruction, writing 

directions, proficiency, genre 

(‘letterness’, email ‘style’), text length,  

 Paragraph Org. Significant differences between groups 

(P < .01) (MANCOVA) 

Mixed progress (P) patterns, mostly heterogeneous (Het) Content-dependent,  coherence-driven, 

affected by genre (‘letterness’) and 

writing medium (email ‘style’), 

Language Morphology Significant differences between groups 

(P < .05) (MANCOVA) 

Mostly weak progress (WP) from Hom to Het Proficiency,  

 Grammar Significant differences between groups 

(P < .05) (MANCOVA) 

Mixed progress (P) and regress (R) patterns, mostly Hom Proficiency 

 Lexis Significant differences between groups 

(P < .05) (MANCOVA) 

Mostly weak heterogeneous progress (WPHet) Topic, proficiency 

 Mechanics Significant differences between groups 

(P < .05) (MANCOVA) 

Mixed patterns Proficiency  

Readability Significant differences between groups 

(P < .05) (ANCOVA) 

Mostly WPHom  

*SPHet in CS2 lower scorer and MPHom in CS3 lower scorer  

Related with Language, Text 

Organisation, and Content  
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Two features, developmental variability and co-dependence (reciprocal interaction), mainly 

characterised the development of the writing dimensions examined. First, the developmental 

trajectories analysis revealed a weak, although persistent, progress, including a variety of 

patterns, including non-progressive and regressive trajectories. Weak progress is likely linked 

mainly to the EFL learning setting, which offers limited opportunities to learn and use the target 

language. Developmental variability probably results from the tension between personal and 

situational variables reported by the writers, as posited by the socio-cognitive and sociocultural 

perspectives. The simultaneous presence of progress, regress, and no progress in different 

writing aspects suggests the complexity and non-linearity of writing development as stated by 

the CDST theory (Larsen-Freeman & Cameron, 2008; Menezes, 2011).  

The analysis also showed that the various writing dimensions examined in this study influenced 

each other in ways that resemble a self-organising system (see Section 7.5). In other words, the 

various dimensions comprised within writing interact, or compete, affecting (by inhibiting or 

reinforcing) each other’s development. These intricate reciprocal influences may be considered 

part of the internal co-adaptive functioning of writing, as postulated by the view of writing as a 

complex adaptive system (Larsen-Freeman & Cameron, 2008). It can be concluded that L2 

systems (ESL/EFL writing within them) are complex (Ellis, R., 2015, p.212), and so is their 

learning or development. The EFL writing development observed in the present study might be 

generally described as a socio-historically situated process of ‘co-evolution through interaction’ 

of multiple personal (writer’s) dimensions that are reflected in text traits (text quality).  

Of the factors most influential in writing development in the foreign language situation 

examined, this study found that personal motivation supported by environmental variables 

(initial family encouragement and further instructional or peer reinforcement) plays a central 

role in writing development. Language teachers and researchers well know the importance of 

intrinsic and extrinsic motivation for learning. It has been noted not only in discussions of 

general motivation and general second language learning motivation (Boo, Dörnyei & Ryan, 

2015; Gardner, 2010) but also in EFL learning in many different sociocultural situations (Henry 

& Cliffordson, 2017; Kormos & Csizér, 2014; Taguchi, Magid & Papi, 2009). This finding 

supports claims of the joint influence of personal and social factors; learners integrate the 

prestige and practical usefulness of English into their ideal L2 self, a view of themselves as 

future competent L2 users (Dörnyei, 2005, 2009ab; Dörnyei & Ushioda, 2009). The 

motivational similarities of EFL learners towards English, regardless of the cultural situation, 

suggest that this is a shared trait related to globalization and English as an international lingua 

franca, as argued by Yashima (2009).  
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Furthermore, the present study found that family engagement, especially at an early age, is an 

important factor related to long-life attitudes towards L2. Similarly, Csizér and Kormos (2009) 

argued for the important role of parental engagement in the social construction of the ideal L2 

self, which, in turn, is a determinant in self-regulated learning. However, the present study's 

findings highlight the centrality of personal motivation in a foreign language context, a setting 

in which an additional language is not required. The findings also align with the few studies in 

L2 writing motivation suggesting that the EFL learners are usually not motivated towards 

writing in English, especially academic writing, and that writing development benefits from 

motivation towards the language and towards writing (Sasaki, 2011; Yu, Zhou, Zheng, Zhang, 

Cao, & Li, 2019).  

The leading role of the affective factors was probably related to the easy nature of the task, 

designed to equalise the task's cognitive complexity and minimise the proficiency advantages 

of the more advanced curricular groups and individuals. Robinson (2011), in contrast, predicted 

that the influence of the affective factors would be more noticeable in cognitively complex tasks.  

In this study, task difficulty was defined not only concerning language proficiency, text 

organisation, and writing strategies but also to lack of knowledge of some topics and, often, to 

not liking some topics. Cognitive and affective factors involved in a writing task cannot be 

separated from each other and are related to other aspects of the writing task such as the topic 

or content, text length, and allocated time.  

Overall, the analysis of the factors influencing the participants’ EFL writing development shows 

a complex interaction between personal and situational factors. The process might be 

summarised in this way: Long-lasting motivation is initiated in the family, followed in the 

teenage years and secondary school through personal interests (e.g., music, videos, and video 

games), and instruction and peer feedback in the university. In this general developmental 

process, the personal affective factors seem to be the most influential. The mutual interaction, 

co-dependence or co-adaptation (coordination dynamics, Larsen-Freeman, 2019b) of the 

mediating factors, individual and contextual, and of the writing dimensions and task iteration 

were interpreted in the present study (see Section 7.5) as processes at the core of writing 

development (Baba & Nitta, 2014; Larsen-Freeman, 2019b; Murakami, 2016).  

Another major finding that emerged from the writers’ interviews identified contributors to 

writing progress that cannot be seen in the texts, such as less dependency on resources (e.g., 

dictionaries), increased motivation and confidence, and self-awareness of progress. This finding 

highlights the usefulness of widening the construct of writing to include their producers (the 
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writers), their audience (the readers), and their contexts. This mixed-method approach to writing 

development analysis allowed a simultaneous consideration of groups and individual lower and 

higher scorers from those groups for a more comprehensive view of writing. The contrast 

between average group development and the individual learning configurations within a group 

has been found in other L2 development studies (writing fluency: Baba & Nitta, 2014; syntactic 

complexity: Bulté & Housen. 2018; articles, one syntactic aspect: Murakami & Alexopoulou, 

2016; lexical proficiency: Yoon, 2018) but the present study examined the writing development 

more extensively, as already mentioned.  

In summary, in this section, the integrated view of the results of the present study showed EFL 

writing development as limited but significant, variable and non-linear and driven mainly by 

situated personal affective motivations. The next sections further discuss the significance of the 

results. 

8.3 EFL Writing Development at the Group and Individual Levels: 

Significant, Complex, and Context-sensitive Differences (RQ1/RQ2) 

This study's first RQ investigated differences in writing development between three curricular 

groups in a Colombian TESOL programme. RQ2 tracked the writing development trajectories 

of individual higher and lower scorers from this programme over a 16-week semester. A rubric 

examining 12 writing dimensions in the texts, a survey of the difficulties and factors influencing 

the participants’ writing, and interviews were used to elicit responses to the RQs. However, the 

discussion of Text Organization (Global and Paragraph Organization) and Language 

(Morphology, Grammar, Lexis and Mechanics) is missing in this section due to space limitations 

and to focus on less-known aspects of WD such as Authorial Voice and Readability 

The results showed small but statistically significant differences between the three groups, 

suggesting development both in the general writing performance (Global score, Writing Time, 

and Writing Fluency) and in nine of the 12 particular writing aspects examined with the rubric. 

The writing dimensions that developed steadily were Language (grammar, word morphology, 

vocabulary, and mechanics), Readability, Text Organization (global and paragraph), and Task 

fulfilment (genre, an email letter). The first curricular stage group (CS1) outperformed CS2 in 

several writing aspects (Register, Voice, Audience Awareness, Global organisation, and 

Content) and even CS3 in Register and Voice. The meaning of these findings is discussed in the 

following subsections, highlighting insights into some aspects that have been less studied in L2 

writing research, such as Authorial Voice and Register.  
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8.3.1 General writing performance 

General writing performance was measured as encompassing performance and text quality. The 

general writing performance included the average score of the 12 specific writing traits covered 

by the rubric, and fluency, which integrated linguistic appropriacy, writing time, text length, and 

task difficulty. This comprehensive, integrative view of writing, incorporating authorial aspects 

(Voice and Audience Awareness), reader’s point of view (Readability) and the usual content-

task-language-organization aspects, makes the present study unique in L2 writing development 

studies, including those that advocate for the complexity and dynamics of L2 writing (Rinnert 

& Kobayashi, 2012; Verspoor & Smiskova, 2012). L2 writing development studies usually 

examine a single, or a few, aspects (students’ mental models of writing: Nicolás-Conesa, Roca 

de Larios & Coyle, 2014; writing strategies: Sasaki, Mizumoto, & Murakami, 2018; overall 

writing ability and motivation: Sasaki, 2011; genre awareness: Yasuda, 2011). Even now, EFL 

writing development studies are primarily focused on linguistic features (e.g., McDonough & 

Vleeschauwer, 2019; Yang, Sun, Chang, & Li, 2019).   

Writing fluency was defined comprehensively in the present study as a composite skill 

comprising control of text length, writing time, language appropriacy, and writers’ perception 

of task difficulty (see Section 2.1.1, Introduction to Section 5.2, and Section 5.2.1.5). Writing 

fluency was examined as situated performance linked to personal variables (proficiency, skill or 

ability, self-assurance), a transversal feature intersecting the various writing components. This 

inclusive conceptualisation of writing fluency may have greater explanatory power and 

pedagogical value than just measuring text length over time (Baba & Nitta, 2014; Chenoweth 

& Hayes, 2001) or studying pausing behaviours (Barkaoui, 2019; Ellis & Yuan, 2004), or 

physical skills like keystroke or eye-tracking (Chukharev-Hudilainen, Saricaoglu, Torrance, & 

Feng, 2019). The only other comprehensive model of writing fluency found (Van Waes & 

Leijten, 2015) includes four dimensions: (a) production, (b) process variation, (c) revision, and 

(d) pause behaviour, but all refer to the online or ongoing writing process as independent from 

writers’ variables and context.  

The present study showed that task difficulty is another multifaceted aspect of writing. Because 

of its deliberately ‘neutralising’ design, the task itself was not a source of difficulty. Task 

Difficulty showed no statistically significant differences in any of the writing dimensions 

evaluated with the rubric in the participants’ texts, likely linked to the simple and non-

specialised design of the writing task and topic to minimising differences among the curricular 

groups. From the participants’ perspective, however, there were difficulties related to their 

attitudes towards topics and writing, knowledge of the topic, proficiency-related difficulties 
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(e.g., lexis, mechanics), writing skills (e.g., text organisation, writing strategies) and, for some, 

situational factors. Other studies have also referred to task representation as influenced by 

previous education, personal beliefs, and task (e.g., Khuder & Harwood, 2019). A situated view 

of writing task difficulty assumes that the difficulty is not only inherent in the task but also in 

the writer (Byrnes, 2014) and corroborates the value of using multiple measures to capture L2 

writing development (Johnson, 2017).  

8.3.2 Task  

Task was operationalised in this research as a general writing dimension comprising Genre 

(email letter, in the present study) and Register (informal tone). For Genre, there was evidence 

of writing development at both the group and individual levels, although development was not 

necessarily anticipated due to the task's neutralising design. Significant differences between the 

groups indicated development in Genre. Progress at the individual level was indicated by an 

overall tendency from regression, decreasing scores, in both lower and higher scorers in CS1 

and the lower scorer in CS2 to no progress [NP] for CS2 higher scorer and both CS3 lower and 

higher scorers. The NP pattern in CS3 was associated with high scores beyond which little or 

no further progress is possible, that is a ‘ceiling effect’ (Murakami & Alexopoulou, 2016; 

Nicolás-Conesa, Roca de Larios & Coyle, 2014). In this case, the ceiling effect indicated 

stabilisation of the participants’ writing at a high level at the end of the BEdFLUC programme; 

that is, no progress at this advanced curricular point was part of overall progress. This lack of 

progress was anticipated due to the task and genre.  

As most writing development research in L2/ESL/EFL has been focused on academic genres, 

the use of email letters made this study innovative. Although academic writing is central to their 

studies, it is not the only writing type EFL learners need. They also have other non-academic 

communication needs that may entail writing in the target language, such as emails, CVs, and 

letters. This study considered that, as found in similar studies using emails and letters (Ryshina-

Pankova, 2006; Yayli, 2011; Yasuda 2011; Wang, 2013), the development of writing includes 

the development of language resources, registers, and audience awareness in a genre different 

from institutional, educational, and professional requirements.  

Furthermore, the present study found cross-genre transference evidence; both higher and lower 

scorers repeatedly mentioned transferring the generic text and content structure, learned during 

their previous Spanish and English writing courses, to the email letters. Similar results, including 

the development of particular text and content features related to the audience, purposes, and 

textual characteristics, were reported by Yayli (2011). The development of EFL writing for 
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personal purposes in email letters, and the cross-genre transference, found in this study remind 

us that “[g]enre pedagogies promise very real benefits for learners as they pull together 

language, content, and contexts” (Hyland, 2007, p. 150).  

 

Register is directly linked to context and audience (Hyland & Jiang, 2017) and the 

sociolinguistic context (Szmrecsanyi & Wälchli, 2014). Unexpectedly, the Year-1 curricular 

group (CS1) outperformed the Year-3 group (CS2). As the email letters written in the present 

study were informal, CS2 students were expected to have more experience; this result seems 

unrelated to their recent instruction. The finding also supports the view of EFL writing 

development as a non-linear process across groups of learners. Moreover, the register 

(informality and language) improvements are in line with one of the few comparable register 

studies in EFL writing (Shaw & Liu, 1998). Our results support Shaw and Liu’s claim that 

changes in register features can differentiate the texts of developing writers at relatively close 

points in time and that a detailed examination of significant changes can reveal patterns of 

learning.   

8.3.3 Author  

Audience awareness and Voice were two authorial facets examined in the study. There were no 

developmental differences in Voice at the group level (see Section 5.2.3). However, weak 

development was found at the individual level for the higher and lower scorers in the second 

phase of the study. The interpretation of the lack of differences between the groups as no 

development of this particular writing dimension needs to be tentative because of the low, 

moderate inter-rater reliability value for Voice (ICC [1, 3] = 0.509, p < .01). The readers/raters 

agreed on the importance of Voice in EFL writing development but found its identification in 

texts quite challenging (as in Morton & Storch, 2019). In Morton and Storch’s study, working 

with advanced writers –PhD students– and expert readers –thesis supervisors–, it is possible that 

the individual voices at that level match the disciplinary voices in the literature, which were then 

hard to tell apart. In the present study, as in Morton and Storch’s, the readers/raters’ backgrounds 

and voices appeared to influence their views of voice. The effect of raters in the evaluation of 

L2 writing requires deeper consideration, which was beyond the scope of the present study.  

A second issue is that Voice might be an advanced writing aspect requiring previous linguistic 

resources and writing maturity. Thus, it is subject to trade-off effects (Skehan, 2009) and 

develops more slowly, particularly in a foreign language situation due to contextual constraints. 

A trade-off effect is likely to affect EFL students’ Voice because, as language learners and 

novice writers, their writing attention is mainly devoted to dealing with language, text 
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organisation and other aspects, such as topic/content, time, and length. In other words, writers’ 

focus on language and writing processes may divert their attention from the expression of a 

personal stance. The trade-off effect was minimised in the present study through the 

‘neutralising’ design of the task that made it equitable for all the participants. Moreover, the 

present study's EFL participants had already developed a writing identity in L1 (Hirvela & 

Belcher, 2001).  

Furthermore, although Voice might be conceived of as an EFL writing aspect that develops 

slowly, the argument here is that Authorial Voice is an essential writing trait always present in 

writing (Bakhtin, 1981; Capello, 2006) and cannot be omitted when evaluating writing (Ivanič 

& Camps, 2001). Authorial Voice is a key writing facet both in the personal, social, and 

academic spheres. In the personal dimension, voice is related to self, identity, agency, and 

confidence. In the social, academic sphere, voice refers to personal arguments and contributions 

to the disciplinary discourse and is related to mastery of genre conventions.  

Finally, the development of Voice is an aspect requiring a longer time for observation; a 

longitudinal approach may better understand this phenomenon (Burgess, 2012). Observing the 

progress of authorial voice would also require, for this particularly subjective aspect, fine-

grained instruments, well-trained raters and, probably, the examination of different types of 

tasks.  

Audience Awareness (AA), the second authorial writing aspect examined in this research, is a 

salient writing trait as a socio-cognitive, sociocultural, and interactive process (Hyland, 2005b). 

In the present study, there was evidence of AA improvement across the groups, with non-linear 

progress in the individual writers, not only in linguistic aspects, which is typical in AA studies 

(e.g., Chen & Brown, 2012; Li, 2000), but also in other writing dimensions. The participants’ 

interviews revealed close connections between Audience Awareness, Register, and Language 

and showed the profound impact of AA on the writers’ motivation and text (content and 

linguistic) quality. The variety of imagined and real readers addressed by the participants in their 

email letters uncovered specific writers’ beliefs about their audiences that determine writing 

content, form, purpose, and voice (as when trying to convince girls or boys, as expressed by Ex, 

the CS3 lower scorer, in Sections 6.4.4 and 6.4.1).  

These findings also confirmed that the ability to address different audiences is a fundamental 

component of writing ability, which can be evaluated through textual markers such as context 

statements and content. Similar outcomes have been reported in studies including audience 

awareness in writing (Chen & Brown, 2012; Cho & Choi, 2018; Hyland, 2005b), supporting 
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Chen and Brown’s (2012) model, which describes the interrelationships among audience 

awareness, motivation, writing quality, and learner autonomy.  

This study also identified an aspect of audience and audience awareness complexity infrequently 

analysed in L2 writing research. Some participants' decision to relegate the rater, the ‘second 

audience’ or a third party, to a ‘background’ audience position to avoid feeling stressed (see 

Section 6.4.4) reveals the complexity of audience awareness. The primacy of the (real or 

imagined) ‘communicating audience’ over the ‘evaluating audience’ (the rater, the teacher in 

the classroom) aligns with Brown’s (2000) classification of classroom writing into real and 

display writing. Likewise, the connections found in the present study between audience 

awareness, content, register, and linguistic features are consistent with Hyland’s (2005a) 

interactive and interactional metadiscoursal devices used by writers to deal with content and 

audience (see Table 2.1, Section 2.3).  

In closing this section, this study shows the complexity of Voice and Audience Awareness in 

writing. It demonstrates that Voice and Audience Awareness are aspects central to writing that 

need to be included in EFL writing teaching, testing, and research.  

8.3.4 Readability 

Readability is a key feature of text quality used here to corroborate writing development from 

the reader/rater’s view, a perspective different from the usual language-centred view of text 

quality. The fact that the developmental patterns of Readability and Global scores were identical 

for five of the six lower and higher scorers in the second phase of the study (see Section 6.2.1) 

supported the operationalisation of the comprehensive view of writing reflected in the rubric as 

well as its internal consistency.   

Readability, alongside Language and Text Organization, was one of the writing dimensions with 

greater evidence of development. The close relationship between these three writing aspects 

seems logical, with Readability resulting mainly from adequate language and text organization, 

as found in most other studies (Pitler & Nenkova, 2008; Xia, Kochmar, & Briscoe, 2019). 

However, Readability is not exclusively a product of linguistic and rhetorical features in a text. 

Other personal and sociocultural factors are involved in Readability, such as content, genre, 

register, authorial voice, with all of them linked to a reader.  

The present study shows that Readability is viable and reliable to include as a measure of writing 

development representing the reader/rater’s view because “most of the studies so far have 

evaluated text difficulty as judged by native speakers, despite the fact that text comprehensibility 

can be perceived very differently by L2 learners” (Xia, Kochmar & Briscoe, 2019, p. 1). 
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Previous research on text Readability has been limited to linguistic and discourse analysis 

automated or carried out by computers (Pitler, & Nenkova, 2008; Vajjala, & Meurers, 2012) 

and not automated or carried out by humans (e.g., Sun, 2012). Such limitation has been due, 

perhaps, to the number and complexity of sociocultural variables that an integral approach to 

readability entails. The present study emphasizes that the readability of a text is not only the 

outcome of text properties; it also depends on the readers, who are also affected by their 

contexts.  

To close Section 8.3, it must be noted that this study not only found writing progress, as expected 

and usual in EFL writing development studies (Bulté & Housen, 2014; Vyatkina, 2012; Yasuda, 

2011). This study also uncovered differential development across the writing facets scrutinised 

regarding how such development occurs. There was evidence not only of non-linear 

development of writing, as proposed by the CDST (Baba & Nitta, 2014; Larsen-Freeman & 

Cameron, 2008) and dynamic usage-based perspective (Verspoor & Smiskova, 2012), but also 

of specific aspects with more and with less development. It is posited that as Voice and Register 

might be aspects that develop slowly in an EFL context, they may require a longer period of 

tracking than a 16-week semester, as in this study, to record their progress more clearly.  

The non-linear and differently paced development of some writing aspects by different learners 

in different situations might partly explain why some studies have found important changes in 

short periods (Bulté & Housen, 2014; Crossley & McNamara, 2014) while other studies have 

not (Polio & Shea, 2014; Storch, 2009; Yoon & Polio, 2017). Differences may also be due to 

measurement types (Polio & Shea, 2014). Likewise, the EFL setting might explain the limited 

or slow development of writing aspects, such as Register, most likely due to limited EFL 

communication opportunities in the target language.   

8.4 EFL Writing Development at the Personal Level: Nonlinear and 

differentially paced Developmental Trajectories of Higher and Lower 

Scorers (RQ2)  

The second RQ examined individual higher and lower scorers' developmental trajectories at the 

three BEdFLUC curricular stages over a 16-week semester. First, the six EFL learners' 

developmental trajectories participating in the second phase of the study were plotted as line 

graphs tracing the scores given by three independent scorers to 12 writing aspects examined in 

the participants’ texts with the rubric designed for the study. The line graphs traced the scores 

through six time-points during the 16-week semester. The resulting trajectories were then 

analysed in relation to three criteria regarding change: degree (null, weak, moderate, strong), 
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linearity (homogeneous/heterogeneous), and direction (no progress, progress, and regress) (see 

Chapter 6 introduction).  

