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Abstract 
 

Despite the potential affordances of collaborative writing activities for second/foreign 

language (L2) writers, very few studies have examined the nature of such 

collaboration in a blended approach which incorporated face-to-face (FTF) and online 

interaction (e.g. via Google Docs). Furthermore, most of the research to date on 

collaborative writing has been conducted in ESL classes, and where students have 

easy access to technology. This study set out to investigate the nature of a blended 

approach to collaborative writing in an EFL context with limited access to 

technology.  

 

The study was conducted in an Indonesian university. Twenty-seven EFL learners 

participated in the study which was implemented in an ongoing EFL class over a 16-

week semester. Participants formed three dyads and seven triads and jointly 

completed six different text genres as part of their regular classroom activities. The 

study employed a focused ethnographic design that involved the collection of 

qualitative data from classroom and online (i.e. Google Docs) observation, field notes, 

and other supporting textual documents.  

 

Drawing on the work of Storch (2002), I investigated patterns of interaction formed 

during the blended collaborative L2 writing activities. The analysis found four distinct 

patterns of dyadic and triadic interaction: collaborative, cooperative, 

facilitative/cooperative (facilitative/cooperative/cooperative for the triads), and 

active/passive/passive.  The findings show that shifting patterns of interaction were 

evident across both face-to-face (FTF) and online modes. While the majority of dyads 

formed facilitative/cooperative and the triads facilitative/cooperative/cooperative 

patterns in the FTF mode, cooperative was the predominant pattern of interaction in 

the online mode. Only one triad exhibited a consistent collaborative pattern during the 

blended prewriting activities across both modes. The findings also show salient traits 

during the task negotiation and text co-construction phases, associated with patterns 

of interaction.  

 

Multiple factors that emerged from the data, and particularly the interviews, may 

account for variations in patterns of peer interaction, and how student perceptions of 
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the activities were shaped during their blended collaborative writing activities. In this 

study, I also observed that there were several factors (e.g., the use of L1s, positive 

affects, and accessibility) that may either facilitate or hinder the process of 

collaborative writing in the blended setting.   

 

The findings and their importance for language learning are explained by reference to 

Sociocultural Theory, in particular Activity Theory, the theories that informed this 

study. The findings provide several implications for theory and language pedagogy. In 

particular, this study provides insights into learners’ interaction in blended 

collaborative L2 writing activities, and the opportunities for meaningful interaction 

and mutual scaffolding.  
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Chapter 1. Introduction 

The main goal of the study is to investigate second or foreign language (L2) 

learners’ experiences in blended collaborative writing activities in a classroom setting. 

This is because very little research has explored this practice in blended settings as 

discussed in Chapter 2. Another goal is to inform L2 researchers and practitioners 

about the pertinence of the proposed framework of the study with collaborative 

writing activities in blended environments. Therefore, this study may bridge the gap 

between collaborative writing practices in L2 classrooms and writing theories of 

learning experience in blended environments, and provide an effective strategy in L2 

writing instructions.  

Background of the study 

There has never been a time when the collaborative learning approach has 

become more favorable and feasible to be used in many language pedagogical 

practices than today. This emerging approach has been increasingly promoted in 

second or foreign language (L2) classrooms particularly at tertiary level since 

collaborative learning (CL) may benefit learners in their L2 learning process. CL, for 

example, can facilitate L2 learners to actively participate in constructing L2 

knowledge through interaction among group members in a collaborative project. As a 

result, this approach contributes to learners’ greater engagement and their positive 

attitudes towards L2 learning (Rutherford, 2014) .  

Even though CL is not a pedagogical panacea for all aspects of the L2 

learning, studies show a considerable increase in interest in implementing this 

approach particularly to the area of L2 writing (e.g., Al Ajmi & Ali, 2014; Al Tai, 

2015; Fernández Dobao & Blum, 2013; Storch, 2013). Most of these studies have 

documented the positive outcomes of collaborative writing (CW) specifically in 

English as Second or Foreign language (ESL/EFL) writing classrooms. In other 

words, CW provides its benefits in L2 writing instructions even though some 

researchers and language teachers still regard writing as a solitary activity. From a 

theoretical perspective, the use of CW is underpinned by Vygotsky’s (1978) 

sociocultural perspective focusing on the importance of social interaction in learning. 
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CW is also pedagogically supported by the notion of Communicative Language 

Teaching (CLT) in L2 learning (Littlewood, 2011). Due to these reasons, CW is 

gradually introduced and used in ESL/EFL classroom-based (face-to-face) writing 

activities particularly for higher education.  

In CW activities, learners are assigned to work in pairs or small groups to 

produce a jointly written text (Storch, 2013). Since they are responsible for the entire 

stages of the writing process including brainstorming, planning, drafting, reviewing, 

and revising a text, learners also share authorship of a final text. According to Storch 

(2011), the joint ownership of the final product is the defining feature of CW tasks. A 

number of studies have advocated CW as an effective approach for L2 learning and 

writing (e.g. Fernández Dobao, 2014a; Lin & Maarof, 2013; Neumann & 

McDonough, 2015; Wigglesworth & Storch, 2012a). Such an approach can benefit L2 

learners as it provides them with opportunities to engage in a meaningful text 

production while constructing their knowledge of the target language. CW activities 

also allow L2 learners to discuss the use of the language with regard to solving 

language-related problems in the writing process (Fernández Dobao & Blum, 2013). 