The analysis showed that the prevalent developmental pattern was weak homogeneous progress, 

which was consistent with the quantitative results that indicated small but significant 

differences. The general weak homogeneous development found in the present study is 

congruent with the foreign language situation, an acquisition-poor milieu (Pasassung, 2003; 

Zhang, 2001) that limits and slows EFL writing development, particularly regarding Register, 

Voice, and Audience Awareness. The artificial nature of classroom learning might be a factor, 

too. Although in the present study, the writing was completed outside of the classroom, the 

participants were students responding to prompts and tasks provided in an instructed context. 

An alternative hypothesis is that Voice and Audience Awareness (the two components of the 

Author in this study) develop more slowly or ‘late’, after linguistic proficiency and other basic 

writing skills such as text organisation. However, this hypothesis needs to be taken with caution 

due to the present study's limited time span. 

The analysis of the specific writing dimensions' developmental pathways also revealed 

individual complexity and variability not identified in the quantitative analysis of the 

participating groups. The simultaneous presence of progress, no progress, and regress in 

different writing aspects across participants suggests complex and non-linear development. This 

non-linearity was interpreted as developmental instability, which was evident particularly in, 

but not limited to, the lower scorers’ trajectories; this instability, however, was not evident in 

all the writing facets examined. The no-progress (NP) pattern was apparent mainly in Genre (e-

mail letter), most likely due to the task's neutralising design, as mentioned before, and in 

Mechanics, possibly because this is an area of major difficulty for Spanish speakers. Unstable 

trajectories in lower scorers (identified as low achievers or novice writers) in contrast with more 

stable developmental patterns of higher scorers (Green, 2013; Lei, 2016) has been found in other 

studies (Sasaki, Mizumoto, & Murakami, 2018). Non-linearity of development has also been 

reported in SLA research within CDST (Larsen-Freeman, 2006; Larsen-Freeman & Cameron, 

2008) and other studies (Murakami, 2014, 2016).  

In summary, this study confirms that EFL writing development is limited, complex, non-linear, 

and context-bound for both lower and higher scorers at the individual level. The study provides 

an integrated view of writing development and details the development of general and specific 

writing dimensions, some of them under-researched in developmental studies.  
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8.5 Factors most influential of Higher Scorers’ EFL Writing Development: 

Personal Variables Supported by Environmental Factors (RQ3) 

The third RQ identified the most influential factors in the EFL writing development of three 

higher scorers, one at each of the three curricular stages of a TESOL programme. It was decided 

to focus on higher scorers because their success, under a limited situation, may illustrate key 

factors for further research and pedagogical interest. Low scorers were not included due to space 

limitation in this thesis. The analysis of the writers’ retrospective and reflective interviews 

uncovered a multiplicity of factors influencing writing development that were grouped into two 

general categories, personal and contextual factors. While the individual factors encompass 

personal variables such as age, cognitive styles, motivation, and proficiency, the contextual 

factors relate to environmental variables such as family, friends, instruction, and work. Although 

discussed below in separate sections, the personal and the contextual factors are inextricably 

intertwined (Atkinson, Churchill, Nishino & Okada, 2018; Dörnyei & Ryan, 2015; Dörnyei & 

Ushioda, 2009; DFG, 2016; Larsen–Freeman, 2019ab) as the discussion will show. 

8.5.1 Individual factors 

The analysis of the reflective and retrospective interviews (see Chapter 7) identified personal 

variables, particularly attitude and motivation, as key influences in the EFL context, which 

offers few opportunities for written input, interaction, and production (Ortega, 2009). As 

reported in previous studies, personal motivation seems to be especially influential in this 

situation through self-regulation or agency (Larsen-Freeman, 2019b; Oxford & Amerstorfer, 

2018; Teng and Zhang, 2018), or learning strategies (Gao, 2010; Oxford, 2017). The pre-

eminence of personal motivation may be explained by the absence of powerful contextual 

motivational factors such as instruction or the use of EFL writing in social communication. The 

absence of situational encouragement may also explain an unanticipated finding of the current 

study, the almost unanimous participants’ reports of using reading as a source of inspiration and 

writing models, especially for the lower scorers. Although it is an EFL writers’ everyday 

practice, this reading-to-write strategy has received little attention in L2 writing studies and 

mainly used only as a test task (Gebril & Plakans, 2013).  

A close connection between writing motivation, writing self-confidence, and attitudes towards 

language, writing, and writing topic was also found in this study. The interdependence and 

mutual influence of the various variables affecting writing development align with the CDST 

perspective (co-dependence or mutual mediation) and have been reported in other studies 

(Larsen-Freeman & Cameron, 2008; Fogal, 2019b).  
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The analysis of the participants’ accounts also revealed that their attitudes and motivation 

towards EFL writing arose from childhood origins and teenage experiences to the moment of 

their participation in the study. Their stories indicated that factors influencing EFL writing 

development, which start with early family experiences with L1 reading and writing, determine 

the participants’ long-lasting motivation and attitudes towards language learning. Later, during 

teenage and secondary school, motivation and attitudes are reinforced and linked to the foreign 

language through the pursuit of personal identity (Csizér & Magid, 2014; Dörnyei & Ushioda, 

2009) and personal/social interests such as Japanese manga, music and videos, and social 

networks. Finally, instruction and peer feedback are influential factors at university when the 

EFL writers actually start writing in the additional language. This broad timeline of the 

development of motivation and attitudes towards EFL writing allows an understanding of 

writing in relation to writers’ personal factors that cannot be seen in the texts alone.  

The study also showed the dynamism of those motivational trajectories and the participants’ 

personal particularities, which are rarely described in writing development studies. For instance, 

the previous chapter described Magnum’s radical motivational changes during the 16 weeks of 

the study; from liking writing only personal, non-academic texts, she ended appreciating the 

need for, and the possibility of, writing good academic texts. From a chiefly extrinsic 

motivation, driven by the sense of responsibility to comply with her family, her children, and, 

ultimately, herself, a mature student with classmates who were at a similar age to her older son, 

Magnum ended liking writing in English “just because” (Magnum, Retrospective Interview 6). 

In other words, the study found EFL writing development was also the development of the 

writer’s motivation as a writer, a factor that cannot be seen in the usual consideration of writing 

development as improvement of text quality. The writing development is intertwined with 

personal, emotional growth.  

Furthermore, the participants were noticeably more motivated towards personal written 

expression (see Section 7.2.1.2), which is often disregarded in a TESOL curriculum that focuses 

on academic writing and writing for language learning. In the EFL situation examined in this 

study, writing as a means of personal expression not only occurred simultaneously with the 

learning-to-write and the writing-to-learn but was also an important personal variable 

influencing the writing development of the three higher scorers. This finding suggests, as noted 

in earlier studies, there is reciprocal support between the development of writing skills (learning-

to-write) and writing for language and content learning (writing-to-learn) for meaning-making 

(Manchón, 2009, 2011; Yasuda, 2018). Moreover, it expands the concept of mutual 

reinforcement of learning-to-write and writing-to-learn to include a new dimension, learning-
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to-express-oneself, emphasising the organic, integral nature of writing and its various functions. 

Learning-to-express-oneself highlights the writer's personal agency and is linked to the 

development of authorial voice and self-regulation (see Nitta & Baba, 2018). Learning-to-

express-oneself is different from the learning-to-write process and writing-to-learn views of 

writing (Manchón, 2011). The development of writing is the development of texts, but this 

development is not purely linguistic. It reflects the writer’s development as a whole person, in 

line with Ushioda’s (2009) person-in-context relational view of motivation, which sees it as 

“emergent from relations between real persons, with particular social identities, and the 

unfolding cultural context of activity” (p. 214). 

Additionally, the present study found evidence of L1-L2 transfer, particularly in text 

organization, lexis, and mechanics (punctuation). L1-to-L2 transference is usually associated 

with proficiency and frequently reported in L2 writing studies (e.g., Murphy & Roca, 2010; 

Wang, 2003). However, few studies discuss transfer concerning advanced learners (Murphy & 

Roca, 2010), and the bi-directionality of transfer between L1 and L2 has been recognized only 

recently (Kobayashi & Rinnert, 2013; Yasuda, 2015).  

Overall, the present study shows that writing development in an EFL situation depends largely 

on personal variables such as motivation, attitudes, learning strategies, personal traits, and L1. 

Furthermore, the individual factors were closely linked to contextual, environmental factors like 

writing instruction (in L1, EFL, and French as a foreign language), peer feedback, and social 

networks providing important support to EFL practice. Age, background, attitudes, personal 

interests, learning strategies, proficiency, schooling, family, friends, and social media converge 

in unique ways to shape the learners’ EFL writing. Although there are common influencing 

factors, they affect each person in distinct ways. For instance, although highly motivated, the 

three higher scorers had different kinds of motivation. While Diana and Magnum’s motivations 

were mainly extrinsic or socially oriented, Daisy’s motivation was more intrinsic or personally 

oriented. Magnum’s extrinsic motivation was linked to what she called “the need to comply” 

(Magnum, Interview 1, 31 March 2017) with her family expectations and the need to prove 

herself to her two sons, her younger peers and, ultimately, herself. Moreover, motivation is 

dynamic and changes across situations and over time, as seen in Magnum's case. 

8.5.2 Contextual factors 

Situational or environmental factors reported by participants in this study suggested a poor 

writing instructional background associated with little EFL writing during primary and 

secondary school. In contrast, all the participants reported a great advance in their EFL writing 
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at university and during their participation in the study. Instruction (including L1 writing 

instruction) had a mixed impact on the learners’ writing development. While some participants 

reported that instruction promoted positive attitudes and confidence (e.g., Diana, CS1), others 

commented on discouraging effects on writing from an excessive emphasis on negative 

corrective feedback (e.g., Magnum, CS3). It could be concluded that instruction, a key 

contextual factor in an EFL situation, did not promote EFL writing development during primary 

and secondary school, and instruction appeared to have mixed effects at the tertiary level. The 

mixed impact of instruction on EFL writing development found in this study contrasts with most 

L2 writing development studies highlighting the positive outcomes of instruction (Ferris & 

Hedgcock, 2014; Nagao, 2019). The difference might be related to the fact that these studies 

report instruction provided by knowledgeable researchers, while this study reports results from 

average school teaching using traditional methodologies centred on grammar and translation. 

Instruction, however, seemed to have been less influential in writing development than 

individual factors in this study and was not a specific focus as this was not an intervention study. 

Second, the present research provides insight into EFL personal writing motivation dynamics 

linked to socio-cultural contexts from infancy to adulthood through family, school, social 

networks, and work. The analysis showed the participants as situated agents of their EFL writing 

development in dynamic linguistic environments. The contextual factors must be seen as 

contexts, in the plural, referring to socio-cultural dimensions in space and time. Context can be 

operationalised as progressively enlarging circles from the individual to the social, cultural, and 

geographic milieus (family, school, social networks, work, national, international, and 

ideological levels; see Figures 1.4 to 1.6). The contextual factors are inherently intertwined and 

can be more or less significant with regard to EFL writing development. Contexts are not an 

“independent background variable which is theorised to influence motivation, but over which 

learners have no control,” as Ushioda (2009, p. 216) claims. Neither do the contexts determine 

the individual person in a deterministic way (Lamb, 2009); there is a bidirectional relationship 

in which persons adapt to situations and reshape them to fit their interests.  

The writing progress found in the present study is both personal accomplishment and progress 

towards socially shared parameters of writing regarding language, text organisation, readability, 

and genre (i.e., text properties/quality). The advancement is progressively target-like 

performance attained through internalization or appropriation of social norms by an individual 

(i.e. the opposite of individual-to-social norms progress) and, simultaneously, individual 

expression development. These findings are in line with the postulates of SLA's sociocultural 
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theory (Lantolf, 2011) and imply that progress cannot be studied or assessed as exclusively 

personal responsibility and as socially (instructional) shared accountability.  

To close, the present study claims that the EFL setting has to be considered as having its own 

distinct status with its own unique contextual influence, as different from ESL. A foreign 

language situation entails reduced input with limited production opportunities in the target 

language plus socioeconomic and cultural factors as associated with prestige, education and 

employment entry, and economic aspirations linked to the target language. All such features, 

associated with a foreign language, play a key role in motivation towards the learning and use 

of the target language. Equating EFL to ESL led to the ideological bias, called ‘native-

speakerism’ (Holliday, 2006; Swan, Aboshiha, & Holliday, 2015), which is the basis of the 

deficit view that sees EFL users as underdeveloped or insufficient L1 or ESL writers (Calafato, 

2019). Although EFL writers’ texts are usually shorter and with more errors resulting from lower 

proficiency, a comparison between L1, ESL and EFL writing has low pedagogical value and is 

not relevant in this study.  

8.6 Concluding Remarks 

The present study has provided evidence of EFL writing development of groups and individual 

higher and lower scorers. It found differential development consistent with the findings of 

studies with a more limited scope (focused, for instance, on linguistic aspects, genre, identity, 

or motivation). Moreover, it is advantageous in showing a wide range of writing dimensions, 

thus contributing to a more comprehensive examination of L2 writing development. The study 

has also confirmed the usefulness of both quantitative and qualitative data for both group and 

individual levels, as personal trajectories and variation are usually ‘hidden’ in data about group 

writing state or process (Ushioda, 2009). Although it is possible to analyse context- and person-

related aspects separately, this separation is based on the untenable assumption of the 

independence between the person and their contexts (van Geert & Steenbeek, 2008).  

The present study's findings support the feasibility and desirability of studying writing 

development from a comprehensive perspective integrating several of its central constructs (text 

quality, writing skill/performance –including writing fluency-, authorial voice, audience 

awareness, readability, and writing context/situation). Writers’ progress not only occurs in their 

linguistic proficiency and mastery of writing processes and textual properties but also in 

psychological (cognitive and affective) and sociocultural aspects. The rubric utilised in this 

study reliably captured the intended comprehensive view of writing. The convergent validation 

and analytic density (Pawson, 2008) of mixed-method examination of a comprehensive view of 
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writing in texts from groups and individual writers in an EFL situation contrasts with the 

descriptions of writing progress (of groups and global performance) in most writing 

development studies.  

The findings also provide evidence of EFL writing development as a combination of linguistic, 

cognitive, and sociocultural progress highly dependent on both personal and environmental 

factors. This study demonstrated that, in an EFL situation, writing development depends largely 

on personal variables such as motivation, attitudes, self-regulation, learning strategies, personal 

traits, and L1 proficiency.  

The present study provides empirical support to theoretical perspectives arguing for the 

complexity, non-linearity, and situational nature of writing, particularly regarding EFL writing 

development (Manchón, 2009). Task repetition (iteration) and mutual interaction (co-

adaptation), among other various writing dimensions and mediating factors examined, are 

central to answering this study's overarching question regarding how EFL writing development 

occurs. Task repetition would yield cumulative effects, and mutual influences between the 

various writing dimensions would be the writing development mechanism (co-adaptation as the 

self-organising writing device, in CDST terms; Baba & Nitta, 2014; Murakami, 2016). The 

present study showed that this mechanism is not static and purely internal; the writing 

dimensions are not only textual but also sociocultural and personal (of writers and 

readers/raters).  

Furthermore, this study has shown that writing can develop over a period as short as a 16-week 

academic semester in an EFL writing situation that has reduced authenticity and limited 

contextual applicability for the target language compared to an ESL context. This finding 

highlights the importance of EFL learners’ commitment, as argued by Ortega (2012), and 

reminds us of the writers’ agency as a central factor in writing development and in SLA as 

advocated by Larsen-Freeman’s (2019b).  

To close, this research has contributed to an understanding of EFL writing development by 

identifying what changes in writing (writing dimensions), why change occurs (influencing 

factors), and how change takes place through the interactions between and within those 

dimensions and factors, and through developmental paths of lower and higher scorers.  
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Chapter 9. Conclusions 

 

The present study examined the writing development of groups and individual EFL learners 

across three curricular levels of a TESOL programme in response to calls in the L2 writing 

literature for integrative approaches to SLA and L2 writing research. The study adopted a 

comprehensive view of writing and writing development by drawing on some of the main 

theoretical writing approaches. Both theoretical and empirical literature have shown that writing 

is more than its product, the text. Alongside linguistic and text organisation aspects, writing 

comprises cognitive processes, psychological (cognitive, attitudinal, and emotional) factors, and 

situational components (the writing situation and sociocultural views of writing). Accordingly, 

writing was defined in this thesis as a composite and situated (context-dependent) range of 

abilities in the linguistic, rhetoric, pragmatic, and sociocultural domains. Writing development, 

therefore, was defined as situated (context-related) progress across the range of skills that 

comprise writing. The present study has provided empirical evidence of writing development as 

the interrelated progress of writing processes, text features, and writers’ individual and social-

cultural expression.  

Evidence of writing development can be seen by comparing learners' writing at different stages 

and over time. To examine EFL writing development, differences between BEdFLUC groups 

and individual learners (higher and lower scorers) were first analysed quantitatively through 

scores given by three independent raters using the same scoring rubric. The multi-trait rubric 

(Appendix 4) used for analysis reflected the comprehensive view of writing in a set of 12 

specific writing facets embedded in six general dimensions. Secondly, the writing development 

of six individual learners (three higher scorers and three lower scorers from the three curricular 

groups) was tracked through six writing samples per learner over a 16-week academic semester. 

The developmental trajectories of each writing dimension were examined using line graphs 

characterised with three general features of change (degree, direction, and linearity of change) 

(see Table 6.2 in Chapter 6) and then recorded in tables depicting the changes across the 

established parameters. Finally, as writing is context-related, the factors influencing the 

participants’ writing development were analysed qualitatively, drawing on the lower and higher 

scorers’ interviews. These three analyses to answer the three RQs of the study are presented in 

Chapters 6, 7, and 8. The present study drew from what texts, writers, and readers (raters) “say” 

through text scores, writers’ interviews, and raters’ feedback and readability scores.  

This final chapter presents the current study's conclusions, starting with a summary of its major 

findings. It then presents some theoretical, methodological, and pedagogical implications for 
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EFL researchers and language teachers/practitioners. In closing, the limitations of the study are 

discussed, and directions for future research are suggested. 

9.1 Key Findings and Contributions 

The present study is innovative in its simultaneous examination of EFL writing development by 

groups and individual learners and in the comprehensive view of writing adopted, reflected in a 

rubric expected to have a diagnostic capability for researchers, teachers, and language majors. 

This section presents the central contributions of the study.  

9.1.1 Writing development in three curricular groups of EFL learners (RQ1) 

As seen in the global scores, writing time, and writing fluency, significant writing performance 

differences between the three groups of EFL learners (RQ1) were identified through the 

quantitative analyses. These differences were interpreted as indicating writing development 

across the BEdFLUC curriculum, as expected. The moderate nature of the progress was 

explained in relation to contextual constraints characteristic of the EFL situation.  

Unexpectedly, the first curricular group outperformed the second and third, more advanced 

groups in some writing dimensions (see Section 5.2). Furthermore, the writing development was 

not uniform in all the writing dimensions examined with the analytic rubric. It was concluded 

that writing development is non-linear and differentially paced, not progressing uniformly, 

across the facets or dimensions that comprise writing. Voice and Register appear to develop less 

or more slowly, while Language (grammar, morphology, vocabulary, and mechanics), 

Readability, Text (global and paragraph) Organization, and Task Fulfilment develop steadily. 

Register was the only aspect of writing with no significant differences between the three groups. 

It is hypothesised that the lack of changes in Register was due to the uniformity, easiness of the 

task and the reduced authenticity resulting from the limited opportunities for interaction in the 

target language. This finding supports the use of a neutralising task, regarded in this thesis as a 

task that minimises the advantages of participants of different levels (See Section 4.3.3.1 in the 

Methodology Chapter).  

9.1.2 Developmental trajectories of higher and lower scorers (RQ2) 

The thematic analysis and descriptive statistics22 of the developmental trajectories of higher and 

lower scorers across the curriculum over a 16-week semester uncovered various writing 

development patterns both within the curricular levels and among the individual learners (see 

Chapter 6). The developmental trajectories displayed mostly (77.5%) homogeneous or stable 

 
22 It was not possible to run inferential statistics due to the small number of participants (6) and texts (36, 6 per 

participant). 
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progress in scores, 12.5% showed no progress, and 10% indicated a decrease in score. The 

predominant developmental pattern was weak homogenous progress (WPHom) for the Global 

Score (i.e., the general writing performance), Readability, and Register. The second most 

frequent pattern was moderate homogeneous progress (MPHom) for Global scores, Audience 

Awareness, and Global Organisation. Letter was the writing facet that developed less due, 

probably, to the writing task's neutralising design. The aspects of the most remarkable 

development were Content and Global scores. The participant with the most writing progress 

was Damaris (CS2-), possibly due to personal characteristics and being at the intermediate 

curricular stage. 

The simultaneous presence of progress, no progress, and regression was interpreted as showing 

how writing develops, the complexity of writing, and that development is not uniform across 

the various writing dimensions. The analyses showed that the group average obscures the non-

linearity of individual learners, and the general performance, global scores, obscures the 

variability across specific writing aspects. General group uniformity “hiding” individual 

differences has also been found in some previous studies (e.g., Murakami, 2016). As Larsen-

Freeman (2018c) puts it, “claims at the level of the group/population can be made, but it cannot 

be assumed that they apply to [all] individuals” (p. 208). The present study hypothesises that the 

progress, lack of progress, or regression of the various writing aspects influence each other 

within the general development process. For instance, language and text organization 

development may support the potential progress of other aspects such as authorial voice; in turn, 

the lack of development of audience awareness may hinder other writing aspects such as 

vocabulary and text organization. Mutual influence and co-dependence dynamics have been 

postulated by and found in CDST studies (e.g., De Bot & Larsen-Freeman, 2011; Larsen 

Freeman, 2006; Larsen-Freeman & Cameron, 2008).  

The lack of progress at higher curricular stages may signal stabilisation of progress at the higher 

learning stage. However, it might also be related to a ceiling effect for participants in the 

advanced curricular stages, getting scores close to or at the top of a test score in the specific 

genre (email). Progress of learners in lower stages is more apparent because there is “room” for 

progress (better scores), while the higher scorers have “less room” for progress. However, the 

presence of no progress was not limited to higher scorers, supporting an interpretation of no 

progress as evidence of non-linearity. 

The study also found that EFL learners who were higher scorers generally exhibited more stable, 

homogeneous developmental trajectories, suggesting they had greater control of writing. Lower 
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scorers, in general, showed more unstable, heterogeneous trajectories. Although they often did 

not maintain the progress previously reached, they exhibited increasing trends, often greater 

than those of higher scorers. The lower scorers’ processes might be characterised in general as 

‘progress with instability’.  

The writers’ interviews and the raters’ corrective feedback revealed unexpected aspects of the 

participants’ EFL writing development that were not evident in the texts (see Section 6.4). While 

the EFL writers recognised progress in writing aspects measured with scores (e.g., coherence 

and language), they saw development in their increased writing confidence and awareness, 

perception of the task becoming progressively easier, and less dependence on writing aides 

(dictionaries). The writers’ retrospective interviews also identified close connections between 

writing dimensions (e.g., Voice and Audience Awareness, Register. Task Difficulty, and 

Content choice and treatment) that are not apparent in the quantitative analysis. In Cumming’s 

(2013) words, “[r]ather than positing uniform developmental sequences, the conclusions from 

research on second-language writing are that it is highly variable and dependent on the contexts 

in which learners write, live, and learn” (p. 704).  

Notably, the trajectory lines in the various writing aspects showed a progressive closeness over 

the curricular stages; that is, there was a reduction in the gap between the lower and higher 

scorers suggesting that writing development across the curriculum is achieved through a variety 

of pathways. (See the figures by curricular stage in Appendix 18B).   

Another intriguing finding was that the participants’ peak scores were commonly towards the 

end of the six writing samples, particularly Text 4 (Table 6.9, Section 6.2.1). While this might 

have been linked to task repetition (i.e., same task type) and perception of task difficulty 

(Appendix 19), the topics in Texts 4, 5, and 6 were similar. It is unlikely that Text 4, in particular, 

was perceived as easier in every aspect of the writing.  

The findings for the writing development trajectories of individual lower and higher scorers 

(RQ2) of the qualitative phase of the study were in line with the results of the quantitative phase, 

which indicated a limited, but statistically significant development across the three groups 

(RQ1) in most of the writing aspects. The developmental patterns also suggested that writing 

progress is associated with the curricular level and varies greatly due to the writers' personal 

features. Language (lexis, mechanics, etc.), writing time, and text length are the aspects of 

writing with greater variability both in lower and higher scorers, suggesting they are very 

sensitive to individual, personal features.  
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Within developmental trajectories, larger differences were evident for the second curricular 

group participants (CS2).  While instability associated with the middle curricular stage, a 

transitional phase between the consolidating basic (initial) level and the more challenging final 

curricular stage, may lead to these differences, the similarities between the CS3 participants 

were probably because of higher proficiency. The variability seems to reflect the influence of 

individual variables and factors investigated in the third research question.  

9.1.3 Factors that are most influential in the EFL writing development of higher scorers 

(RQ3) 

The qualitative analysis classified the most influential factors in the participants' EFL writing 

development into two broad categories: individual (learner-internal) and contextual (socio-

cultural or learner-external). 

The examination of the individual factors influencing the participants’ EFL writing 

development showed that personal features and motivations in some cases help EFL writing 

(e.g., motivation and positive attitudes, self-discipline/commitment, persistence, confidence), 

and in others hinder it (e.g., introversion and insecurity). The participants reported they wrote 

not only for language growth but also for personal expression, which is often disregarded in 

academic writing. They were more motivated by personal writing than by academic writing. 

Magnum (CS3+), particularly, preferred EFL personal writing, which both she and Daisy 

reported they wrote for therapeutic, healing purposes and to express personal concerns safely. 

Motivation and personal variables were identified as central in the EFL writing development 

process, as they are in language acquisition in general. Personal motivation especially appeared 

to play a key role in the participants’ foreign language learning, given that the EFL context does 

not provide opportunities to use the target language. As these EFL learners are language majors 

and are learning to teach the language, there is a personal and a curricular urgency in developing 

their language skills. The individual factors, clearly, were closely linked with various contextual 

and situational factors.  

The most influential situational factors for the three higher scorers’ EFL writing were L1, 

instruction, peers, social networks, work as teachers, participation in the present study (chiefly 

task repetition and reflection on writing), and some incidental situations while writing (e.g., 

interruptions by noise or phone calls). The participants’ personal history reported in the 

interviews made it possible to trace a general line of EFL writing development over their 

lifetime. Influential early experiences with reading (L1) triggered a general interest in language, 

later transferred, or linked, to EFL during the teenage years, mainly via personal interests (e.g. 

songs, videos, manga—the Japanese comics) and, at times, an inspiring teacher. While 
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instruction is an influential factor in EFL development at the university level, at this stage, the 

main situational factors were personal interests, interaction with peers at the university and in 

social networks, and, finally, development of membership in a community of practice and their 

professional awareness of being teachers (see Green, 2013).  

As reported by the participants, their first language (L1, Spanish) influenced EFL writing 

vocabulary and grammar and translation. There is a consensus in L2 studies on the pervasive 

influence of the first language on L2 (Jarvis & Pavlenko, 2007; Murakami, 2013); with even 

some studies reporting the influence of L1 on the L2 acquisition of English morphemes (e.g., 

Luk & Shirai, 2009; Murakami, 2016; Murakami & Alexopoulou, 2015). 

The interactions between the writing dimensions revealed the learners’ interviews, suggest that 

the various writing dimensions influence each other in ways that resemble a self-organising 

system as proposed by CDST (see Section 7.5). As noted before, the present study hypothesises 

that the development (progress, no progress, or regression) of some aspects influences other 

aspects' development. Whereas the progress of some aspects can precede and support the 

development of other aspects in a sort of scaffolding, some can hinder or compete with each 

other. This mutual co-adaptive influence between the writing dimensions might be considered 

the internal functioning of writing (Ellis, N. 2008; Larsen-Freeman & Cameron, 2008). This 

finding is particularly relevant for answering how EFL writing develops, the present study's 

overarching interest. 

In summary, a number of individual, contextual, and incidental factors were found to influence 

the EFL writing development of three higher scorers in diverse ways. These motivational 

factors, rooted in early experiences in the family and later associated with personal interests 

during the teenage years, appeared to influence each participant's writing development 

differently. It emerged that writing development is highly variable and dependent on the 

particular contexts in which learners write, live, and study. These findings remind teachers of 

writing and researchers that texts and writing involve many personal and socio-cultural aspects. 

Thus, writing scores need to be awarded and taken cautiously as indicators of writing 

proficiency if only linguistic and textual aspects are considered.   

9.2 Implications  

The present study's general conclusion is that EFL writing development is complex, non-linear, 

differentially paced, and situation dependent. The findings identified significant group 

differences between the groups, a variety of individual developmental patterns, mutual 

influences among the writing dimensions, and close connections with personal and contextual 
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variables. An encompassing operationalisation of writing and writing development, such as this, 

has more explanatory power and pedagogical value than single views of discrete writing 

dimensions. Several theoretical, methodological, practical, and pedagogical implications for 

researchers, teachers, and writing evaluators, arise from the findings  

9.2.1 Theoretical Implications 

The theoretical implications of the current study relate first to the constructs of writing and 

writing development, as well as to some sub-constructs within writing. Second, there are 

implications regarding the affordances of a comprehensive view of writing and writing 

development and the role of the context (EFL situation) for how writing development occurs. 

Finally, there are also some implications for the place of non-academic writing in the 

development of EFL writing.  

9.2.1.1 The constructs of writing and writing development revisited 

The first theoretical implication resulting from the present study refers to the construct of 

writing. The literature review showed that writing has been viewed predominantly from rather 

unidimensional views as either text (linguistic aspects mainly) or writer (cognitive processes, 

motivation, or individual variables) or contextual factors (mostly instruction and feedback) (see 

Section 1.2.1). Although valid and providing important understanding, unidimensional views 

cannot explain the complex, multi-layered nature of writing. An encompassing approach to 

writing and writing development may have more explanatory power than unidimensional 

approaches. Writing is not an orphan text; it is inextricably linked to a writer and, as a 

communicative action, to an imagined or real audience. Writing does not occur in a void but 

occurs and is affected by context. Likewise, both the writer and the reader of the text are situated 

in a multifaceted context comprising an expansive network, including the immediate situation 

of writing or reading to family, study, work, friends, and culture (Figure 1.6).  

The present study drew on important theoretical approaches to writing to attempt a 

comprehensive view that operationalises writing as a text-writer-reader-context compound. 

Given that no single theory can account for the complexity of writing and writing development, 

a multi-lensed approach is required to implement a comprehensive view of writing. Within this 

comprehensive approach, the current study defined writing as a composite skill, i.e., a set of 

skills in the linguistic, biological, psychological, and sociocultural domains related to text 

production. This definition means that writing is not linguistic or textual or cognitive or 

sociocultural but simultaneously biological, linguistic, textual, cognitive, affective, 

sociocultural, and context-related.  
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The comprehensive view of writing was reflected in the rubric developed in the present study 

to examine the participants’ texts. However, the present study alone could not cover all the 

aspects comprised by the comprehensive definition of writing proposed. For instance, the study 

did not include biological aspects, such as typing skills, or cognitive processes, such as planning, 

drafting, revising, and editing. Moreover, as some cognitive, emotional, and contextual aspects 

of writing cannot be seen in a text, it was not possible to include them in the rubric. The rubric 

in the present study represents, nevertheless, a view of writing as represented in a text, more 

complete than in usual rubrics because it includes authorial dimensions of voice and audience 

awareness, and readers’ view or readability, as well as linguistic, content and task aspects 

(Appendix 4). Authorial aspects and audience awareness are commonly absent in rubrics 

examining writing.  

Although the rubric may be more directly applicable diagnostically in classroom situations, it 

could also be appropriate for large high-stakes research contexts after further validation and 

rater training relevant to those contexts. Likewise, the rubric could be used for triangulation 

purposes with automated (computerised) writing evaluation (AWE). There are already many 

AWE tools such as Cohmetrix (analyser of linguistic and discursive, coherence aspects; 

McNamara, Graesser, McCarthy, & Cai, 2014), and Multidimensional Analysis Tagger ( MAT), 

a syntactic and genre analyser based on Biber’s (1991, 2009) proposals. Even authorial aspects 

of writing can be assessed in an automated way, for instance, through indices of stance and 

engagement features based on Hyland's (2005a) interactional meta-discourse model as used in 

Yoon’s (2017) Authorial Voice Analyser. Likewise, readability can be analysed through 

automated tools that use some well-known readability formulas based on syntactic and lexical 

measures (e.g., Flesch Reading Ease, Fog count and Readability index; Kincaid, Fishburne, 

Rogers, & Chissom, 1975)  

In brief, the present study does not dismiss the more narrowly focused research literature in 

writing. Instead, through a multi-lensed approach, this study contributes a more comprehensive 

integrated view of writing and writing development than less comprehensive or unidimensional 

approaches. It also attempts to integrate the various sub-constructs of writing (Figure 1.2) to 

provide a better explanation of L2 writing development.   

A second theoretical implication of the present study relates to the construct of writing 

development. Writing development is commonly seen as linear sequential or staged (ladder- or 

staircase-like) progress observable though an increase in scores awarded to text features and test 

performance. In line with the definition of writing adopted, the present study defined writing 
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development as progress in various writing dimensions. Different patterns of progress were 

found across the various writing dimensions examined with the rubric. Progress was found to 

be non-linear in that the overall progress can include no progress and even regression in both 

groups and individual learners, as consistent with CDST (De Bot & Larsen-Freeman, 2011; 

Larsen-Freeman, 2006; Larsen-Freeman & Cameron, 2008). Based on these findings, writing 

development can be redefined as the non-linear, multidirectional, and simultaneous, yet often 

uneven, progress of the writers’ bio-psycho-sociocultural and linguistic skills related to text 

production. Non-linearity is particularly evident at the individual level but also apparent in 

groups according to the evidence presented in the present study. 

The present study attests to the complexity of writing development. Although most writing 

theories recognise the complexity of writing, few studies have attempted a comprehensive view 

of writing development (Green, 2013, in ESL academic writing).  Moreover, to the best of my 

knowledge, none has included text features and the writer and reader’s views simultaneously, 

as was the case in the present study. Furthermore, as most studies on writing development do 

not define writing or writing development, providing an explicit definition of the constructs of 

writing and writing development is a contribution of the present study to the L2 writing 

development research.  

9.2.1.2 How writing development happens 

As mentioned in the literature review, L2 writing studies have provided extensive evidence of 

what develops in writing development and why, but there is still a need for studies on how 

development occurs. It may be said that writing development happens throughout all the 

components (the what) of writing: linguistic aspects (lexical and grammatical complexity, 

accuracy, and fluency); cognitive processes like planning and revision; writing strategies; and 

motivation. Likewise, there is broad consensus on causes (the why) of writing development, 

chiefly instruction, feedback, metacognition (e.g., writing awareness), practice, proficiency, and 

experience abroad. The present study drew from those broad consensuses to build on theorising 

about how EFL writing develops.  

The present study found statistically significant differences between the three EFL curricular 

groups examined, suggesting writing development, as expected. The present study has provided 

evidence of writing development not only regarding general writing performance (global scores, 

writing time, text length, and fluency), but also in twelve writing dimensions, including not only 

content, task, text organisation and language, but also others that are rarely included, such as 

authorial aspects, audience awareness, and the readers’ view.  
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The present study contributes to an innovative detailed multidimensional characterisation of the 

development patterns across the writing facets examined. Descriptions of developmental 

trajectories or patterns included the degree, direction and linearity of change (Chapter 6) 

identified non-linear, differentially paced progress across the various writing dimensions, with 

evidence of mutual influence. Thus, the present study provides empirical evidence on how 

writing development occurs, which contributes to an understanding of writing progress and has 

practical implications for further L2 writing research, teaching, and assessment.  

9.2.1.3 The need for integrative theoretical approaches 

Many theories and theoretical approaches to SLA and L2 writing have been developed, some 

widely adopted. However, the various writing theories “have lived isolated existences” 

(Atkinson, 2011, p. xi) and offer a scattered and fragmented comprehension of writing and 

writing development. Writing is not restricted to the linguistic features seen in a text, nor is 

writing development limited to purely individual mastery over linguistic forms, text structures, 

or writing strategies. Although consideration needs to be given to the commensurability issues 

involved (see, for example, de Bot et al., 2013, Ortega, 2012) when suggesting the need for the 

integration of theories advocating the complexity and multifaceted nature of writing, an 

understanding of writing and writing development requires acknowledging their complex and 

situated (context-related) nature. There is a need to integrate the already well-established 

theoretical bases, and the extensive empirical evidence on writing development as current 

comprehensive approaches (e.g., socio-cognitive, sociocultural, CDST) share more than they 

differ. Calls for integrative approaches have been made for some time (Atkinson, 2011; DFG, 

2016; Bazerman et al., 2017). The present study has attempted an integration to deal with writing 

and writing development complexity.  

The comprehensive approach adopted in this research, although general, is both theoretically 

and practically promising in capturing the complexity of EFL writing. A comprehensive view 

of writing and writing development that enhances an understanding of EFL writing development 

can inform EFL writing teaching and assessment. For instance, recognising the complexity of 

writing, writing development, and writing performance (e.g., fluency) in a rubric accessible to 

L2 researchers, teachers, and learners may contribute to the development of rubrics that go 

beyond the usual view of writing. Operationalising writing in a multi-dimensional matrix 

(degree, direction, linearity, and influencing factors) may also contribute to a view of writing 

that goes beyond linearity and uniformity. In addition, analysing writing development 

trajectories acknowledging the simultaneous presence and function of no progress and 
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regression within progress may provide insights for further studies of writing development at 

both group and individual levels.  

9.2.1.4 EFL as a particular context different from ESL 

The present study contributes to understanding that EFL entails particular circumstances of 

input, intake, and production that are quantitatively and qualitatively different from ESL 

contexts. For example, an EFL context offers limited learning opportunities and uses the target 

language, making the learners’ EFL output lack authenticity.  The functions of English and the 

learning purposes and methods are different in ESL and EFL (see Sections 1.1 and 3.2.1). Thus, 

consistent with the situated view of learning and development adopted, the present study 

highlights EFL writing's dependence on particular characteristics of the EFL situation. 

For some time, L2 studies have tended to see EFL development as linear progress towards 

‘native-likeness’ measured through error analysis, L1 interference, and complexity, accuracy, 

fluency (CAF) comparison with L1 English and ESL parameters as standards (Calafato, 2019; 

Cumming, 2010; Manchón, 2017). Approaching EFL learning from the target language 

perspective (English L1) and ignoring the big contextual differences in comparison with L1 and 

ESL represents a deficit view in which EFL writing is substandard compared to L1 and ESL. 

To avoid this ideological bias, this study's findings reinforce the necessity to approach EFL 

learning (and writing development within it) in its own right and as just different from L1 and 

ESL contexts.   

9.2.1.5 Non-academic writing: EFL writing beyond the classroom  

Addressing the gap found in the literature review regarding the paucity of EFL writing studies 

in non-academic writing, the present study selected email letters as a genre to examine writing 

development. Writing in the classroom is not the only kind of writing EFL learners do. Although 

not frequent in an EFL context, language majors often use the language they are learning in 

informal (oral and written) communication with peers. Aligned with findings in other recent 

empirical studies (e.g., Mahfouz, 2017), the present study found that the participants reported 

that writing email letters influenced their academic writing through the transference of lexical 

and grammatical learning and motivation to write. In hypothesising that personal writing may 

precede and scaffold rigorous academic writing, the present study contributes to the 

understanding of EFL writing development by focusing on a non-academic genre, an under-

researched area in L2 writing studies. The comprehensive view adopted here uncovers 

connections between writing and contextual factors not frequently considered.  
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9.2.2 Methodological implications 

This study provides evidence that multiple methods studies contribute to an integrated view of 

EFL writing and writing development in both groups and individual learners, consistent with 

the studies discussed in the literature review. In the present case, the quantitative baseline study 

showed the group view, and the subsequent qualitative phase presented the detailed individual 

view, usually “hidden” in the general writing analyses of groups. Both views allowed a more 

complete understanding than the use of a single quantitative or qualitative approach. Moreover, 

the present study was unique in combining data from texts, writers, and readers, including etic 

or external (researcher and rater) and emic or internal (learners/writers) perspectives to capture 

the complexity of L2 writing development. Overall, the present study's findings suggest that 

mixed methods enable an understanding rather than just measuring the complexity of L2 

language development.  

Another methodological implication of the present study refers to the usefulness of a 

“neutralising” task, which minimises differences then enabling comparison of individuals or 

groups at different levels (Sections 4.3.3.1 and 4.4.3.1). These kinds of ‘neutralising’ or 

comparable tasks may be of interest for future research, contrasting groups, levels, genres, and 

writing tasks. The ‘neutralising’ design of the writing tasks considers that the difficulty is not 

necessarily inherent in the task but in the writer (Byrnes, 2014; Manchón, 2014).  

Finally, consistent with similar studies (e.g., Bulté & Housen, 2014; Crossley & McNamara, 

2014; Lu, 2011; Verspoor, Schmid, & Xu, 2012), the present study postulates that writing 

development can be investigated in periods shorter than one year if several writing samples are 

examined.  

9.2.3 Pedagogical implications  

The present study assumed that an encompassing operationalisation of writing and writing 

development might have more pedagogical value than a unidimensional approach. The present 

study's findings corroborate this assumption and suggest some implications for EFL writing 

teaching and assessing practice in EFL contexts similar to that in which the study took place. 

Following the operationalisations of context suggested in Chapter 1, the following 

recommendations would mostly fall within the micro- and meso-levels of social activity. 

However, from a macro-level perspective, some could be used as suggestions for improving 

institutional language policies and language teacher education programs currently underway in 

Colombia (see Section 1.1).  
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Firstly, when teaching and assessing, EFL writing teachers need to consider a comprehensive 

view of writing by taking into account more than composition processes and linguistic aspects 

and organisation of texts. A more complete view of writing and writing tasks entails 

incorporating authorial and reader’s views alongside the usual linguistic, discursive, and content 

traits of texts. Thus, it is suggested that genre, register, authorial voice, and audience awareness 

are incorporated as components of a writing task.  

The rubric designed in the present study (Appendix 4), which proved to be consistent and helpful 

in documenting a comprehensive view of writing, could be used by researchers, teachers, and 

language learners who are pre-service teachers. While teachers may use the rubric for writing 

assessment, it may be useful for raising language majors’ awareness of an integral view of 

writing and for self-assessment (as some participants did in the present study). Rubrics require 

clarity of the construct and assessment reliability and validity, and not necessarily mean 

standardisation, through their design, piloting, intra- and inter-rater consistency, as in the present 

study.  

The finding of non-linearity and variability within a variety of developmental patterns and 

trajectories, particularly at the individual level, has important practical implications. L2 writing 

researchers, teachers, and raters need to consider this complexity and variability, especially as 

standardisation is a prevailing writing assessment approach. In Yoon’s (2018) words, “one 

writing task involves only a limited scope of multifaceted aspects of writing, and L2 writing 

proficiency should not be hastily determined by the quality of a student’s performance on one 

timed writing task” (p. 388).  

Largely, the present study shows that the EFL learners who participated in the study confronted 

the simultaneous challenges of learning a new language and writing in it. Additionally, they 

faced a gap between personal writing interests and the curricular focus on academic genres. 

Although the participants were motivated towards English and writing, the weakness and 

instability of their progress reflected their struggles and pointed to the mixed effects of 

instruction, personal effort, and situational constraints. As the foreign language context does not 

require EFL writing, and previous EFL instruction has been poor, university instruction needs 

to compensate with extra input and many opportunities for EFL learners to practice and explore 

the target language. University language programmes should build on language majors’ 

motivation towards language and writing.  

The study has also shown that language majors frequently use non-academic EFL writing and 

that, for them, personal, non-academic writing is more motivating than academic writing. As 
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found in the present study and other studies on non-academic genres (e.g., Feng, Sun & Zou, 

2019; Piccardo & Yoon, 2012; Yasuda, 2011, 2017), personal writing can improve language 

learning and motivation towards the target language and writing. The curriculum for language 

majors may benefit EFL learners’ writing development by including personal writing and non-

academic genres alongside or prior to academic writing. The inclusion of personal and non-

academic writing is arguably preferable before exposing students to academic genres. Starting 

directly with academic writing may cause shock and demotivation towards academic writing in 

some learners (the case of some of the participants in the present study) due to the greater rigour 

of academic genres. Although the BEdFLUC curriculum includes creative writing courses in 

the final year, as an advanced stage of writing and language learning, the inclusion of personal 

writing, such as diaries and personal stories, in the first years for language majors is not 

systematic and depends on lecturers’ individual approaches. Regardless of the curricular model 

followed, EFL language majors may improve their writing through a systematic inclusion of 

personal and non-academic genres from early curricular stages.  