Thus, every individual in a pair or group work can learn from each other through 

interaction, feedback, and greater engagement with the language form and meaning of 

a jointly written text.    

However, despite its benefits, some issues in ESL/EFL writing classrooms 

(e.g. time, space, and situational barriers) may hinder the use of CW (Kessler, 

Bikowski, & Boggs, 2012; Razak & Saeed, 2014). For instance, due to time 

constraints in classroom or face-to-face (FTF) settings (Kessler et al., 2012), L2 

learners do not have much time to read, to discuss, and to provide feedback on each 

other’s work in CW activities. One way of dealing with these issues is to use Web 2.0 

technological applications in CW activities, such as wikis and Google Docs.  

By and large, a growing number of studies have indicated that online CW 

activities have the potential to facilitate L2 learners in the writing process and 

enhance their L2 writing skills (e.g. Carroll, Diaz, Meiklejohn, Newcomb, & Adkins, 

2013; Caruso, 2014; Li & Dell-Jones, 2014; Wichadee, 2013). Web 2.0 technologies 

in particular create collaborative learning spaces for L2 leaners and make CW 

activities more effortless. During CW activities through the use of Web 2.0 
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technologies, L2 learners may act simultaneously as writers, editors, and readers that 

correspond with CW activities in the real world (Leé, 2012). In other words, these 

tools not only redefine the concepts of writing, but also have implications for L2 

writing instructions, particularly CW.   

Of the many Web 2.0 tools, Wikis and Google Docs are increasingly used in 

CW tasks. Many studies have investigated the affordances of wikis (e.g. Arnold, 

Ducate, & Kost, 2012; Aydin & Yildiz, 2014; Oh, 2014; Wichadee, 2013) and Google 

Docs (e.g. Kessler et al., 2012; Rouhshad & Storch, 2016; Strobl, 2014; 

Suwantarathip & Wichadee, 2014) for collaborative writing. For instance, Oh (2014) 

examined Korean EFL learners’ writing skills and the use of their writing strategies in 

wiki-mediated collaborative writing tasks. She found that they had positive attitudes 

towards the tasks and demonstrated higher quality writing when they authored 

collaboratively. In a similar vein but using a different tool, Pae (2012) reported the 

effectiveness of Google Docs in CW activities on Korean EFL learners’ writing 

performance. His study showed that both lower and higher level groups found Google 

Docs application useful in CW even though scores of their essays varied. While both 

groups learned how to plan, review, and revise their esays together via Google Docs, 

the learners from lower level groups tended to obtain lower score on their essays due 

to limited discussion on structuring their arguments logically. On the other hand, 

higher level groups could produce higher quality writing since they were able not only 

to generate more arguments, but also to organise them logically. Briefly, both studies 

have shown learners’ writing outcomes either using Wikis or Google Docs may be 

influenced by learners’ L2 proficiencies, task types, grouping methods and writing 

tools.   

In addition, a few studies have also compared the quality of L2 learners’ 

written texts produced through wikis (e.g. Ansarimoghaddam & Tan, 2013; 

Wichadee, 2013) and FTF or Google Docs and FTF CW (e.g. Suwantarathip & 

Wichadee, 2014). Ansarimoghaddam and Tan (2013), for example, compared two 

groups of ESL learners: wiki groups and FTF groups in CW activities. Their findings 

suggest that although there were some difficulties in a particular stage on wiki, wiki 

groups were more effective and tended to produce higher quality of writing than FTF 

groups. Similarly, Suwantarathip and Wichadee (2014) investigated the effect of the 
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use of Google Docs in CW tasks on EFL Thai learners’ writing abilities. They 

investigated two different groups: one group was assigned to use Google Docs in their 

CW tasks, whereas another group worked on their writing collaboratively in the FTF 

classroom. The findings showed a significant difference between the two groups. The 

Google Docs group obtained higher writing scores than the FTF group did. From 

these two studies, it seems that both wikis and Google Docs applications can help 

learners produce higher quality written texts in their online CW activities. However, 

both studies suggest that the planning phase in CW activities can be much easier in 

FTF mode and drafting and editing phases in the online mode. Therefore, the 

combination of two modes; that is, a blended CW approach, should be considered in 

order to obtain better learners’ writing outcomes.   

A great number of studies in L2 writing instructions have investigated the 

potential of CW activities for L2 learning in FTF settings (e.g. Al Ajmi & Ali, 2014; 

Wigglesworth & Storch, 2012a), the effect of web-mediated collaborative writing on 

L2 learners’ writing skills using wikis (e.g. Li & Dell-Jones, 2014; Oh, 2014)  and 

Google Docs (e.g. Kessler et al., 2012; Pae, 2012).  Others have also compared 

impact of FTF modes with wiki mode (e.g. Ansarimoghaddam & Tan, 2013; 

Wichadee, 2013) or Google Doc mode (e.g. Suwantarathip & Wichadee, 2014) in CW 

activities. Most of these studies have explored five major research strands: writing 

process, writing tasks, patterns of interaction, learner perception, and writing quality. 