The present study's findings support, particularly for lower scorers, that task repetition or 

iteration is a key factor in writing development (Baba & Nitta, 2010, 2012, 2014; Nitta & Baba, 

2018; Bygate, 2018; Mehrang, 2016). Teachers need to include iteration of writing tasks as  part 

of the curricular design, which does not need to be rote drilling but encourage learners to revise 

their writing processes and products (Byrnes, 2012; Byrnes, Maxim, & Norris, 2010; Vergara, 

2016).  

Finally, yet importantly, this study argues for the development of EFL writing skills to be 

considered as highly personal, in contrast to prevailing research, teaching, and assessment 

perspectives that have, to a large extent, assumed writing development to represent standardised 

processes and products. Learners need to be recognised as active agents with independence and, 

to a certain extent, control their own learning (Larsen-Freeman, 2019b). Following Larsen-

Freeman, group-based, score-centred, and statistically based research, testing, and teaching have 

contributed to a view of second language learners as passive or externally driven (a non-agentive 

view). If the study of writing development is to have practical relevance, the individual writer's 

role and their particular circumstances need to be at the centre.  Because teachers are most 

interested in each individual learner, although these individual learners participate in groups, 

this should be of utmost pedagogical concern. 
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9.3 Limitations of the Current Study  

No study is without shortcomings, and the present study is no exception. However, the 

limitations seemed not to be significant threats to the study's validity and the reliability and 

trustworthiness of the research results. First, while profiting from the strengths of both 

quantitative and qualitative approaches, generalising from the present study is limited by the 

small population, particularly in the second phase of the study. Nevertheless, the findings of the 

study might be useful for other EFL contexts. Second, the present study was unavoidably broad, 

given the wide theoretical and methodological scope adopted to capture writing development 

complexity. It is argued, however, that this generality was adequate to capture the complexity 

of writing development.  

Although the quantitative phase of the present study with the three curricular groups was 

developmental, it took only one writing sample from three independent groups. A larger number 

of texts over time might have offered interesting contrasts with the individual writing 

development examined in the qualitative phase of the study. Another limitation of the study is 

that there was no linguistic analysis of the texts. The linguistic analysis might have added 

additional linguistic development measures to compare with quantitative CAF studies and with 

the scores awarded by the three independent raters in the present study. The resulting 

triangulation may have provided finer detail regarding the linguistic development of the 

participants.  

While the rubric used to examine the texts and writing development included a score for 

readability and the raters’ interviews and feedback comments were used in the analysis, the 

focus of the analysis was on the texts (through the scores) and the writers’ (the EFL learners’) 

voices than on the raters/readers. Likewise, the present study did not analyse all the factors 

identified, such as the roles of culture (Chen, Warden, & Chang, 2005) and reflection (López-

Serrano, Roca de Larios, & Manchón, 2019). The cognitive aspects related to writing processes 

and performance were dealt with generally rather than specifically because the focus of the study 

was on development.  

Further research is recommended to address the issues identified as limitations in the present 

study, as outlined in the next section. 

9.4 Suggestions for Further Research 

As mentioned before, the present study is part of an increasing trend of L2 research using multi-

method studies and integrative approaches in EFL to address writing development and to include 

individual variables. Studies that address the identified limitations of the present study with a 
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larger population, further linguistic analysis, a greater focus on the voice of readers/raters and 

include factors such as the role of culture and reflection in writing development are 

recommended. The validation of the rubric in a replication of this study and with further studies 

and automated analysis of texts, using the rubric developed in this study, for further triangulation 

of the various linguistic, discursive, authorial, and readability dimensions of writing is also 

proposed.  

The present study took place with language majors in an EFL context where Spanish is the L1. 

Further comprehensive studies are needed in similar EFL tertiary contexts, at other educational 

levels, and in other FL contexts (with L1s other than Spanish) to corroborate, or challenge, the 

findings of the present study and to reinforce the empirical basis for EFL writing policies, 

teaching, and assessment.  

In addition, further research might consider (i) the use of more open and far-reaching genres 

than the one used in the study; (ii) the analysis of writing processes and strategies from a self-

regulation perspective; (iii) the exploration of personal writing as a point of departure for 

academic writing; or (iv) the use of designs which, including systematic and classroom 

observational data, allow researchers to look at writing development over a more extended 

period of time. 

Mixed methods designs are appropriate for examining both group and individual writing 

development. Studies that combine qualitative methods and “a quantitative method that can 

simultaneously accommodate changes in participants at both group and individual level” 

(Sasaki, Mizumoto, & Murakami, 2018, p. 308) would be particularly interesting. The 

generalized additive mixed models (GAMMs) seem to be a good alternative quantitative method 

that examines nonlinear individual patterns. GAMMS are sophisticated statistical modelling 

techniques that allow researchers to analyse systematicity, individual variation, and nonlinearity 

in second language (L2) development within a single model. GAMMs have been used recently 

by Murakami (2016) for modelling systematicity and individuality in nonlinear L2 development 

of English grammatical morphemes.  

In summary, the present study has shown that a comprehensive theoretical and methodological 

approach to writing is possible and appropriate to address the complexity of writing 

development. This study has contributed empirical evidence on L2 writing development in an 

EFL context at both group and individual levels and proposed a rubric that reflects a more 

comprehensive view of writing. It is anticipated that this study may inspire further studies in L2 

writing development with integrative approaches.   
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Appendix 3 BEdFLUC Curriculum (as for 2016) 

 Stage I Stage II Stage III 

AREAS I II III IV V VI VII VIII IX X 

English 

36 credits 

Integrated 

skills English I 

4 

Integrated 

skills English 

II 

4 

Integrated 

skills 

English III 

4 

Integrated skills 

English VI 

4 

Oral Discourse 

typologies English 

V 

4 

Written 

Discourse 

typologies 

English VI 

4 

Writing in 

English VII 

4 

English 

Literature 

VIII 

4 

English Literature 

IX 

4 

 

French 

36 credits 

Integrated 

skills French I 

4 

Integrated 

skills French II 

4 

Integrated 

skills 

French III 

4 

Integrated skills 

French VI 

4 

Oral Discourse 

typologies French 

V 

4 

Written 

Discourse 

typologies 

French VI 

4 

Writing in 

French VII 

4 

French 

Literature 

VIII 

4 

French Literature 

IX 

4 

 

Optional 

professional 

subject (English  / 

French) 18 credits 

* 

3 

* 

3 

 * 

3 

* 

3 

 * 

3 

  * 

3 

Mother tongue  

12 credits 

Language and 

Creativity  

3 

Writing in 

Spanish I 

3 

Writing in 

Spanish II 

3 

   Teaching 

Spanish  

3 

   

Linguistic 

foundations  

18 credits 

Introduction to 

languages 

studies 

3 

Phonology and 

Morphology 

3 

Syntax and 

Semantics 

3 

Dirscourse Analysis 

3 

Psycholinguistics 

3 

Sociolinguistics 

3 

     

Pedagogy 

Didactics 

24 credits 

  Pedagogy 

Seminar I 

3 

 Pedagogy Seminar 

II 

3 

Applied 

Linguistics 

3 

Foreign 

Language 

Teaching I 

3 

Foreign 

Language 

Teaching II 

3 

Introduction to 

Practicum  

3 

Pedagogy 

Seminar III 

3 

Practicum  

3 

Research  

15 credits 

     Classroom 

Research I 

3 

Classroom 

Research II 

3 

Research 

seminar  

3 

Undergraduate 

Research seminar 

3 

Undergraduate 

Research 

3 

Supplementary 

optional subjects 

12 credits 

 * 

3 

 * 

3 

   * 

3 

 * 

3 

TOTAL 

CREDITS 

171 

17 20 17 20 17 17 20 17 17 9 
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Appendix 4 (A comprehensive-view-of-writing) Rubric 

SCALE  

Continuum and Criteria 

(quantity/quality) 

(completeness/effectiveness) 

 

WRITING DIMENSIONS 

5 

4,5 to 5    

A+ 

Well above standard 

Top 10% 

Very good to excellent 

Basic essentials widely 

exceeded with extra relevant 

and original features 

Flawless 

4 

4 to 4,5  

A- 

Above standard 

Top 20%-30% 

Very good to Good 

Basic essentials plus 

some extra relevant 

features 

Few important flaws 

3 

3 to 3,9  

C+ to B+ 

Standard 

50% to 60% 

Good to Fair 

Just the basic essentials 

Some important flaws 

2 

2 to 2,9  

D to C 

Below standard 

30% to 40% 

Poor to Fair 

Few basic essentials 

Overall flawed 

1 

1 to 1,9  

D- 

Well below standard 

Bottom 20% 

Poor 

No basic essentials 

Overall very flawed 

FEEDBACK 

(rubric-  plus 

text-annotation 

based) 

General Particular 

T 

A 

S 

K  

Letter  

(genre; letter 

traits) 

 

All letter traits are included 

and it is an informal, email-

like message.  

It clearly looks and sounds 

like a letter. 

It looks and sounds like 

a letter (addressee and 

body), although either 

introduction or closing 

is missing. 

Addressee not present.  

Introduction or closing 

missing. 

 

Barely resembles a letter 

(no addressee, introduction 

and closing missing).   

 

Not a letter 

(any letter components) 

 

 

Register 

Formality / 

informality  

 

Adequate (balanced informal-

formal) tone for both a letter 

and an email message, at all 

points. 

Too formal or too 

informal tone at a few 

points, for a letter or 

email message (e.g., 

slang at some points). 

Frequently bouncing 

between formal and 

informal or overall formal.  

 

Sustained too formal or too 

informal (e.g., colloquial or 

slang). 

No letter, just oral style or 

email message.  

 

 

CONT ENT  All prompts included, plus 

other relevant information  

 

Most prompts included.  

NO other relevant 

information  

 

Just two thirds of the 

prompts included 

and 

NO other relevant 

information  

Less than half of prompts 

included and 

NO other relevant 

information  

Just one or none prompts 

included  

and 

NO other relevant 

information  

 

 

A 

U 

T 

H 

O 

R  

Voice  There is a clear personal 

style. 

The author’s voice is evident.  

Topic treatment is very 

original. 

Adequate style clearly 

personal at some 

points. 

The author’s voice is 

overall evident.  

Topic treatment is very 

original at some points. 

Adequate style but a 

personal style perceived 

only at some points. 

The author’s voice is 

evident at some points but 

not in general.  

Topic treatment adequate 

but not very original. 

A personal style is rarely 

perceived. 

The author’s voice is 

evident only at very few 

points.  

Topic treatment not 

original, mostly cliché. 

No evidence of personal 

style. 

The author’s voice is never 

evident.  

Plagiarism is present.  

 

Audience 

awareness  

 

There is clear sustained 

audience awareness.  

(Identification of audience, 

adequate in/formality, 

information clarity) 

There is audience 

awareness, although 

some (very few) 

contents miss 

There is audience 

awareness, but some 

important contents might 

be unclear for a foreigner.  

Audience awareness is 

frequently lost.  

No audience awareness at 

all.  
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explanation necessary 

for a foreigner.  

O 

R 

G 

A 

N  

I  

Z 

A 

T 

I  

O 

N  

Global 

organization of 

the text 

 

Very clear introduction-body-

closing structure with explicit 

and adequate links among 

paragraphs. 

Smooth flow of content 

development.  

Clear development pattern 

(e.g., from general to 

particular) explicitly 

announced.  

 

Clear introduction-

body-closing structure, 

but introduction or 

conclusion might be 

underdeveloped. Some 

(few) links among 

paragraphs not 

apparent or adequate.  

Overall good flow of 

content development, 

with few gaps.  

Adequate but implicit 

development pattern.  

Clear body, but 

underdeveloped 

introduction and closing 

sections.  

Important links between 

paragraphs missing or 

inadequate.  

Some important gaps or 

disconnection in the flow of 

content development.   

Progression pattern is not 

fully consistent.  

Underdeveloped or missing 

introduction, body, and 

closing. 

Links between paragraphs 

too often missing or 

inadequate.  

Choppy flow of content 

development.  

Messy / disorganized 

progression pattern. 

 

No paragraphing and unclear 

introduction-body-closing 

structure. 

Messy / disorganized 

progression pattern. 

 

 

Paragraph 

organization 

 

All paragraphs are well 

structured.  

Most paragraphs are 

well structured (very 

few are one-sentence or 

too long but they are 

well integrated in the 

text/content 

development).  

Most paragraphs are well 

structured (some are one-

sentence or too long and 

they are not well integrated 

in the text/content 

development). 

Very few well-structured 

paragraphs: many of them 

are one-sentence and/or too 

long.  

Any well-structured 

paragraph or, if a single 

block, not well structured.  

 

L 

A 

N 

G 

U 

A 

G 

E  

Word 

Morphology  

No morphological errors. Very few 

morphological flaws, 

but meaning is not 

deeply affected.  

Some important 

morphological flaws, with 

deep meaning effect in 

some cases.  

Frequent morphological 

flaws, with frequent deep 

meaning effect. 

Very frequent morphological 

flaws that affect meaning 

rendering the text 

contradictory or 

incomprehensible.  

 

Grammar  

 

No syntactical errors. 

 

Wide variety of complex 

grammatical structures.  

Very few syntactical 

errors, not affecting 

global meaning. 

 

Some complex 

grammatical structures 

are present. 

Some important syntactical 

errors, affecting global 

meaning. 

 

Very few complex 

grammatical structures; 

predominance of basic 

structures. 

Frequent important 

syntactical errors, 

frequently affecting deeply 

global and local meaning. 

 

No complex grammatical 

structures; absolute 

predominance of basic 

structures. 

Very frequent important 

syntactical errors, affecting 

local and global meaning 

deeply, to the point of 

incomprehensibility. 

 

No complex grammatical 

structures; predominance of 

basic structures with very 

frequent errors. 

 

Lexis / 

vocabulary 

 

No lexical errors. 

 

Wide variety of complex 

vocabulary and expressions. 

Very few lexical errors, 

not affecting deeply 

global or local 

meaning. 

Some important lexical 

errors, affecting deeply 

global or local meaning. 

 

Frequent important lexical 

errors, affecting deeply 

global or local meaning. 

 

Very frequent important 

lexical errors, affecting 

deeply global or local 

meaning. 
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Some complex 

vocabulary and 

expressions are present.  

Very few complex 

vocabulary and 

expressions; predominance 

of basic vocabulary. 

No complex vocabulary 

and expressions; absolute 

predominance of basic 

vocabulary with some form 

or meaning errors. 

 

No complex vocabulary and 

expressions; predominance 

of basic vocabulary, with 

frequent form or meaning 

errors. 

Mechanics  

(Spelling, 

Punctuation, 

Capitalization) 

No errors of spelling, 

punctuation (no comma 

splices; no run-on sentences), 

or capitalization.  

Very few errors of 

spelling, punctuation 

(comma splices, run-on 

sentences), or 

capitalization. 

Some important (with 

meaning implications) 

errors of spelling, 

punctuation (comma 

splices, run-on sentences), 

or capitalization. 

Frequent errors of 

spelling, punctuation 

(comma splices, run-on 

sentences), or 

capitalization, often 

affecting meaning. 

Very frequent meaning-

affecting errors of spelling, 

punctuation (comma splices, 

run-on sentences), or 

capitalization. 

 

R 

E 

A 

D 

E 

R 

Readability  

(How easy it is 

to read –

continuously- 

the text) 

The text is very easy to read. 

Smooth flow of content 

development not requiring 

stopping to re-read or check 

sequence of ideas.  

Very easy to read; 

requiring very few 

stops to re-read or 

revise sequence / 

connections.  

Overall easy to read with 

some points requiring re-

reading.  

Not so easy.  

Meaning/sense often 

obscure, requiring frequent 

re-reading. 

Not easy at all. 

Meaning/sense often obscure 

and cannot be recovered, 
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Appendix 5 Questionnaire 

EFL WRITING DEVELOPMENT AT BEdFLUC 

1. Information about the project 

This is a study about the development of writing in English as a foreign language throughout 

the curricular stages of this program, the difficulties you face during this process, and the 

factors influencing such development.  

 

The information you give will be used only for academic purposes; it will not affect your 

academic results in the program, and it will be kept confidential.  

 

This questionnaire is NOT an exam. Thus, there are no “right” or “wrong” answers; we are 

interested in knowing about your process of writing development in English.  

 

Thank you for your participation in this study. 

SECTION I. Background data 

1. What is your native language?  Spanish ___ English ____ Other ____ Please specify ____   

2. Age _____  

3. Current semester _____  

4. Current English class _____  

5. Scores in English in previous semesters:  

Semester 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 

Score in English*         

* If you cannot remember your English grades, do you give the researcher, Orlando Chaves, 

permission to obtain this information from the Foreign Languages department? Yes __ No__  

 

6. Self-perceived proficiency in English:  

Beginner ___ Pre-intermediate ___ Intermediate ___ Upper-intermediate ___ Advanced ___  

 

7-12. Hours of English instruction per week:  

School level Public/Private Hours of English per week  Place 

Primary    

Secondary     

 

13. English at Language institutes: Yes ___ No ___  

14.  If yes, where (institution)?  _____________  

16. For how long (years)? ______________  
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SECTION II. You and writing  

17. I like writing / I write well in L1, L2, L3 

 1 

Not at all  

2 

A little bit 

3 

Neutral 

4 

Very 

much 

5 

Totally 

I like writing in 

English 

     

I write well in 

English 

     

I write well in 

Spanish 

     

I write well in 

French 

     

 

18. Writing frequency in English (in a week) 

Once ___ Twice ___ Three times ___ Four times ___ More than four times ___  

 

19. Usual writing places and tools (Several options possible) 

At home  

In class   

At the library   

At work (e.g., school, office)  

Another place. Where? ______________   

Notebook  

Computer  

Mobile telephone  

 

20. What do you write in English? 

Academic assignments   

Class notes  

Personal communications   

Job/Work communications  

Other.  What? ______________________  

 

21. Strengths and weaknesses when writing in English 

Strengths Weaknesses 
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SECTION III. Issues when writing in English 

22. Level of difficulty of the following aspects when you write in English. Scale from 1 (very 

difficult) to 5 (very easy).  

 5 

Very 

easy 

4 

Eas

y 

3 

Neutr

al 

2 

Difficu

lt 

1 

Very 

difficult 

Writing in English, in general        

Knowledge of the topic to write about      

Vocabulary        

Grammar      

Global structure of a text      

Structure of paragraphs       

Capitalization        

Punctuation       

Expressing clear ideas       

Spelling (orthography)       

Connectors / linking expressions       

Writing in Spanish      

Subject-verb agreement in the third 

singular person 

     

Articles       

Prepositions      

Conditional forms      

Verbal tenses      

Passive voice      

Word order      

Other.  

What? __________________________  

     

 

 

23.  

 5 4 3 2 1 

 High 

interference 

Moderate 

interference 

Neutral Little 

interference 

No 

interferenc

e at all 

Interference from Spanish 

(L1) 
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24. What do you do to improve your writing in English?  

__________________________________________________________________________   

SECTION IV. Factors that influence writing development 

25. Score the importance of each of the following factors that influence your EFL writing 

development: 

FACTOR 

5 

Extremely 

important 

4 

Very 

important 

3 

Neutral 

2 

Slightly 

important 

1 

Not important 

at all  

Language factors (e.g., 

grammar, vocabulary) 

     

Personal factors (e.g., like the 

language, find it easy) 

     

Instructional/teaching factors 

(e.g., teaching quality and 

content) 

     

Situational/environmental 

factors (e.g., having native 

English speaking friends) 

     

Learning factors (e.g., your 

learning strategies) 

     

Other factors.        

Please specify other factors __________________________________________________  

 

26. Factors that help you to develop your writing in English _________________________  

27. Factors that prevent you from developing your writing in English _________________  

28. Mention the most important contributions of the English classes of BEdFLUC programme 

for you improvement of writing in English 

___________________________________________  

 

THANK YOU FOR ANSWERING THIS QUESTIONNAIRE!  
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Appendix 6 Writing Task for the quantitative phase of the study 

ACTIVIDAD DE ESCRITURA 

Por favor, escriba en inglés una carta a ser enviada por correo electrónico (email) a un amigo suyo 

extranjero y hablante nativo de inglés que está interesado en venir a Cali. Describa su ciudad y explique 

a su amigo por qué él/ella debería visitar Cali, qué ver, qué hacer, dónde quedarse, formas de 

transportarse, qué evitar, y cualquier otra información que considere relevante.  

Recuerde usar un formato apropiado para una carta y para el desarrollo del contenido 

(organización general del texto y de los párrafos). Puede usar diccionario si lo requiere. Escriba al menos 

una página (250 palabras por lo menos) y no use más de 45 minutos para escribir su carta. Por favor, 

escriba la hora de inicio y de terminación de la carta. Escriba a partir de la página 2, por favor. Al 

terminar, califique qué tan difícil le pareció el tema en una escala de 1 (muy difícil) a 5 (muy fácil). 

WRITING TASK 

You will have up to 45 minutes to write a letter addressed to an English-speaking foreign friend 

potentially interested in visiting Cali. Describe your city and explain to your friend why he/she should 

visit Cali, what to see, what to do, where to stay, ways to travel, what to avoid, and any other information 

you find relevant.  

Remember to use the appropriate format for a letter and for the content development, minding 

the global text and paragraph organization. You may use a dictionary if you require it. Write one page 

(at least 250 words).  

Write your starting and ending time. After finishing your writing, please rate the difficulty of the 

topic on a 5-point scale (from 5 very easy to 1 very difficult).   

Start writing on page 2, please. 

 Page 2:    Hora de inicio: ________________  

(Write in English!) 

----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

-------------------------------------------------- ……………………………….  

Hora de terminación: _______________   

Dificultad del tema de la carta:  

5 (muy fácil)  ____   4 (fácil)  ____  3 (neutral) ____  2 (difícil) ____ 1 (muy difícil) ____  

 

Gracias! 
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Appendix 7 Semi-structured Reflective Interviews (Protocols) 

INTERVIEW 1 [30’-40’] 

Purposes: to establish rapport, inform about the study, obtain basic demographic information of 

the participants, and explore the participants’ overall perception of their EFL writing skill.  

Introduction (setting ground [3-5’]) 

I begin by greeting and giving information about me (lecturer at the BAFLUV, PhD student) 

and reminding the participant about the research essentials. I ask for permission to audio/video 

record the interview, reminding the participant that the data obtained will be kept confidential, 

used only for the study purposes, and will not affect him/her academically in the BAFLUV 

program.  

Do you have any question? You can ask for more details about the research later, after the 

interview.   

Then, I will highlight that the overarching purpose of the interview is, following Spradley 

(1979), (in Kvale, 1996, p. 125) to get their point of view, to understand the meaning of their 

experience, to walk in their shoes, in order to be able to explain their writing development as 

they explain it.  

Demographics [5-10’] 

That was about me and the research. Now, tell me about you, where you are from, age, semester 

you are currently in, language background, where you have studied English, etc., all you can 

tell me to understand you and your context in relation to English and EFL writing development. 

[I might ask other questions to supplement background] 

EFL Writing Skill [15-20’] 

Now, regarding writing in English, the object of study in this study, tell me… Do you like 

writing in general? Also in English? Why?  

How frequent is it for you to write in English?  

For what purposes do you write in English? (Only as an academic activity or also for other 

purposes)?  

For you, is writing in English very different from writing in Spanish and in French? What is 

different/similar?  
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Do you feel it is easier or more difficult to write in English than Spanish or French?  

Do you think it is so for EFL students in general or just for you? What are the difficulties you 

experience when writing in English? 

Tell me about the steps you follow when writing in English (describe your usual writing process) 

To try to make sure your text is good, what do you take into account when writing in English?  

How do you compare yourself with most of your classmates regarding the quality of your 

writings in English? (Average, better, lower than they do) What makes you think so?  

In general, how do you think EFL students learn English writing?  

What else would you want to say about your writing ability? 

Closing  

The interview will finish with a debriefing of the interview in which I will mention the key 

points I learned from the interviewee. I will close by saying I have no more questions and I will 

ask if he/she has any more thing to add or to ask. After that, I will turn the recording off.  

INTERVIEW 2 [20’-30’] 

Purposes: to obtain in-depth information about the participants’ EFL writing process.   

Writing Process 

Before writing, do you first plan? What and how do you plan?  

While writing, do you take into account what you know about text and paragraph structure?  

When writing, do you regularly use any tool to help you, like a dictionary, the grammar corrector 

in the computer…?  

What happens when you cannot remember a word or a tense ending while you are writing?  

Do you make many corrections when you are writing? What kind of things do you correct the 

most? (Vocabulary? Spelling? Organization of ideas? Punctuation? Text structure? Paragraph 

structure? Capitalization? Grammar? What in grammar: articles, verbal tenses, prepositions, 

verb forms, word order, adjectives, subject-verb agreement…?)  

What are the things your teachers usually correct in your texts? (Vocabulary? Spelling? 

Organization of ideas? Punctuation? Text structure? Paragraph structure? Capitalization? 
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Grammar? What in grammar: articles, verbal tenses, prepositions, verb forms, word order, 

adjectives, subject-verb agreement…?) 

What is the process you usually follow to write a text in English? (Do you first plan, then draft, 

revise/edit permanently and when you finish your text, and finally have your text proofread?) 

After writing, do you usually revise it before printing/submitting it?  

After writing, what are the things that you usually edit to improve the text? (Vocabulary? 

Spelling? Organization of ideas? Punctuation? Text structure? Paragraph structure? 

Capitalization? Grammar? What in grammar: articles, verbal tenses, prepositions, verb forms, 

word order, adjectives, subject-verb agreement…?)  

How do you compare yourself with most of your classmates regarding the corrections your 

teachers suggest to your writings in English? (Average, better, lower than them) 

Do you think that your writing has improved during this semester? Why?  

+ QUESTIONS  

What else would you like to tell me about your writing processes? 

Closing  

The interview will finish with a debriefing of the interview in which I will mention the key 

points I learned from the interviewee. I will close by saying I have no more questions and I will 

ask if he/she has any more thing to add or to ask. After that, I will turn the recording off.  

INTERVIEW 3 [50’-65’] 

Purposes: to delve into the participants’ EFL writing issues, what they do to improve, and 

possible factors that influence their EFL writing development.   

Writing Issues [10’-15’] 

In the last interview, we spoke about things that you and your teachers correct in texts written 

in English. Regarding these corrections, what kinds of difficulties do you, as an English 

language learner, face when writing in this language?  

What aspects are easy and which are difficult when writing in English? (Writing process –

planning-developing ideas-identifying things to correct/improve? Language aspects –

Vocabulary, Spelling, Organization of ideas, Punctuation, global text structure, paragraph 

structure, Capitalization, Grammar… What in grammar: articles, verbal tenses, prepositions, 
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verb forms, word order, adjectives, subject-verb agreement…-? Type of text –description, 

information, explanation, argumentation-? Writing conditions –time given to write, 

instructions, text length…-?) 

What learning/writing strategies do you employ to cope with these writing difficulties? 

How do you compare yourself with most of your classmates regarding the difficulties you face 

when writing in English? (Average, better, lower) 

What remains difficult when writing in English?  

+ QUESTIONS   

What else would you like to tell about the issues or difficulties you face when writing in English? 

Writing Improvement [15’-20’] 

How has your writing in English changed since you began learning this language?  

In general, do you think you have improved your writing in English? What in your writing has 

improved? (Writing process –planning-developing ideas-identifying things to correct/improve; 

Language aspects –Vocabulary, Spelling, Organization of ideas, Punctuation, global text 

structure, paragraph structure, Capitalization, Grammar… What in grammar: articles, verbal 

tenses, prepositions, verb forms, word order, adjectives, subject-verb agreement…-; knowledge 

about types of texts –description, information, explanation, argumentation-; Writing ability –

time spent in writing, text length…-) 

What do you usually do to improve your writing? What have you recently done to improve? Is 

that something you do on your own, or is it something your teachers have instructed you to do?  

If you had to give advice to another student, what would you recommend him/her to improve 

EFL writing?  

Has your EFL writing confidence improved?  

What still remains to improve in your writing in English?  

Is there anything else you would like to say about your improvement in writing in English? 

Possible Factors that Influence EFL Writing Development [25’-30’] 

What do you think are possible factors that influence your EFL writing development? 

(instruction –input-, practice –output-, reading, increase in proficiency, motivation towards 

English in general, motivation towards writing in English in particular, L1, ) 
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Do you write in English? Frequently or sometimes? 

Do you like to write? Why or why not? 

Do you write in your native language often? 

What do you think good writing is? 

What do you think bad writing is? 

What do you think about the influence on your writing of the instruction you have received?  

From what you have been taught, what things have influenced your writing development the 

most?  

Apart from what your teachers have provided, what other influential sources of development 

can you identify in your writing?  

What is the role of writing assignments in your EFL writing development? 

What is the role of your participation in social networks in your EFL writing development? 

What is the role of your linguistic environment in your EFL writing development? 

Do you think that the quantity of your writing practice has helped you to improve it?  

What aspects are more and least influential for writing development? (Writing process –

planning-developing ideas-identifying things to correct/improve? Language aspects –

Vocabulary, Spelling, Organization of ideas, Punctuation, global text structure, paragraph 

structure, Capitalization, Grammar… What in grammar: articles, verbal tenses, prepositions, 

verb forms, word order, adjectives, subject-verb agreement…-? Type of text –description, 

information, explanation, argumentation-? Writing conditions –time given to write, 

instructions, text length…-?)  

+ QUESTIONS (do you think that there has been any particular personal or situational factor 

that affected your writings 1, 2, 3, or 4?) 

Is there any other thing you would like to say about the possible factors that influence your 

writing development in English? 

Closing  

The interview will finish with a debriefing of the interview in which I will mention the key 

points I learned from the interviewee. I will close by saying I have no more questions, and I will 

ask if he/she has any more thing to add or to ask. After that, I will turn the recording off.
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Appendix 8 Immediate Post-writing Retrospective Interview (Protocol) 

Introduction  

Thank you for writing the letter. This will be a brief, around 10-15 minute, interview.  The 

purpose of this interview is to learn about the writing process you followed a moment ago when 

writing the letter.   

1. Do you feel you wrote a good text? What makes you think so?  

2. What was the process you followed in writing this letter?  

3. Did you have any difficulty when writing? If so, what was it? 
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Appendix 9 Six writing-task series for the qualitatve Phase of the study 

WRITING TASK 1 

You will have up to 45 minutes to write an email letter addressed to an English-speaking foreign 

friend potentially interested in studying at the Universidad del Valle. Describe your university 

and program, telling why you decided to study here and this particular program, things to do in 

the university, places to go in the university, etc. Also, explain to your friend why it is worth to 

study in this university in this or another program. Add any other relevant information.   

Remember to use the appropriate format for a letter and for the content development, minding 

the global text and paragraph organization. You may use a dictionary if you need it.  

Write at least 250 words.  

After finishing your writing, please register the word count and rate the difficulty of the topic 

on a 5-point scale (from 5 very easy to 1 very difficult).  Please write, in Spanish, your 

reflections about this writing task on page 3.  

Start writing on page 2, please. Please, register your starting and finishing time.  

Page 2:   

STARTING TIME: ______________   

------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

FINISHING TIME: ______________  

WORD COUNT:  _______  

Please rate the difficulty of the theme of this letter (circle the number):  

5 (very easy)        4 (easy)         3 (neutral)         2 (difficult)        1 (very difficult)  
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WRITING TASK 2 

You will have up to 45 minutes to write an email letter addressed to an English-speaking foreign 

friend potentially interested in Colombian culture. Describe Cali Fair, providing details about 

where, when it is carried out, who participate in it, what they do, etc. Also, explain to your friend 

why it is interesting, important or worth knowing and experiencing Cali Fair. Add any other 

relevant information.  

Remember to use the appropriate format for a letter and for the content development, minding 

the global text and paragraph organization. You may use a dictionary if you require it.  

Write at least 250 words.  

After finishing your writing, please register the word count and rate the difficulty of the topic 

on a 5-point scale (from 5 very easy to 1 very difficult).  Please write, in Spanish, your 

reflections about this writing task on page 3.   

Start writing on page 2, please. Please, register your starting and finishing time.  

Page 2: 

STARTING TIME:  _____________________  

------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

-----  

FINISHING TIME: ________________  

WORD COUNT:  _______  

Please rate the difficulty of the theme of this letter (circle the number):  

5 (very easy)        4 (easy)         3 (neutral)         2 (difficult)        1 (very difficult)  
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WRITING TASK 3 

You will have up to 45 minutes to write an email letter addressed to an English-speaking foreign 

friend potentially interested in Colombian gastronomy/cuisine. Describe the Hen Sancocho 

[soup] and explain to your friend its ingredients, how it is prepared and served, when and where 

it is usually shared, etc. Also, explain to your friend what makes this dish unique or distinctive 

in the Valle region and why it is interesting or worth trying it. Include any other relevant 

information.  

Remember to use the appropriate format for a letter and for the content development, minding 

the global text and paragraph organization. You may use a dictionary if you require it.  

Write at least 250 words. 

After finishing your writing, please register the word count and rate the difficulty of the topic 

on a 5-point scale (from 5 very easy to 1 very difficult).  Please write, in Spanish, your 

reflections about this writing task on page 3.  

Start writing on page 2, please. Please, register your starting and finishing time.  

Page 2:   

STARTING TIME: ___________________  

------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

----------  

FINISHING TIME: _________________  

WORD COUNT:  _______  

Please rate the difficulty of the theme of this letter (circle the number):  

5 (very easy)        4 (easy)         3 (neutral)         2 (difficult)        1 (very difficult)  
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WRITING TASK 4 

You will have up to 45 minutes to write an email letter addressed to an English-speaking foreign 

friend. Tell him/her about one book your read, what it is about, who wrote it, when you read it, 

etc. Also, explain to your friend why it will be worth to read that book or story. Include any 

other relevant information.  

Remember to use the appropriate format for a letter and for the content development, minding 

the global text and paragraph organization. You may use a dictionary if you require it.  

Write at least 250 words. 

After finishing your writing, please register the word count and rate the difficulty of the topic 

on a 5-point scale (from 5 very easy to 1 very difficult).  Please write, in Spanish, your 

reflections about this writing task on page 3.  

Start writing on page 2, please. Please, register your starting and finishing time.  

Page 2:   

STARTING TIME: _______________  

------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

----------  

FINISHING TIME: ________________  

WORD COUNT:  _______  

Please rate the difficulty of the theme of this letter (circle the number):  

5 (very easy)        4 (easy)         3 (neutral)         2 (difficult)        1 (very difficult)  
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WRITING TASK 5 

You will have up to 45 minutes to write an email letter addressed to an English-speaking foreign 

friend. Tell him/her about a film you watched. Provide details about content, plot, characters, 

locations, facts, etc.  Also, explain to your friend why it will be worth to watch that film. Include 

any other relevant information.  

Remember to use the appropriate format for a letter and for the content development, minding 

the global text and paragraph organization. You may use a dictionary if you require it.  

Write at least 250 words. 

After finishing your writing, please register the word count and rate the difficulty of the topic 

on a 5-point scale (from 5 very easy to 1 very difficult).  Please write, in Spanish, your 

reflections about this writing task on page 3.  

Start writing on page 2, please. Please, register your starting and finishing time.  

Page 2:   

STARTING TIME: ____________________  

------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

-----------   

FINISHING TIME: ___________________  

WORD COUNT:  _______  

Please rate the difficulty of the theme of this letter (circle the number):  

5 (very easy)        4 (easy)         3 (neutral)         2 (difficult)        1 (very difficult)  
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WRITING TASK 6 

You will have up to 45 minutes to write an email letter addressed to an English-speaking foreign 

friend. Tell him/her about a song you like, who wrote it, who sings and plays it, what makes 

you like it, etc. Also, explain to your friend why they should listen to that song. Include any 

other relevant information.  

Remember to use the appropriate format for a letter and for the content development, minding 

the global text and paragraph organization. You may use a dictionary if you require it.  

Write at least 250 words. 

After finishing your writing, please register the word count and rate the difficulty of the topic 

on a 5-point scale (from 5 very easy to 1 very difficult).  Please write, in Spanish, your 

reflections about this writing task on page 3.  

Start writing on page 2, please. Please, register your starting and finishing time. 

Page 2:   

STARTING TIME: _______________  

------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

--------------  

Finishing time: _________________ 

WORD COUNT:  _______  

Please rate the difficulty of the theme of this letter (circle the number):  

5 (very easy)        4 (easy)         3 (neutral)         2 (difficult)        1 (very difficult)  
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Appendix 10A Intraclass Correlations (ICC) for the six general writing 

dimensions  

General 

writing 

dimension 

Intraclass 

correlation 
F value Sig. 

Content  0.885 9.93 0.000 

Text Org. 0.849 6.989 0.000 

Readability 0.832 9.383 0.000 

Language 0.802 8.413 0.000 

Task 0.801 5.808 0.000 

Author 0.502 2.615 0.000 
Note: Two-way mixed effect, absolute agreement, multiple raters/measurements (McGraw and Wong, (1996) 

Convention) .“Based on the 95% confident interval of the ICC estimate, values less than 0.5, between 0.5 and 

0.75, between 0.75 and 0.9, and greater than 0.90 are indicative of poor, moderate, good, and excellent reliability, 

respectively” (Koo & Li, 2016). 

 

Appendix 10B Intraclass Correlations (ICC) for the twelve particular 

writing dimensions  

Specific 

writing 

dimension 

Intraclass 

correlation 
F value Sig. 

Content  0.885 9.93 0.000 

Readability 0.832 9.383 0.000 

Mechanics 0.830 8.389 0.000 

Global Org. 0.824 5.882 0.000 

Letter 0.819 5.879 0.000 

Par. Org. 0.808 5.529 0.000 

Grammar 0.754 5.517 0.000 

Lexis 0.727 5.259 0.000 

Morph. 0.702 4.422 0.000 

Register 0.673 3.331 0.000 

Voice 0.509 2.169 0.000 

Aud. awar. 0.467 2.825 0.000 
Note: Two-way mixed effect, absolute agreement, multiple raters/measurements (McGraw and Wong, (1996) 

Convention). “Based on the 95% confident interval of the ICC estimate, values less than 0.5, between 0.5 and 

0.75, between 0.75 and 0.9, and greater than 0.90 are indicative of poor, moderate, good, and excellent reliability, 

respectively” (Koo & Li, 2016). 
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Appendix 11A Pearson Correlations between the six general writing 

dimensions 

Pearson Correlations 

  Task Content Author T. Org. Lang. Readability 

Task 1 .389** .610** .601** .508** .579** 

Content   1 .511** .468** .289** .397** 

Author    1 .649** .633** .748** 

Text Org.     1 .735** .787** 

Language      1 .920** 

Readability        1 

Notes: N: 98. **. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).  
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Appendix 11B Pearson Correlations between the twelve particular writing dimensions 

 Pearson Correlations 

 Letter Register Content Voice Audience 

Awareness 

Global 

Organization 

Paragraph  

Organization 

Morphology Grammar Lexis Mechanics Readability 

Letter 

  
-- .378** .340** .399** .384** .630** .491** .323** .524** .489** .525** .512** 

Register 

  
 -- .297** .519** .419** .433** .349** .199* .255* .319** .389** .431** 

Content 

    -- .551** .334** .517** .397** .210* .340** .283** .231* .397** 

Voice 

  
   -- .500** .668** .564** .391** .454** .515** .508** .628** 

Audience Awareness 

  
    -- .523** .461** .477** .527** .578** .612** .671** 

Global Organization 

  
     -- .859** .554** .692** .714** .669** .787** 

Paragraph Organization 

  
      -- .540** .680** .654** .664** .734** 

Morphology 

  
       -- .797** .854** .743** .780** 

Grammar 

  
        -- .834** .751** .845** 

Lexis 

  
         -- .839** .883** 

Mechanics 

  
          -- .884** 

Readability 

  
           -- 

NOTES: N; 98. **. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). *. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed). 
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Appendix 12 Codebook/List of Variables for the quantitative study (sample) 

Code name Description Variable Type 

IDGR This is the Group identification: C is group 1 (semester 3/year 2); G is group 2 (semester 
7/year 3); I is group 3 (semester 9/year 4). 

Independent Nominal  
(CS1, CS2, CS3) 

WriTime Number of minutes the students took to write the text. Independent continuous 

Nwords Total number of words in the text. Independent continuous 

Difficulty Level of difficulty of the topic/letter.  
SCALE: 1 Very Difficult, 2 Difficult, 3 Neutral, 4 Easy, 5 Very Easy 

Independent categorical 
(scale value) 

LetterA / D / E Average of the two scores given by evaluator 1 ("A" / “D” / “E”) to "Letter" the first aspect 

evaluated in the text. 
Dependent continuous 
(numerical score, between 
0.0 and 5.0) 

LetterAvg Average of the (average of two) scores given by the three evaluators ("A, D, E") to 

"Letter" the first aspect evaluated in the text. 

Dependent continuous 
(numerical score, between 
0.0 and 5.0) 

RegisterA  / D / E Average of the two scores given by evaluator 1 ("A" / “D” / “E”) to "Register" the second 

aspect evaluated in the text. 
Dependent continuous 
(numerical score, between 
0.0 and 5.0) 

RegisterAvg Average of the (average of two) scores given by the three evaluators ("A, D, E") to 

"Register" the second aspect evaluated in the text. 

Dependent continuous 
(numerical score, between 
0.0 and 5.0) 

TaskA / D / E Average of the two scores given by evaluator 1 ("A" / “D” / “E”) to "Task", the first general 

category evaluated in the text. IMPORTANT: Task includes two subcategories: Letter and 

Register. 

Dependent continuous 
(numerical score, between 
0.0 and 5.0) 

TaskAvg  Average of the (average of two) scores given by the three evaluators ("A, D, E") to 

"Task" the first general category evaluated in the text. IMPORTANT: This category 

includes the two previous subcategories/aspects: "Letter" and "Register". 

Dependent continuous 
(numerical score, between 
0.0 and 5.0) 
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GLOBScoreA / D / E Average of the two average scores given by evaluator 1 ("A" / “D” / “E”) to ALL the six 

general categories evaluated in the text. 
Dependent continuous 
(numerical score, between 
0.0 and 5.0) 

GLOBSCOREAvg This is the global, total score of all the scores to all the texts aspects given by all the 

evaluators. (Average of all the averages of all the three raters for all the categories and 

subcategories).  

IMPORTANT: This is the most general variable, global total score, representing the 

global writing performance of each participant/each text. 

Dependent continuous 
(numerical score, between 
0.0 and 5.0) 

Difficulty  Difficulty of the writing task as perceived (scored) by the writers (students) themselves. 

Dichotomous classification: hard / easy 

2and 3: hard ; 4 and 5: easy; (Nobody scored 1)  

* 3 is rather low, in the Colombian usual understanding (barely passing). 

Result: [*49 easy and 49 hard] 

Independent nominal 

WriTime Writing time (in minutes). 

Dichotomous classification: 

Actual WriTime average: 41 minutes 

<41: fast; >41: slow 

[Result: Fast: 41 / Slow: 57] 

Independent nominal 

TextLength Total number of words in the text. 

Dichotomous classification, based on the actual average of text length: 378 words. 

378 words: average text length 

<378 words: short text; >378 words: long text 

[Result: Long: 46 / Short: 52] 

Independent nominal 

Fluency Fluency as interaction between writing time, text length, appropriate language AND 

perception of task difficulty. 

A fluent writer is able to write longer texts in shorter time with more appropriate language 

and perceives the writing task as easy/not difficult.  

Fluent: <41 minutes (WriTime) + >378 words (length) + 4 on (language) + 4 or 5 (easy) 

for perception of task difficulty.  

flnt: fluent; nflnt: non-fluent 

[Result: Fluent: 6 / Nonfluent: 92] 

Independent nominal 
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Appendix 13 ANCOVA for global writing scores 

 

Tests of Between-Subjects Effects 

Dependent Variable:   GLObSCOReAvg   

Source 

Type III Sum 

of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

Partial Eta 

Squared 

Corrected 

Model 

3.668a 6 .611 4.511 .000 .229 

Intercept 38.049 1 38.049 280.743 .000 .755 

Curricular 

Stage 

1.543 2 .772 5.694 .005 .111 

Difficulty .001 1 .001 .007 .931 .000 

Fluency .596 1 .596 4.394 .039 .046 

Writing Time .590 1 .590 4.355 .040 .046 

Text Length .485 1 .485 3.577 .062 .038 

Error 12.333 91 .136    

Total 1724.203 98     

Corrected Total 16.001 97     

Note. a. R Squared = .229 (Adjusted R Squared = .178) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Appendix 13B - Post Hoc tests for global scores per curricular group 

261 

Appendix 13B Post Hoc tests for global scores for the curricular groups 

(IDGR -Group ID*-) 

* Post Hoc was not possible for Writing Time, Difficulty, Fluency and text Length because there

were fewer than three groups for these variables 

Lower 

Bound

Upper 

Bound

B -0.018 0.0978 0.982 -0.251 0.215

C -.267
* 0.0912 0.012 -0.485 -0.050

A 0.018 0.0978 0.982 -0.215 0.251

C -.250
* 0.0921 0.022 -0.469 -0.030

A .267
* 0.0912 0.012 0.050 0.485

B .250
* 0.0921 0.022 0.030 0.469

B -0.018 0.0978 1.000 -0.256 0.221

C -.267
* 0.0912 0.013 -0.490 -0.045

A 0.018 0.0978 1.000 -0.221 0.256

C -.250
* 0.0921 0.024 -0.474 -0.025

A .267
* 0.0912 0.013 0.045 0.490

B .250
* 0.0921 0.024 0.025 0.474

*. The mean difference is significant at the .05 level.

C

Bonferroni A

B

C

Based on observed means.

The error term is Mean Square(Error) = .141.

Multiple Comparisons

Dependent Variable: 

(I) IDGR

Mean 

Difference 

(I-J) Std. Error Sig.

95% Confidence

Interval

Tukey 

HSD

A

B
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Appendix 14A MANCOVA for the general writing dimensions 

Tests of Between-Subjects Effects 

Source 

Dependent 

Variable 

Type III Sum 

of Squares df 

Mean 

Square F Sig. 

Partial Eta 

Squared 

Corrected 

Model 

TaskAvg 2.251a 6 .375 3.537 .003 .189 

ContentAvg 15.136b 6 2.523 6.053 .000 .285 

AuthorAvg 2.137c 6 .356 2.848 .014 .158 

TOrgAvg 6.476d 6 1.079 5.116 .000 .252 

LangAvg 3.981e 6 .664 3.619 .003 .193 

ReadablAvg 5.024f 6 .837 2.760 .016 .154 

Intercept TaskAvg 48.100 1 48.100 453.544 .000 .833 

ContentAvg 16.583 1 16.583 39.792 .000 .304 

AuthorAvg 42.696 1 42.696 341.424 .000 .790 

TOrgAvg 34.638 1 34.638 164.191 .000 .643 

LangAvg 48.373 1 48.373 263.825 .000 .744 

ReadablAvg 46.714 1 46.714 153.969 .000 .629 

Curricular 

stage 

TaskAvg 1.045 2 .522 4.926 .009 .098 

ContentAvg .096 2 .048 .115 .891 .003 

AuthorAvg .943 2 .471 3.770 .027 .077 

TOrgAvg 3.917 2 1.958 9.283 .000 .169 

LangAvg 2.884 2 1.442 7.866 .001 .147 

ReadablAvg 3.346 2 1.673 5.514 .005 .108 

Difficulty TaskAvg .013 1 .013 .125 .725 .001 

ContentAvg .392 1 .392 .941 .335 .010 

AuthorAvg .049 1 .049 .393 .532 .004 

TOrgAvg .001 1 .001 .003 .955 .000 

LangAvg .039 1 .039 .215 .644 .002 

ReadablAvg .136 1 .136 .449 .504 .005 

Fluency TaskAvg .044 1 .044 .411 .523 .004 

ContentAvg 1.008 1 1.008 2.419 .123 .026 

AuthorAvg .197 1 .197 1.576 .213 .017 

TOrgAvg .466 1 .466 2.208 .141 .024 

LangAvg 1.151 1 1.151 6.276 .014 .065 

ReadablAvg 1.520 1 1.520 5.009 .028 .052 

Writing Time TaskAvg 1.071 1 1.071 10.096 .002 .100 

ContentAvg 1.677 1 1.677 4.025 .048 .042 

AuthorAvg .108 1 .108 .860 .356 .009 

TOrgAvg .504 1 .504 2.389 .126 .026 

LangAvg .254 1 .254 1.387 .242 .015 

ReadablAvg .325 1 .325 1.070 .304 .012 
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Text Length TaskAvg .004 1 .004 .040 .842 .000 

ContentAvg 7.288 1 7.288 17.486 .000 .161 

AuthorAvg .508 1 .508 4.060 .047 .043 

TOrgAvg 1.029 1 1.029 4.878 .030 .051 

LangAvg .122 1 .122 .664 .417 .007 

ReadablAvg .002 1 .002 .008 .929 .000 

Error TaskAvg 9.651 91 .106    

ContentAvg 37.924 91 .417    

AuthorAvg 11.380 91 .125    

TOrgAvg 19.198 91 .211    

LangAvg 16.685 91 .183    

ReadablAvg 27.609 91 .303    

Total TaskAvg 2092.487 98     

ContentAvg 1582.895 98     

AuthorAvg 1790.022 98     

TOrgAvg 1703.947 98     

LangAvg 1607.522 98     

ReadablAvg 1695.630 98     

Corrected Total TaskAvg 11.902 97     

ContentAvg 53.060 97     

AuthorAvg 13.517 97     

TOrgAvg 25.674 97     

LangAvg 20.666 97     

ReadablAvg 32.633 97     

a. R Squared = .189 (Adjusted R Squared = .136) 

b. R Squared = .285 (Adjusted R Squared = .238) 

c. R Squared = .158 (Adjusted R Squared = .103) 

d. R Squared = .252 (Adjusted R Squared = .203) 

e. R Squared = .193 (Adjusted R Squared = .139) 

f. R Squared = .154 (Adjusted R Squared = .098) 
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Appendix 14B Post Hoc tests General Writing Dimensions per 

curricular group (A = CS1; B = CS2; C = CS3) 

Multiple Comparisons 

Dependent Variable (I) IDGR (J) IDGR

Mean 

Difference (I-

J) 

Std. 

Error Sig. 

95% Confidence Interval 

Lower 

Bound 

Upper 

Bound 

TaskAvg Tukey 

HSD 

A B -.003 .0589 .999 -.143 .138 

C -.048 .0517 .623 -.172 .076 

B A .003 .0589 .999 -.138 .143 

C -.045 .0525 .663 -.171 .080 

C A .048 .0517 .623 -.076 .172 

B .045 .0525 .663 -.080 .171 

Bonferroni A B -.003 .0589 1.000 -.147 .142 

C -.048 .0517 1.000 -.175 .079 

B A .003 .0589 1.000 -.142 .147 

C -.045 .0525 1.000 -.174 .083 

C A .048 .0517 1.000 -.079 .175 

B .045 .0525 1.000 -.083 .174 

ContentAvg Tukey 

HSD 

A B .323 .1893 .210 -.130 .776 

C .275 .1662 .230 -.123 .672 

B A -.323 .1893 .210 -.776 .130 

C -.048 .1687 .956 -.452 .355 

C A -.275 .1662 .230 -.672 .123 

B .048 .1687 .956 -.355 .452 

Bonferroni A B .323 .1893 .277 -.141 .787 

C .275 .1662 .308 -.132 .682 

B A -.323 .1893 .277 -.787 .141 

C -.048 .1687 1.000 -.461 .365 

C A -.275 .1662 .308 -.682 .132 

B .048 .1687 1.000 -.365 .461 

AuthorAvg Tukey 

HSD 

A B .181 .0962 .152 -.049 .411 

C .051 .0844 .817 -.151 .253 

B A -.181 .0962 .152 -.411 .049 

C -.129 .0857 .293 -.334 .076 

C A -.051 .0844 .817 -.253 .151 

B .129 .0857 .293 -.076 .334 

Bonferroni A B .181 .0962 .193 -.055 .416 

C .051 .0844 1.000 -.156 .258 

B A -.181 .0962 .193 -.416 .055 

C -.129 .0857 .407 -.339 .081 

C A -.051 .0844 1.000 -.258 .156 
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B .129 .0857 .407 -.081 .339 

TxtOrgAvg Tukey 

HSD 

A B -.031 .1188 .964 -.315 .253 

C -.221 .1043 .094 -.470 .029 

B A .031 .1188 .964 -.253 .315 

C -.190 .1059 .179 -.443 .063 

C A .221 .1043 .094 -.029 .470 

B .190 .1059 .179 -.063 .443 

Bonferroni A B -.031 .1188 1.000 -.322 .260 

C -.221 .1043 .113 -.476 .035 

B A .031 .1188 1.000 -.260 .322 

C -.190 .1059 .231 -.449 .070 

C A .221 .1043 .113 -.035 .476 

B .190 .1059 .231 -.070 .449 

LangAvg Tukey 

HSD 

A B -.147 .1051 .346 -.399 .104 

C -.224* .0923 .047 -.444 -.003 

B A .147 .1051 .346 -.104 .399 

C -.076 .0937 .695 -.300 .148 

C A .224* .0923 .047 .003 .444 

B .076 .0937 .695 -.148 .300 

Bonferroni A B -.147 .1051 .497 -.405 .110 

C -.224 .0923 .054 -.450 .003 

B A .147 .1051 .497 -.110 .405 

C -.076 .0937 1.000 -.306 .153 

C A .224 .0923 .054 -.003 .450 

B .076 .0937 1.000 -.153 .306 

ReadablAvg Tukey 

HSD 

A B -.049 .1356 .932 -.373 .276 

C -.162 .1191 .365 -.447 .122 

B A .049 .1356 .932 -.276 .373 

C -.114 .1209 .616 -.403 .175 

C A .162 .1191 .365 -.122 .447 

B .114 .1209 .616 -.175 .403 

Bonferroni A B -.049 .1356 1.000 -.381 .284 

C -.162 .1191 .530 -.454 .129 

B A .049 .1356 1.000 -.284 .381 

C -.114 .1209 1.000 -.410 .182 

C A .162 .1191 .530 -.129 .454 

B .114 .1209 1.000 -.182 .410 

Based on observed means. 

 The error term is Mean Square(Error) = .198. 

*. The mean difference is significant at the .05 level. 
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Appendix 14C  MANCOVA for the particular writing dimensions 

Tests of Between-Subjects Effects 

Source Dependent Variable 

Type III 

Sum of 

Squares df 

Mean 

Square F Sig. 

Partial Eta 

Squared 

Corrected 

Model 

LetterAvg 5.923a 6 .987 6.565 .000 .302 

RegisterAvg 1.727b 6 .288 2.043 .068 .119 

ContentAvg 15.136c 6 2.523 6.053 .000 .285 

VoiceAvg 3.483d 6 .580 4.307 .001 .221 

AudienceAwarenessAvg 2.403e 6 .400 2.043 .068 .119 

GlobOrgAvg 7.873f 6 1.312 6.221 .000 .291 

ParOrgAvg 5.620g 6 .937 3.866 .002 .203 

MorphAvg 2.702h 6 .450 2.322 .039 .133 

GrammAvg 6.486i 6 1.081 6.384 .000 .296 

LexisAvg 3.805j 6 .634 3.536 .003 .189 

MechanAvg 5.791k 6 .965 2.890 .013 .160 

ReadablAvg 5.024l 6 .837 2.760 .016 .154 

Intercept LetterAvg 51.704 1 51.704 343.847 .000 .791 

RegisterAvg 43.217 1 43.217 306.751 .000 .771 

ContentAvg 16.583 1 16.583 39.792 .000 .304 

VoiceAvg 36.705 1 36.705 272.353 .000 .750 

AudienceAwarenessAvg 49.989 1 49.989 254.974 .000 .737 

GlobOrgAvg 32.846 1 32.846 155.732 .000 .631 

ParOrgAvg 34.752 1 34.752 143.439 .000 .612 

MorphAvg 53.233 1 53.233 274.502 .000 .751 

GrammAvg 41.330 1 41.330 244.067 .000 .728 

LexisAvg 47.812 1 47.812 266.567 .000 .746 

MechanAvg 50.841 1 50.841 152.243 .000 .626 

ReadablAvg 46.714 1 46.714 153.969 .000 .629 

Curricular 

Stage 

LetterAvg 3.847 2 1.923 12.791 .000 .219 

RegisterAvg .372 2 .186 1.320 .272 .028 

ContentAvg .096 2 .048 .115 .891 .003 

VoiceAvg .420 2 .210 1.559 .216 .033 
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AudienceAwarenessAvg 1.960 2 .980 4.998 .009 .099 

GlobOrgAvg 3.694 2 1.847 8.756 .000 .161 

ParOrgAvg 4.057 2 2.028 8.372 .000 .155 

MorphAvg 1.783 2 .892 4.598 .013 .092 

GrammAvg 5.465 2 2.732 16.135 .000 .262 

LexisAvg 2.751 2 1.375 7.668 .001 .144 

MechanAvg 3.151 2 1.576 4.718 .011 .094 

ReadablAvg 3.346 2 1.673 5.514 .005 .108 

Difficulty LetterAvg .089 1 .089 .592 .444 .006 

RegisterAvg .003 1 .003 .019 .890 .000 

ContentAvg .392 1 .392 .941 .335 .010 

VoiceAvg .003 1 .003 .026 .873 .000 

AudienceAwarenessAvg .130 1 .130 .665 .417 .007 

GlobOrgAvg .071 1 .071 .335 .564 .004 

ParOrgAvg .037 1 .037 .152 .698 .002 

MorphAvg .096 1 .096 .493 .484 .005 

GrammAvg 1.530E-5 1 1.530E-5 .000 .992 .000 

LexisAvg .060 1 .060 .336 .564 .004 

MechanAvg .063 1 .063 .189 .665 .002 

ReadablAvg .136 1 .136 .449 .504 .005 

Writing 

Fluency 

LetterAvg .680 1 .680 4.519 .036 .047 

RegisterAvg .177 1 .177 1.258 .265 .014 

ContentAvg 1.008 1 1.008 2.419 .123 .026 

VoiceAvg .123 1 .123 .915 .341 .010 

AudienceAwarenessAvg .275 1 .275 1.401 .240 .015 

GlobOrgAvg .581 1 .581 2.756 .100 .029 

ParOrgAvg .289 1 .289 1.191 .278 .013 

MorphAvg .907 1 .907 4.678 .033 .049 

GrammAvg .906 1 .906 5.347 .023 .056 

LexisAvg .950 1 .950 5.299 .024 .055 

MechanAvg 1.984 1 1.984 5.940 .017 .061 

ReadablAvg 1.520 1 1.520 5.009 .028 .052 

Writing 

Time 

LetterAvg 1.655 1 1.655 11.009 .001 .108 

RegisterAvg .743 1 .743 5.272 .024 .055 
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ContentAvg 1.677 1 1.677 4.025 .048 .042 

VoiceAvg .208 1 .208 1.546 .217 .017 

AudienceAwarenessAvg .002 1 .002 .008 .929 .000 

GlobOrgAvg .895 1 .895 4.243 .042 .045 

ParOrgAvg .274 1 .274 1.131 .290 .012 

MorphAvg .121 1 .121 .625 .431 .007 

GrammAvg .322 1 .322 1.904 .171 .020 

LexisAvg .196 1 .196 1.093 .299 .012 

MechanAvg .528 1 .528 1.580 .212 .017 

ReadablAvg .325 1 .325 1.070 .304 .012 

Text Length LetterAvg .010 1 .010 .066 .798 .001 

RegisterAvg .056 1 .056 .397 .530 .004 

ContentAvg 7.288 1 7.288 17.486 .000 .161 

VoiceAvg 1.831 1 1.831 13.586 .000 .130 

AudienceAwarenessAvg .016 1 .016 .080 .778 .001 

GlobOrgAvg 1.436 1 1.436 6.810 .011 .070 

ParOrgAvg .868 1 .868 3.581 .062 .038 

MorphAvg .131 1 .131 .677 .413 .007 

GrammAvg .095 1 .095 .560 .456 .006 

LexisAvg .116 1 .116 .644 .424 .007 

MechanAvg 1.174 1 1.174 3.515 .064 .037 

ReadablAvg .002 1 .002 .008 .929 .000 

Error LetterAvg 13.684 91 .150    

RegisterAvg 12.821 91 .141    

ContentAvg 37.924 91 .417    

VoiceAvg 12.264 91 .135    

AudienceAwarenessAvg 17.841 91 .196    

GlobOrgAvg 19.193 91 .211    

ParOrgAvg 22.047 91 .242    

MorphAvg 17.647 91 .194    

GrammAvg 15.410 91 .169    

LexisAvg 16.322 91 .179    

MechanAvg 30.389 91 .334    

ReadablAvg 27.609 91 .303    
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a. R Squared = .302 (Adjusted R Squared = .256) 

b. R Squared = .119 (Adjusted R Squared = .061) 

c. R Squared = .285 (Adjusted R Squared = .238) 

d. R Squared = .221 (Adjusted R Squared = .170) 

e. R Squared = .119 (Adjusted R Squared = .061) 

f. R Squared = .291 (Adjusted R Squared = .244) 

g. R Squared = .203 (Adjusted R Squared = .151) 

h. R Squared = .133 (Adjusted R Squared = .076) 

i. R Squared = .296 (Adjusted R Squared = .250) 

j. R Squared = .189 (Adjusted R Squared = .136) 

k. R Squared = .160 (Adjusted R Squared = .105) 

l. R Squared = .154 (Adjusted R Squared = .098)

Total LetterAvg 2174.568 98     

RegisterAvg 2003.550 98     

ContentAvg 1582.895 98     

VoiceAvg 1840.690 98     

AudienceAwarenessAvg 1737.642 98     

GlobOrgAvg 1770.517 98     

ParOrgAvg 1635.517 98     

MorphAvg 1724.795 98     

GrammAvg 1620.847 98     

LexisAvg 1586.127 98     

MechanAvg 1495.337 98     

ReadablAvg 1695.630 98     

Corrected 

Total 

LetterAvg 19.606 97     

RegisterAvg 14.547 97     

ContentAvg 53.060 97     

VoiceAvg 15.747 97     

AudienceAwarenessAvg 20.244 97     

GlobOrgAvg 27.066 97     

ParOrgAvg 27.667 97     

MorphAvg 20.349 97     

GrammAvg 21.896 97     

LexisAvg 20.127 97     

MechanAvg 36.180 97     

ReadablAvg 32.633 97     
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Appendix 14D  Post Hoc tests Particular Writing Dimensions per curricular 

group (A = CS1; B = CS2; C = CS3) 

Multiple Comparisons 

Dependent Variable (I) IDGR (J) IDGR

Mean 

Difference (I-

J) 

Std. 

Error Sig. 

95% Confidence Interval 

Lower 

Bound 

Upper 

Bound 

LetterAvg Tukey 

HSD 

A B -.185* .0616 .010 -.332 -.037 

C -.244* .0541 .000 -.373 -.114 

B A .185* .0616 .010 .037 .332 

C -.059 .0549 .531 -.190 .072 

C A .244* .0541 .000 .114 .373 

B .059 .0549 .531 -.072 .190 

Bonferroni A B -.185* .0616 .011 -.335 -.034 

C -.244* .0541 .000 -.376 -.111 

B A .185* .0616 .011 .034 .335 

C -.059 .0549 .854 -.194 .075 

C A .244* .0541 .000 .111 .376 

B .059 .0549 .854 -.075 .194 

RegisterAvg Tukey 

HSD 

A B .157 .0845 .158 -.045 .359 

C .141 .0742 .147 -.037 .318 

B A -.157 .0845 .158 -.359 .045 

C -.016 .0754 .974 -.197 .164 

C A -.141 .0742 .147 -.318 .037 

B .016 .0754 .974 -.164 .197 

Bonferroni A B .157 .0845 .201 -.050 .364 

C .141 .0742 .185 -.041 .323 

B A -.157 .0845 .201 -.364 .050 

C -.016 .0754 1.000 -.201 .168 

C A -.141 .0742 .185 -.323 .041 

B .016 .0754 1.000 -.168 .201 

ContentAvg Tukey 

HSD 

A B .323 .1893 .210 -.130 .776 

C .275 .1662 .230 -.123 .672 

B A -.323 .1893 .210 -.776 .130 

C -.048 .1687 .956 -.452 .355 

C A -.275 .1662 .230 -.672 .123 

B .048 .1687 .956 -.355 .452 

Bonferroni A B .323 .1893 .277 -.141 .787 

C .275 .1662 .308 -.132 .682 

B A -.323 .1893 .277 -.787 .141 

C -.048 .1687 1.000 -.461 .365 

C A -.275 .1662 .308 -.682 .132 
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B .048 .1687 1.000 -.365 .461 

VoiceAvg Tukey 

HSD 

A B .264* .1027 .032 .019 .510 

C .183 .0902 .112 -.033 .399 

B A -.264* .1027 .032 -.510 -.019 

C -.081 .0916 .651 -.300 .138 

C A -.183 .0902 .112 -.399 .033 

B .081 .0916 .651 -.138 .300 

Bonferroni A B .264* .1027 .036 .013 .516 

C .183 .0902 .138 -.038 .404 

B A -.264* .1027 .036 -.516 -.013 

C -.081 .0916 1.000 -.305 .143 

C A -.183 .0902 .138 -.404 .038 

B .081 .0916 1.000 -.143 .305 

AudAwarAvg Tukey 

HSD 

A B .079 .1190 .787 -.206 .363 

C -.089 .1045 .670 -.339 .161 

B A -.079 .1190 .787 -.363 .206 

C -.168 .1061 .259 -.422 .086 

C A .089 .1045 .670 -.161 .339 

B .168 .1061 .259 -.086 .422 

Bonferroni A B .079 .1190 1.000 -.213 .370 

C -.089 .1045 1.000 -.346 .167 

B A -.079 .1190 1.000 -.370 .213 

C -.168 .1061 .352 -.428 .092 

C A .089 .1045 1.000 -.167 .346 

B .168 .1061 .352 -.092 .428 

GlobOrgAvg Tukey 

HSD 

A B .025 .1187 .976 -.259 .309 

C -.176 .1042 .215 -.426 .073 

B A -.025 .1187 .976 -.309 .259 

C -.201 .1058 .145 -.454 .052 

C A .176 .1042 .215 -.073 .426 

B .201 .1058 .145 -.052 .454 

Bonferroni A B .025 .1187 1.000 -.266 .316 

C -.176 .1042 .285 -.432 .079 

B A -.025 .1187 1.000 -.316 .266 

C -.201 .1058 .183 -.460 .058 

C A .176 .1042 .285 -.079 .432 

B .201 .1058 .183 -.058 .460 

ParOrgAvg Tukey 

HSD 

A B -.107 .1312 .692 -.421 .206 

C -.262 .1152 .066 -.537 .014 

B A .107 .1312 .692 -.206 .421 

C -.154 .1169 .389 -.434 .125 

C A .262 .1152 .066 -.014 .537 
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B .154 .1169 .389 -.125 .434 

Bonferroni A B -.107 .1312 1.000 -.429 .214 

C -.262 .1152 .078 -.544 .021 

B A .107 .1312 1.000 -.214 .429 

C -.154 .1169 .574 -.440 .132 

C A .262 .1152 .078 -.021 .544 

B .154 .1169 .574 -.132 .440 

MorphAvg Tukey 

HSD 

A B -.083 .1145 .751 -.356 .191 

C -.189 .1005 .153 -.429 .052 

B A .083 .1145 .751 -.191 .356 

C -.106 .1020 .555 -.350 .138 

C A .189 .1005 .153 -.052 .429 

B .106 .1020 .555 -.138 .350 

Bonferroni A B -.083 .1145 1.000 -.363 .198 

C -.189 .1005 .193 -.435 .058 

B A .083 .1145 1.000 -.198 .363 

C -.106 .1020 .907 -.356 .144 

C A .189 .1005 .193 -.058 .435 

B .106 .1020 .907 -.144 .356 

GrammAvg Tukey 

HSD 

A B -.401* .1101 .001 -.664 -.138 

C -.373* .0967 .001 -.604 -.142 

B A .401* .1101 .001 .138 .664 

C .028 .0981 .956 -.207 .263 

C A .373* .0967 .001 .142 .604 

B -.028 .0981 .956 -.263 .207 

Bonferroni A B -.401* .1101 .001 -.671 -.131 

C -.373* .0967 .001 -.610 -.136 

B A .401* .1101 .001 .131 .671 

C .028 .0981 1.000 -.212 .268 

C A .373* .0967 .001 .136 .610 

B -.028 .0981 1.000 -.268 .212 

LexisAvg Tukey 

HSD 

A B -.031 .1047 .952 -.282 .219 

C -.193 .0920 .097 -.413 .027 

B A .031 .1047 .952 -.219 .282 

C -.162 .0933 .199 -.385 .061 

C A .193 .0920 .097 -.027 .413 

B .162 .0933 .199 -.061 .385 

Bonferroni A B -.031 .1047 1.000 -.288 .225 

C -.193 .0920 .117 -.418 .032 

B A .031 .1047 1.000 -.225 .288 

C -.162 .0933 .261 -.391 .067 

C A .193 .0920 .117 -.032 .418 
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B .162 .0933 .261 -.067 .391 

MechanAvg Tukey 

HSD 

A B -.068 .1366 .874 -.394 .259 

C -.152 .1199 .420 -.438 .135 

B A .068 .1366 .874 -.259 .394 

C -.084 .1217 .770 -.375 .207 

C A .152 .1199 .420 -.135 .438 

B .084 .1217 .770 -.207 .375 

Bonferroni A B -.068 .1366 1.000 -.402 .267 

C -.152 .1199 .631 -.445 .142 

B A .068 .1366 1.000 -.267 .402 

C -.084 .1217 1.000 -.382 .214 

C A .152 .1199 .631 -.142 .445 

B .084 .1217 1.000 -.214 .382 

ReadablAvg Tukey 

HSD 

A B -.049 .1356 .932 -.373 .276 

C -.162 .1191 .365 -.447 .122 

B A .049 .1356 .932 -.276 .373 

C -.114 .1209 .616 -.403 .175 

C A .162 .1191 .365 -.122 .447 

B .114 .1209 .616 -.175 .403 

Bonferroni A B -.049 .1356 1.000 -.381 .284 

C -.162 .1191 .530 -.454 .129 

B A .049 .1356 1.000 -.284 .381 

C -.114 .1209 1.000 -.410 .182 

C A .162 .1191 .530 -.129 .454 

B .114 .1209 1.000 -.182 .410 

Based on observed means. 

 The error term is Mean Square(Error) = .198. 

*. The mean difference is significant at the .05 level. 
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Appendix 15 Kolmogorov-Smirnov and Shapiro-Wilk Normality Tests 

Tests of Normality 

Kolmogorov-Smirnova Shapiro-Wilk 

Statistic df Sig. Statistic df Sig. 

LetterAvg 0.271 98 0.000 0.721 98 98 

RegisterAvg 0.111 98 0.005 0.861 98 98 

TaskAvg 0.195 98 0.000 0.829 98 98 

ContentAvg 0.161 98 0.000 0.906 98 98 

VoiceAvg 0.114 98 0.003 0.958 98 98 

AudienceAwarenessAvg 0.078 98 0.154 0.963 98 98 

AuthorAvg 0.067 98 .200* 0.970 98 98 

GlobOrgAvg 0.174 98 0.000 0.900 98 98 

ParOrgAvg 0.140 98 0.000 0.926 98 98 

TOrgAvg 0.170 98 0.000 0.908 98 98 

MorphAvg 0.105 98 0.010 0.959 98 98 

GrammAvg 0.089 98 0.055 0.959 98 98 

LexisAvg 0.138 98 0.000 0.938 98 98 

MechanAvg 0.133 98 0.000 0.913 98 98 

LangAvg 0.106 98 0.008 0.940 98 98 

ReadablAvg 0.140 98 0.000 0.905 98 98 

GLObSCOReAvg 0.129 98 0.000 0.919 98 98 

*. This is a lower bound of the true significance. 

a. Lilliefors Significance Correction
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Appendix 16 Kruskal-Wallis Non-parametric test 

Kruskal-Wallis results for differences between curricular groups (CS1, CS2, CS3) 

Writing 

dimension 

Mean rank Kruskal-

Wallis 

chi-

squared 

(df = 2) P-value

Effect size r 

[95% CI] 

CS1 

(n = 

30) 

CS2 

(n = 

29) 

CS3 

(n = 

39) 

Group- 

GLOBAL 

SCORE 

39.05 40.9 63.94 16.893 0.0002147 
0.374 

[ 0.19 0.533 ] 

Group - Letter 
33.53 48.21 62.74 19.192 6.801e-05 

0.402 

[ 0.222 0.556 ] 

Group - Register 
56.72 40.03 50.99 5.324 0.06981 

0.183 

[ -0.016 0.368 ]

Group - TASK 
44.38 42.88 58.36 6.493 0.03891 

0.209 

[ 0.011 0.391 ] 

Group - 

CONTENT 
50.8 46.31 50.87 0.5204 0.7709 

0.029 

[ -0.17 0.227 ]

Group - Voice 
55.5 40.79 51.36 4.255 0.1192 

0.157 

[ -0.042 0.345 ]

Group - Audience 

Awareness 
44.93 40.19 59.94 9.196 0.01007 

0.26 

[ 0.065 0.436 ] 

Group - AUTHOR 
49.6 39.72 56.69 5.970 0.05054 

0.198 

[ -0.001 0.381 ]

Group - Global 

Organisation 
39.05 40.9 63.94 16.89 0.0002147 

0.374 

[ 0.19 0.533 ] 

Group – 

Paragraph 

Organisation 

37.78 45.9 61.19 12.226 0.002213 
0.309 

[ 0.118 0.478 ] 

Group - TEXT 

ORGANISATION 
37.48 42.91 63.64 16.675 0.0002394 

0.371 

[ 0.186 0.53 ] 

Group- 

Morphology 
41.4 44.53 59.42 8.134 0.01713 

0.241 

[ 0.045 0.419 ] 

Group - Grammar 
29.88 53.5 61.62 22.091 1.596e-05 

0.436 

[ 0.26 0.584 ] 

Group - Lexis 
38.18 43.34 62.78 14.748 0.0006273 

0.345 

[ 0.158 0.509 ] 

Group - Mechanics 
40.88 44.98 59.49 8.3448 0.01542 

0.245 

[ 0.049 0.423 ] 

Group -

LANGUAGE 
37.18. 46.48 61.22 12.666 0.001777 

0.316 

[ 0.125 0.484 ] 

Group -

READABILITY 
40.17 45.03 60.00 9.3274 0.009431 

0.262 

[ 0.067 0.438 ] 

Note. In capital letters: general writing dimensions. 
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Appendix 17 Descriptive Statistics of the twelve particular writing 

dimensions 

Text Sub-

category 

Curric. 

stage 
N Mean* SD Median Min Max Range Skew Kurtosis 

Letter CS1 30 4.46 0.50 4.6 3.2 5.0 1.8 -0.68 -0.64

CS2 29 4.64 0.52 4.9 3.0 5.0 2.0 -1.53 1.51

CS3 39 4.92 0.10 5.0 4.7 5.0 0.3 -0.81 -0.72

All 

groups 
98 4.70 0.44 4.9 3.0 5.0 2.0 -1.78 0.05 

Register CS1 30 4.57 0.49 4.7 2.5 5.0 2.5 -2.54 8.32 

CS2 29 4.43 0.34 4.5 3.4 4.9 1.5 -0.88 0.80 

CS3 39 4.55 0.33 4.6 3.5 5.0 1.5 -1.13 1.35 

All 

groups 
98 4.52 0.39 4.6 2.5 5.0 2.5 -1.90 0.04 

Content CS1 30 3.99 0.77 4.1 2.2 4.9 2.7 -0.77 -0.50

CS2 29 3.87 0.79 4.0 2.2 4.8 2.6 -0.62 -0.71

CS3 39 4.02 0.68 4.2 2.2 4.8 2.6 -1.00 0.06

All 

groups 
98 3.97 0.74 4.2 2.2 4.9 2.7 -0.83 -0.27

Voice CS1 30 4.39 0.45 4.45 3.2 5.0 1.8 -0.70 -0.42

CS2 29 4.20 0.42 4.3 3.3 4.7 1.4 -0.45 -1.09

CS3 39 4.38 0.39 4.4 3.7 4.9 1.2 -0.34 -0.82

All 

groups 
98 4.33 0.40 4.4 3.2 5.0 1.8 -0.60 -0.38

Audience 

Awareness 

CS1 30 4.16 0.39 4.2 2.9 4.9 2.0 -0.79 1.93 

CS2 29 4.04 0.54 4.1 3.0 5.0 2.0 -0.31 -0.68

CS3 39 4.37 0.38 4.4 3.5 5.0 1.5 -0.46 -0.29

All 

groups 
98 4.21 0.45 4.3 2.9 2.0 2.1 -0.64 0.43 

Global 

organization 
CS1 30 4.05 0.60 4.25 2.8 4.9 2.1 -0.71 -0.84

CS2 29 4.11 0.51 4.2 2.9 5.0 2.1 -0.51 -0.54

CS3 39 4.47 0.36 4.6 3.5 5.0 1.5 -1.23 0.84

All 

groups 
98 4.24 0.52 4.4 2.8 5 2.2 -0.99 0.17 

Paragraph 

organization 
CS1 30 3.82 0.63 4.05 2.3 4.6 2.3 -0.81 -0.55

CS2 29 4.05 0.48 4.1 2.8 4.8 2.0 -0.40 -0.28

CS3 39 4.29 0.41 4.4 3.1 4.8 1.7 -1.02 0.61

All 

groups 
98 4.07 0.54 4.2 2.3 4.8 2.5 -1.01 0.67 

Morphology CS1 30 4.06 0.47 4.2 2.5 4.8 2.3 -1.14 1.94 

CS2 29 4.11 0.53 4.1 2.9 5.0 2.1 -0.36 -0.60

CS3 39 4.35 0.33 4.3 3.6 5.0 1.4 -0.39 -0.49

All 

groups 
98 4.19 0.45 4.3 2.5 5.0 2.5 -0.86 1.16 

Grammar CS1 30 3.72 0.47 3.6 2.4 4.6 2.2 -0.19 0.32 

CS2 29 4.13 0.48 4.2 3.0 4.9 1.9 -0.64 -0.31

CS3 39 4.27 0.30 4.3 3.5 4.8 1.3 -0.59 -0.20
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 All 

groups 
98 4.06 0.47 4.1 2.4 4.9 2.5 -0.69 0.22 

Lexis CS1 30 3.86 0.44 4.0 2.7 4.6 1.9 -0.66 -0.18 

CS2 29 3.90 0.51 4.1 2.4 4.6 2.2 -1.13 1.18 

CS3 39 4.23 0.35 4.3 3.3 4.8 1.5 -0.81 0.30 

 All 

groups 
98 4.11 0.36 4.2 2.7 4.8 2.1 -1.25 2.06 

Mechanics CS1 30 3.70 0.65 3.9 2.2 4.5 2.3 -0.79 -0.33 

CS2 29 3.79 0.69 4.1 1.8 4.8 3.0 -0.84 0.23 

CS3 39 4.10 0.43 4.3 3.0 4.7 1.7 -0.82 -0.30 

 All 

groups 
98 3.88 0.61 4.1 1.8 4.8 3.0 -1.05 0.77 

Readability CS1 30 3.96 0.61 3.9 2.3 4.8 2.5 -0.98 0.45 

CS2 29 4.02 0.66 4.1 2.5 4.9 2.4 -0.67 -0.49 

CS3 39 4.35 0.40 4.5 3.4 4.9 1.5 -0.78 -0.58 

 
All 

groups 
98 4.13 0.58 4.3 2.3 4.9 2.6 -1.05 0.76 

Note: *95% confidence intervals of the mean.  
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Appendix 18A Graphs of Individual Developmental Trajectories (general and specific writing dimensions) 
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Diana 

(CS1+) 

 Text 

1 
Text 2 Text 3 Text 4 Text 5 

Text 

6 

Degree/Direct. Pattern 

Global writing performance 

Global score 

  

Scores 4.6 4.6 4.7 4.9 4.7 4.8 
small↑ Weak progress, Homogeneous 

Changes no↔ small↑ small↑ small↓ small↑ 

Writing time 

  

Scores 28 21 30 35 26 26 no↔ 

Rather homogeneous Changes moderate↓ moderate↑ moderate↑ moderate↓ no↔ 

Text length 

  

Scores 368 288 407 484 344 526 Large increase 

Heterogeneous Changes moderate↓ large↑ moderate↑ large↓ large↑ 

Writing dimensions 

Letter 

  

Scores 5 5 5 5 4.8 4.3 
small↓ Weak regress, Quite homogeneous (final decline) 

Changes no↔ no↔ no↔ small↓ small↓ 

Register 

  

Scores 4.5 4.7 5 5 5 4.9 
small↑ Weak progress, Homogeneous 

Changes small↑ small↑ no↔ no↔ small↓ 

Content 

  

Scores 4.3 4.2 4.8 4.8 4.6 5 
moderate↑ Moderate progress, (Quite) Homogeneous 

Changes small↓ moderate↑ no↔ small↓ small↑ 

Voice 

  

Scores 4.6 4.6 4.8 4.9 4.8 4.8 
small↑ Weak progress, Homogeneous 

Changes no↔ small↑ small↑ small↓ no↔ 

Audience Awareness 

  

Scores 4.4 4.8 4.8 5 5 4.9 
small↑ Weak progress, Homogeneous 

Changes small↑ no↔ small↑ no↔ small↓ 

Global Organisation 

  

Scores 4.6 4.4 4.5 4.9 4.8 4.7 
small↑ Weak progress, Homogeneous 

Changes small↓ small↑ small↑ small↓ small↓ 

Paragraph 

organisation 

  

Scores 4.4 4.4 4 4.8 4.3 4.3 
no↔ 

Non-progressive, Homogeneous (2-stage; variation in the 

middle) Changes no↔ small↓ moderate↑ small↓ no↔ 

Morphology 

  

Scores 4.8 4.4 4.6 4.7 4.2 5 
small↑ Weak progress, Homogeneous 

Changes small↓ small↑ small↑ small↓ moderate↑ 

Grammar Scores 4.7 4.8 4.6 4.8 4.4 4.7  WRHom 
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  Changes small↑ small↓ small↑ small↓ small↑ WRHom Non-progressive, Homogeneous 

Lexis 

  

Scores 4.6 4.3 4.7 4.8 4.1 4.9 
small↑ Weak progress, Heterogeneous (mainly at the end, unstable) 

Changes small↓ small↑ small↑ moderate↓ moderate↑ 

Mechanics 

  

Scores 4.7 4.4 4.6 4.7 4.7 4.4 
small↓ Weak regress, Homogeneous 

Changes small↓ small↑ small↑ no↔ small↓ 

Readability 

  

Scores 4.8 4.7 4.8 4.9 4.7 4.9 
no↔ Non-progressive Homogeneous 

Changes small↓ small↑ small↑ small↓ small↑  

 

IN GENERAL, see general categories 

small↑ Weak progress, Homogeneous linearity 
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LILIANA  (CS1-) 
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Liliana 

(CS1-) 

 

Text 

1 
Text 2 Text 3 Text 4 Text 5 

Text 

6 

Degree-Direction 

(from trend line)  

Linearity (from 

changes in table) 

Pattern 

General 

Degree-Direction 

(from trend line)  

Linearity (from changes in table) 

Global writing performance 

Global score 

  

Scores 3.4 3.8 3.8 3.8 3.9 3.5 
Small↑ Weak progress, Homogeneous 

Changes small↑ no↔ no↔ small↑ small↓ 

Writing time 

  

Scores 33 49 38 18 34 23 large↓ decrease 

Heterogeneous Changes large↑ large↓ large↓ large↑ large↓ 

Text length 

  

Scores 236 382 333 226 278 253 moderate↓ decrease 

Heterogeneous Changes large↑ small↓ large↓ moderate↑ small↓ 

Writing dimensions 

Letter 
Scores 4.1 4.7 4.4 4.9 4.2 3.7 

small↓ 
Weak regress Heterogeneous (initially homogeneous fluct. 

until 4; second stage: decrease) Changes moderate↑ small↓ small↑ moderate↓ small↓ 

Register 
Scores 4.3 4.4 4.6 4.7 4.8 4.2 

small↑ 
Weak progress Homogeneous +final decrease 

Changes small↑ small↑ small↑ small↑ moderate↓ 

Content 
Scores 2.5 3.8 4.1 4.1 4.1 1.8 

small↓ 
Weak regress Heterogeneous Large up, stable, large down 

Changes large↑ small↑ no↔ no↔ large↓ 

Voice 
Scores 3.9 4.3 4.2 4.3 3.9 3.9 small↓ Weak regress Homogeneous 

Changes small↑ small↓ small↑ small↓ no↔ 

Audience 

Awareness 

Scores 4.3 3.7 4.5 4.3 4.8 4.5 Weak (to-moderate)↑ Weak (to-moderate) progress heterogeneous 

Changes moderate↓ moderate↑ small↓ small↑ small↓ 

Global 

Organisation 

Scores 3.6 4 4.1 3.3 4.4 3.8 small↑ Weak progress Heterogeneous (unstable after 3) 

Changes small↑ small↑ moderate↓ large↑ moderate↓ 

Paragraph 

organisation 

Scores 3.5 4 3.8 3 4.3 3.6 small↑ Weak progress Heterogeneous (mainly after 3) 

Changes small↑ small↓ moderate↓ large↑ moderate↓ 

Morphology 
Scores 3.3 3 3 3.5 3.4 3.9 moderate↑ Moderate progress Homogeneous 

Changes small↓ no↔ small↑ small↓ small↑ 
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Grammar 
Scores 3.2 3.2 2.8 3.4 3.4 3.5 small↑ Weak  progress homogeneous (instable in the middle) 

Changes no↔ small↓ moderate↑ no↔ small↑ 

Lexis 
Scores 2.9 3 3.2 3.5 2.8 3.5  

small↑ 

Weak progress heterogeneous (hom. until 4) 

Changes small↑ small↑ small↑ moderate↓ moderate↑ 

Mechanics 
Scores 3.2 3.3 3.4 4 3.5 3.8 moderate↑ Moderate  progress Quite homogeneous 

Changes small↑ small↑ moderate↑ small↓ small↑ 

Readability 
Scores 3.2 3 3 3.2 3 3.7 small↑ Weak  progress Quite homogeneous 

Changes small↓ no↔ small↑ small↓ moderate↑  

IN GENERAL Weak progress with Homogeneous linearity (not Author) see general categories 
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DAISY (CS2+) 
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Daisy 

(CS2+) 

 

Text 1 Text 2 Text 3 Text 4 Text 5 Text 6 

Degree-Direction 

(from trend line)  

Linearity (from changes in table) 

Pattern 

General 

Degree-Direction 

(from trend line)  

Linearity (from changes in table) 

Global writing performance 

Global score 

  

Scores 4.7 4.6 4.6 4.8 4.8 4.9 
small↑ Weak progress, Homogeneous 

Changes small↓ no↔ small↑ no↔ small↑ 

Writing time 

  

Scores 31 24 27 19 43 35 Moderate (to-large)↑ increase 

Heterogeneous Changes moderate↓ small↑ moderate↓ large↑ moderate↓ 

Text length 

  

Scores 413 349 326 296 435 413  

small↓ decrease 

Heterogeneous 
Changes moderate↓ small↓ small↓ large↑ large↓ 

Writing dimensions 

Letter 
Scores 5 5 5 5 5 5 

*no↔ Non-progressive Completely Homogeneous* 
Changes no↔ no↔ no↔ no↔ no↔ 

Register 
Scores 4.9 4.9 4.9 4.9 4.8 4.9 

no↔ Non-progressive Very Homogeneous 
Changes no↔ no↔ no↔ small↓ small↑ 

Content 
Scores 4.8 4.3 4.3 4.8 5 4.8 

small↑ Weak progress Homogeneous 
Changes small↓ no↔ small↑ small↑ small↓ 

Voice 
Scores 4.7 4.8 4.5 4.8 4.5 4.8 

no↔ Non-progressive, Homogeneous 
Changes small↑ small↓ small↑ small↓ small↑ 

Audience Awareness 
Scores 4.5 4.3 4.5 4.9 4.8 4.9 

small↑ Weak progress, Homogeneous 
Changes small↓ small↑ small↑ small↓ small↑ 

Global Organisation 
Scores 4.5 4.7 4.7 5 5 4.9 

small↑ Weak progress, Homogeneous 
Changes small↑ no↔ small↑ no↔ small↓ 

Paragraph organisation 
Scores 4.8 4.5 4.7 4.7 4.9 4.9 

small↑ Weak progress, Homogeneous 
Changes small↓ small↑ no↔ small↑ no↔ 

Morphology Scores 4.6 4.6 4.7 4.7 4.4 4.8 small↑ Weak progress, Homogeneous 
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Changes no↔ small↑ no↔ small↓ small↑ 

Grammar 
Scores 4.8 4.6 4.3 4.7 4.5 4.5 

small↓ Weak regress, Homogeneous 
Changes small↓ small↓ small↑ small↓ no↔ 

Lexis 
Scores 4.6 4.3 4.3 4.7 4.5 4.9 

small↑ Weak progress, Homogeneous 
Changes small↓ no↔ small↑ small↓ small↑ 

Mechanics 
Scores 4.8 4.3 4.8 4.7 4.7 4.6 

no↔ Non-progressive, Homogeneous 
Changes small↓ small↑ small↓ no↔ small↓ 

Readability 

Scores 4.7 4.6 4.6 4.8 4.8 4.9 

small↑ Weak progress, Homogeneous Changes 
small↓ no↔ small↑ no↔ 

small↑ 

  

IN GENERAL weak progress with very homogeneous linearity see general categories 
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DAMARIS (CS2-) 
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Damaris 

(CS2-) 

 

Text 1 Text 2 Text 3 Text 4 Text 5 
Text 

6 

Degree-Direction 

(from trend line)  

Linearity (from changes in 

table) 

Pattern 

General 

Degree-Direction 

(from trend line)  

Linearity (from changes in table) 

Global writing performance 

Global score 

  

Scores 3.3 3.8 3.7 4.1 4.2 4.2 
Moderate↑ Moderate progress, Homogeneous 

Changes  small↑ small↓ small↑ small↑ no↔ 

Writing time 

  

Scores 29 27 40 40 48 48 

large↑ increase Heterogeneous Changes 
 small↓ large↑ no↔ moderate↑ 

no↔ 

  

Text length 

  

Scores 638 341 505 342 355 314 
large↓ decrease Heterogeneous (progressive stabilising) 

Changes large↓ large↑ large↓ small↑ small↓  

Writing dimensions 

Letter 
Scores 4.8 4.8 4.8 5 3.7 5 

small↓ 
Weak regress, heterogeneous (unstable at the 

end) Changes no↔   no↔ small↑ large↓ large↑ 

Register 
Scores 4.3 4.4 4.8 4.8 4.7 4.4 

small↑ Weak progress, Homogeneous 
Changes small↑ small↑ no↔ small↓ small↓  

Content 
Scores 3.3 3.8 4.7 4.4 4.7 4.8 

large↑ 
Strong progress, Homogeneous (2-stage, 

point 3) Changes  small↑ moderate↑ small↓ small↑ small↑ 

Voice 
Scores 4.2 4.3 4.2 4.7 4.5 4.3 

small↑ Weak progress, Homogeneous 
Changes small↑ small↓ small↑ small↓ small↓ 

Audience 

Awareness 

Scores 3.5 3.8 3.4 4.7 4.8 4.5 
large↑ 

Strong progress, Homogeneous (2-stage, 

point 3 Changes small↑ small↓ large↑ small↑ small↓  

Global 

Organisation 

Scores 3.4 4.3 2.9 3.9 3.9 4.4 

Moderate↑ 
Moderate progress, Heterogeneous 

(stabilisation tendency) Changes 
 moderate↑ large↓ 

Moderate(to-

large)↑ 
no↔ small↑ 

Paragraph 

organisation 

Scores 3 3.9 3 3.6 3.9 4.2 
Moderate(to-large)↑ 

Moderate progress, Heterogeneous 

(stabilisation tendency) Changes  moderate↑ moderate↓ moderate↑ small↑ small↑ 

Morphology Scores 3.5 3.8 3.4 4.2 4.4 4.3 moderate↑ 



Apendix 18A Graphics of Individual Developmental Trajectories (general and specific writing dimensions) 

 

294 

 

Changes 
small↑ small↓ moderate↑ small↑ small↓ 

Moderate progress, Homogeneous (2-stage 

point 3) 

Grammar 
Scores 3.1 3.6 3.1 4.5 4.3 4.2 

large↑ 
Strong progress, Homogeneous (2-stage point 

3) Changes  small↑ small↓ large↑ small↓ small↓ 

Lexis 
Scores 3.1 3.4 2.9 4.1 4.5 3.7 

Moderate↑ 
Moderate(to-S)progress, Heterogeneous (2-

stage point 3) Changes  small↑ small↓ Moderate↑ small↑ moderate↓ 

Mechanics 
Scores 2.1 2.7 2.7 1.8 3.2 2.3 

small↑ 
Weak progress, Heterogeneous (2-stage point 

3) Changes moderate↑ no↔ moderate↓ large↑ moderate↓ 

Readability 
Scores 2.2 2.9 3.2 3.3 3.9 3.5 

large↑ Strong progress, Heterogeneous 
Changes  moderate↑ small↑ small↑ moderate↑ small↓ 

IN GENERAL moderate progress with heterogeneous linearity see general categories 
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MAGNUM (CS3+) 
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Magnum 

(CS3+) 

 

Text 1 Text 2 Text 3 Text 4 Text 5 
Text 

6 

Degree-Direction 

(from trend line)  

Linearity (from 

changes in table) 

Pattern 

General 

Degree-Direction 

(from trend line)  

Linearity (from changes in table) 

Global writing performance 

Global score 

  

Scores 4.2 4.5 4.5 4.6 4.6 4.7 
small↑ Weak progress, Homogeneous 

Changes small↑ no↔ small↑ no↔ small↑ 

Writing time 

  

Scores 41 42 55 38 46 33 
Small (to-moderate)↓ Small decrease, Heterogeneous 

Changes small↑ large↑ large↓ moderate↑ large↓ 

Text length 

  

Scores 317 418 417 297 365 333 
small↓ Small decrease, Heterogeneous 

Changes large↑ v. small↓ large↓ moderate↑ small↓ 

Writing dimensions 

Letter 
Scores 5 5 5 5 5 5 

no↔ NP Totally* homogeneous 
Changes no↔ no↔ no↔ no↔ no↔ 

Register 
Scores 4.3 4.8 4.8 4.8 4.8 4.8 

small↑ Weak progress, Very Homogeneous (initial progress) 
Changes small↑ no↔ no↔ no↔ no↔ 

Content 
Scores 3.7 4.3 4.7 4.8 4.7 4.7 

Moderate(-to-large)↑ 
Moderate progress, Homogeneous (2-stage, 

stabilising) Changes moderate↑ small↑ small↑ small↓ no↔ 

Voice 
Scores 4.3 4.6 4.7 4.8 4.9 4.8 

Small (to-moderate)↑ Weak (-to-moderate) progress, Quite homogeneous 
Changes small↑ small↑ small↑ small↑ small↓ 

Audience 

Awareness 

Scores 4 4 4.7 4.7 4.8 4.8 
Moderate (to-large)↑ 

Moderate progress, Homogeneous (2-stage, quick 

progress, stabilising) Changes no↔ moderate↑ no↔ small↑ no↔ 

Global 

Organisation 

Scores 4.2 4.5 4.7 4.6 4.6 4.8 
Moderate↑ 

Moderate progress, Quite Homogeneous (progress up 

to 3, then stable) Changes small↑ small↑ small↓ no↔ small↑ 

Paragraph 

organisation 

Scores 3.5 4.4 4.3 4.1 4.1 4.8 

Moderate↑ 
Moderate progress, Heterogeneous (stable in the 

middle, initial and final progress) Changes Moderate(to-

big)↑ 
small↓ small↓ no↔ moderate↑ 

Morphology Scores 4.1 4.5 3.9 4.6 4.5 4.7 Small(to moderate)↑ Weak progress, heterogeneous (unstable in 3) 
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Changes small↑ moderate↓ moderate↑ small↓ small↑ 

Grammar 
Scores 4.5 4.4 4 4.6 4.7 4.4 

small↑ 
Weak progress, quite homogeneous (unstable in the 

middle) Changes small↓ small↓ moderate↑ small↑ small↓ 

Lexis 
Scores 4.3 4.6 3.9 4.5 4.5 4.1 

no↔ Non-progressive, heterogeneous (unstable in 3) 
Changes small↑ moderate↓ moderate↑ no↔ small↓ 

Mechanics 
Scores 4.1 4.3 4.2 4.1 4.3 4.1 

no↔ Non-progressive, quite Homogeneous 
Changes small↑ small↓ small↓ small↑ small↓ 

Readability 
Scores 4.4 4.4 4.4 4.6 4.5 4.6 

small↑ Weak progress, quite Homogeneous 
Changes no↔ no↔ small↑   small↓  small↑ 

IN GENERAL weak progress mostly homogeneous (Heterog.: Content, Aud., PPrg) see general categories 
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EX (CS3-) 
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Ex 

(CS3-) 

 

Text 1 Text 2 Text 3 Text 4 Text 5 
Text 

6 

Degree-Direction 

(from trend line)  

Linearity (from 

changes in table) 

Pattern 

General 

Degree-Direction 

(from trend line)  

Linearity (from changes in table) 

Global writing performance 

Global score 

  

Scores 3.9 4.2 4.5 4.7 4.4 4.6 
(Small-to) Moderate↑ Moderate progress, Homogeneous 

Changes small↑ small↑ small↑ small↓ small↑ 

Writing time 

  

Scores 38 52 32 43 38 38 
small↓ decrease Heterogeneous (stabilising) 

Changes large↑ large↓ large↑ small↓ no↔ 

Text length 

  

Scores 316 302 276 457 449 489 large↑ 

increase Homogeneous (2-stage) Changes small↓ small↓ large↑ small↓ small↑ 

Writing dimensions 

Letter 
Scores 5 5 5 5 5 5 

*no↔ Non-progressive, Homogeneous* 
Changes no↔ no↔ no↔ no↔ no↔ 

Register 
Scores 4.5 4.4 4.4 4.5 4.7 4.4 

small↑ Weak progress, Very Homogeneous 
Changes small↓ no↔ small↑ small↑ small↓ 

Content 
Scores 4.2 4.1 4.5 4.8 4.7 4.9 

Moderate↑ 
Moderate progress, Homogeneous (2-stage: stable x2, 

progress, stable) Changes small↓ small↑ small↑ small↓ small↑ 

Voice 
Scores 4 4.3 4.5 4.8 4.4 4.8 

moderate↑ Moderate progress, Homogeneous  
Changes small↑ small↑ small↑ small↓ small↑ 

Audience 

Awareness 

Scores 4 4 4.4 4.9 4.8 4.8 
Moderate (to-large)↑ 

Moderate(-to-strong) progress, Homogeneous (stable 

x2, progress x2, stable X2) Changes no↔ small↑ small↑ small↓ no↔ 

Global 

Organisation 

Scores 3.5 3.9 4.3 4.7 4.6 4.6 
Moderate (to-large)↑ 

Moderate(to-S) progress, Homogeneous (2-stage, 

progress until t4, stabilising) Changes small↑ small↑ small↑ small↓ no↔ 

Paragraph 

organisation 

Scores 3.3 3.9 4.5 4.6 4.3 4.6 
large↑ 

Strong progress, Heterogeneous (2-stage, progress 

until 3, stabilising) Changes moderate↑ moderate↑ small↑ small↓ small↑ 

Morphology 
Scores 3.7 4 4.5 4.4 3.6 4.4 

small↑ Weak progress, Heterogeneous 
Changes small↑ small↑ small↓ moderate↓ moderate↑ 
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Grammar 

Scores 3.5 4.5 4.6 4.3 3.4 4.2 

no↔ Non-progressive Heterogeneous Changes Moderate(to-

large)↑ 
small↑ small↓ moderate↓ moderate↑ 

Lexis 
Scores 3.7 4.1 4.5 4.4 4.3 4.3 

small↑ 
Weak progress, Homogeneous (2-stage: progress until 

3, stabilising) Changes small↑ small↑ small↓ small↓ no↔ 

Mechanics 
Scores 3.2 3.9 4.5 4.3 3.8 4.1 

Moderate↑ Moderate progress, Heterogeneous (2-stage) 
Changes moderate↑ moderate↑ small↓ small↓ small↑ 

Readability 
Scores 3.7 4.3 4.5 4.6 4.1 4.6 

(small-to-) Moderate↑ (W-to-)Moderate progress, Homogeneous 
Changes  moderate↑  small↑  small↑ small↓  small↑ 

IN GENERAL moderate progress, mostly heterogeneous (not Author and TOrg) see general categories 
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Appendix 18B Graphs of Developmental Trajectories per curricular group (general and specific writing dimensions) 

CS1 general writing performance: 
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CS1 general writing dimensions:  
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CS1 particular writing dimensions:  
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CS2 general writing performance:  

 

 



Appendix 18B Graphics of Developmental Trajectories per curricular group (general and specific writing dimensions) 

308 

 

CS2 general writing dimensions: 
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CS2 particular writing dimensions: 
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CS3 general writing performance:  
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CS3 general writing dimensions: 
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CS3 particular writing dimensions:  
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Appendix 18C Graphs of Developmental Trajectories per achievement group (lower/higher scorers ) 

Lower scorers’ general writing performance:  



Appendix 18C Graphics of Developmental Trajectories per achievement group (lower/higher scorers ) 
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Lower scorers’ general writing dimensions: 
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Lower scorers’ particular writing dimensions:  
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Higher scorers’ general writing performance:  
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Higher scorers’ general writing dimensions: 
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Higher scorers’ particular writing dimensions:  
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Appendix 19 Participants’ perception of Task Difficulty (Scores in the 

Qualitative Phase) 

Task difficulty scores in the six-writing series* 

Text 1 Text 2 Text 3 Text 4 Text 5 Text 6 Average 

CS1 CS1+ Diana 4 3 3 5 4 4 3.8 

CS1- Liliana 3 4 2 3 4 4 3.3 

Average CS1 3.5 3.5 2.5 4.0 4.0 4.0 3.6 

CS2 CS2+ Daisy 4 2 4 4 2 2 3.0 

CS2- Damaris 4 1 4 3 3 2 2.8 

Average CS2 4.0 1.5 4.0 3.5 2.5 2.0 2.9 

CS3 CS3+ Magnum 3 4 3 4 3 4 3.5 

CS3- Ex 3 2 3 4 3 3 3.0 

Average CS3 3.0 3.0 3.0 4.0 3.0 3.5 3.3 

Total average 3.5 2.7 3.2 3.8 3.2 3.2 3.2 

Note: Scale: 1 ‘Very difficult’, 2 ‘Difficult’, 3 ‘Neutral’, 4 ‘Easy’, 5 ‘Very easy’ 
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Appendix  20 Definitions of writing development patterns 

SPHom: A Strong homogeneous progress is a pattern characterised by a large general increase, 

with a trajectory composed of predominantly small variations. An example of this pattern can 

be seen in Ex’s developmental trajectory for Global Organisation.  

MPHom: A Moderate homogeneous progress is a pattern characterised by a moderate general 

increase, with a trajectory composed of predominantly small variations. An example of this 

pattern can be seen in Diana’s developmental trajectory for Content. 

WPHom: A Weak homogeneous progress is a pattern characterised by a small general increase, 

with a trajectory composed of predominantly small variations. An example of this pattern can 

be seen in Magnum’s developmental trajectory for Global scores. 

SPHet: A Strong heterogeneous progress is a pattern characterised by a large general increase, 

with a trajectory including two or more moderate or large variations. An example of this pattern 

can be seen in Ex’s developmental trajectory for Paragraph Organisation. 

MPHet: A Moderate heterogeneous progress is a pattern characterised by a moderate general 

increase, with a trajectory including two or more moderate or large variations. An example of 

this pattern can be seen in Magnum’s developmental trajectory for Paragraph Organisation. 

WPHet: A Weak heterogeneous progress is a pattern characterised by a small general increase, 

with a trajectory including two or more moderate or large variations. An example of this pattern 

can be seen in Diana’s developmental trajectory for Lexis. 

SRHom: A Strong homogeneous regress is a pattern characterised by a large general decrease, 

with a trajectory composed of predominantly small variations. No SRHom were found in this 

study.  

MRHom: A Moderate homogeneous regress is a pattern characterised by a moderate general 

decrease, with a trajectory composed of predominantly small variations. No MRHom were 

found in this study. 

WRHom: A Weak homogeneous regress is a pattern characterised by a small general decrease, 

with a trajectory composed of predominantly small variations. An example of this pattern can 

be seen in Daisy’s developmental trajectory for Grammar. 

WRHet: A Weak heterogeneous regress is a pattern characterised by a small general decrease, 

with a trajectory including two or more moderate or large variations. An example of this pattern 

can be seen in Liliana’s developmental trajectory for Content. 
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MRHet: A Moderate heterogeneous regress is a pattern characterised by a moderate general 

decrease, with a trajectory including two or more moderate or large variations. No MRHet were 

found in this study. 

SRHet: A Strong heterogeneous regress is a pattern characterised by a large general decrease, 

with a trajectory including two or more moderate or large variations. No SRHet were found in 

this study. 

NPHom: A Non-progressive homogeneous pattern is a pattern characterised by no general 

increase or decrease, with a trajectory composed of predominantly small variations. An example 

of this pattern can be seen in Magnum’s developmental trajectory for Letter. 

NPHet: A Non-progressive heterogeneous pattern is a pattern characterised by no general 

increase or decrease, with a trajectory including two or more moderate or large variations. An 

example of this pattern can be seen in Ex’s developmental trajectory for Grammar. 
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Appendix 21 Glossary and definitions 

Writing Skills: Basic abilities for written communication. In line with the comprehensive, 

organic view of writing adopted in this study, they include abilities related to linguistic, 

pragmatic, and sociocultural skills involved in writing, e.g., audience awareness and genre 

mastery. General writing skills are stated here as different from and preceding academic writing 

skills.  

Writing: A complex multidimensional ability, a text-writer-reader-situation compound; texts 

are not just language products, they are inextricably associated with their writers, and the writers 

are unavoidably situated in personal, social, and cultural circumstances that affect writing. 

Furthermore, writing is a communicative action/process that is not complete without the reader 

(audience). It implies a compound set of skills: linguistic, textual, discursive, pragmatic, 

cultural… The writing skills (text/product-related, writer/process-related, writing-situation 

related) can objectively be seen in texts.  

Writing development: development is multidimensional, resource-dependent, and non-linearly 

varying growth towards greater linguistic complexity and higher writers’ control over their 

writing. Improvement, growth, enhancement, or betterment of writing skills (linguistic, 

psycholinguistic, sociolinguistic, pragmatic, socio-cultural…). Development originates from the 

interaction of both individual/personal and environmental/situational factors. Growth in 

confidence/self-assurance/agency, motivation, use of strategies, mastery of processes [planning, 

revising], audience awareness and authorial voice/identity… not necessarily progress or 

increase.  

Developmental Trajectory: Course or pathway of a line traced by joining the values of a given 

writing aspect over time points; A trajectory has a general pattern (arrangement or 

configuration) characterising the series of changes over time that make the line. This 

characterisation includes the overall direction of change (ascending, descending, non-

progressive trend or tendency), the global degree of change (strong, moderate, or weak), and the 

general linearity (homogeneous or stable, heterogeneous or unstable arrangement of changes). 

A trajectory can include phases or stages, with their own particular characterisation.  Line of 

progress over time (trend) across space (ups and downs), with certain speed (phases and peaks). 

Writing fluency: Interaction between writing time, text length, appropriate language (linguistic 

aspects), and writer’s perception of task difficulty. A fluent writer writes long enough texts in a 

relatively short time with appropriate language and perceives the task as easy, or not difficult. 
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Writing fluency depends on the writer’s individual features, the composing situation (e.g., 

writing medium, task), and text features (e.g. genre). 

Writing Dimensions: Facets or aspects of writing. They are multuilayered.  

Email-Letter: Contemporary form of the epistolary genre (Jolly & Stanley, 1995; Haggis & 

Holmes, 2014)  corresponding to a personal communication. Main letter traits: greeting, 

message (body), leave-taking. Register: informal.  

Register: Formal/informal use of language depending on context, purpose, and audience. 

Informal in the case of a personal (not commercial or professional) letter to a friend. Informality 

includes traits such as contractions, brackets, rhetorical questions, humour, personal pronouns, 

images, emoji or emoticons, or attachments like songs or videos.  

Task*: Writing assignment. In this research, the participants were asked to write a letter in 

English to a friend abroad about a given topic.*In the rubric, Task refers to a general writing 

aspect resulting from grouping Letter and Register.  

Content: Topic or subject matter in the text. General knowledge, non-specialised themes, in this 

study. The content was outlined in the writing prompt or instructions to make the task equal for 

all the participants.  

Voice: Personal stance or agency in a text. The presence of the author can be seen in the text in 

different forms, such as first-person pronouns (among other forms of self-reference like personal 

anecdotes), humour, and personal style.  

Audience Awareness: Deliberate choices of language and other text features to engage the reader 

and make the text and message clear for the reader. These features include reference/appeal to 

the audience, explanation of local or personal content or language, among others.  

Author*: Personal traits or style in writing. *In this study, Author is a general writing aspect 

encompassing Voice and Audience Awareness.  

Global organisation: General structure of the text; overall, it includes an introduction, a body 

or development, and a closing or conclusion, with links or connecting expressions among them. 

It also includes the sequence of paragraphs/content. This is an above-paragraph level of 

organisation.  

Paragraph organisation: Structure of a paragraph, usually with a leading idea, its development 

with explanations and illustration, and a closing or clenching section. In letters, particularly in 

emails, paragraph structure is more flexible than in formal or academic writing and texts.  
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Text organisation*: General writing aspect including Global and Paragraph organisation.  

Morphology: Word structure or form. It involves affixes (prefixes or suffixes) or the root, i.e., 

the structure or form, of the word.  Different from spelling in that spelling is superficial and not 

related to meaning or grammatical/syntactical function.  

Grammar: use of correctly formed sentences, subject-verb agreement, and correct use of speech 

parts (verb tenses, articles, prepositions, nouns, adjectives, adverbs) 

Lexis: Vocabulary range and accuracy. [This does not refer to correct word form, which is 

included in morphology]. 

Mechanics: rules of the written language such as capitalization, punctuation and spelling.  

Language*: General writing aspect encompassing Morphology, Grammar, Lexis, and 

Mechanics in the rubric used in the present study.  

Readability: How easy it is to read –continuously- the text. It can be seen as resulting from 

language and textual features (i.e., the effect of the text on the reader), but it is also the readers’ 

easiness to read a text (which is related not only to text features but also to readers’ personal 

features). In this research, readability is seen mainly as related to the readers’ (raters’, teachers’) 

point of view. Readability corresponds to the readers’ perception of how easy a text is to read. 

Although readability might be seen as a part of reading (as dependent on the reader), it is seen 

in this study as the corroboration of writing development (as from how easy a text is to read) by 

a reader. 
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