However, very little work has been done which focuses on investigating the blended 

approach to CW particularly in a naturalistic setting. To date, only one study has 

investigated learners’ behavior in blended CW tasks (i.e. Zorko, 2009). Thus, the 

effectiveness of blended approach to collaborative L2 writing requires further 

investigation in order to obtain a better understanding of how this approach actually 

works and facilitates both L2 learners’ writing process and outcomes. 

Motivation for the study 

In Indonesia and most other countries in Southeast Asia, proficiency in both 

oral and written English is viewed as an essential skill (Nunan, 2003). However, 

English is not officially used as a communication tool in government, courts, and 

education systems (Lauder, 2008). This is because Indonesia has a highly multilingual 

and multicultural society. Accordingly, English is placed in the third category, 
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‘additional languages’ that comes after Indonesian and regional native languages 

(Lauder, 2008)   Moreover, there is no special status for English in Indonesia’s 

language legislation (Dardjowidjojo, 2003). Briefly, the role of English in Indonesia 

is not defined as a medium of communication. Rather, it is mainly part of the foreign 

language curriculum in Indonesia’s educational system. 

Nevertheless, the importance of English in Indonesia is related to its use as a 

means of an international language in a wide range of fields (e.g. commerce, politics, 

science and technology, media, and education) (Lauder, 2008). That makes English as 

the most important additional language to be taught in secondary and tertiary 

education (Zentz, 2015). English is a compulsory subject in Indonesian secondary and 

tertiary education curriculum. 

In spite of that, there are several challenges in English language teaching 

(ELT) in Indonesia. One of them is the class size which typically consists of 25-40 

students. In language classes, big class size may affect the teaching and learning 

process. The big class size makes interaction among learners using the target language 

more difficult. Interaction is crucial in language learning (Gass & Mackey, 2007; 

Loewen & Sato, 2018; Mackéy, 2007; Pica, 1998; Swain & Lapkin, 1998). One 

possible solution to deal with this issue is to blend online learning in FTF classrooms. 

While access to the internet and computers is still problematic in many educational 

institutions in Indonesia, blended learning (BL) may become a powerful language 

pedagogical maneuver to extend social interactions supporting language learning. 

Some English as an Additional Language (EAL) departments at tertiary 

educational levels in Indonesia, for instance, have deliberately adopted BL into the 

classrooms. BL is considered as an appealing strategy to meet the demands of both 

language learners and national educational authorities (Arzal & Tanipu, 2014; 

Mutohar & Hughes, 2013; Ulinuha & Pratama, 2015). For instance, in a public 

university I used to work, some writing teachers have started implementing BL in 

their classrooms. Applications like Google Docs – an online word processor, and 

Edmodo – a web-based platform has been used as virtual sites to enable collaboration 

among students and between students and teachers during CW activities. These tools 

allow students to engage with each other’s feedback on their joint texts outside the 

classroom. In doing so, teachers can also get easy access to monitor and evaluate their 
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students’ writing projects. In a nutshell, BL in L2 learning is said to promote active 

learning, provide easy access to learning materials, and assist to develop a sense of 

community and peer collaboration through collaborative platforms such as wikis, 

Google Docs, and blogs (See Tomlinson & Whittaker, 2013). 

However, little is known about the effectiveness of BL in writing classrooms. 

Few studies have explored a BL approach in writing classrooms. Gleason (2014), for 

instance, investigated learners’ reflections on their blended writing experiences. This 

classroom-based ethnographic study involved 31 Spanish as FL university learners in 

two third-year blended writing courses (i.e. the combination of technologies and FTF 

modes) over a 15-week semester. The integration of two technologies (i.e. NetSupport 

and Google Docs) into FTF classrooms was done to support oral feedback on 

learners’ grammar work (via NetSupport) and put this feedback into writing practice 

(via Google Docs) so that teachers could really understand what learners experienced 

during the online activities. The findings showed that most of the participants felt 

motivated to engage in activities, learn language through their writing experiences, 

and perform quality work. Briefly, this investigation suggests that L2 learners can 

benefit from infusing technologies into FTF writing instructions. 

With regards to this line of research, no study has been conducted to explore 

blended CW activities in the Indonesian context. An investigation is needed on how 

blended CW activities really work in a naturalistic setting. Grounded on Vygotsky’s 

sociocultural perspectives, the present study will therefore seek to investigate the 

nature of a blended approach in CW activities in the Indonesian higher education 

sector where English is used as an additional language (EAL). It is expected that 

findings of the present study may inform sociocultural theory and the practice of 

blended approaches in other L2 writing courses particularly in EAL contexts.  

Aim and Scope 

The project primarily aimed to explore the implementation of a BL approach 

in collaborative L2 writing in a naturalistic setting. Specifically, the study sought to 

investigate how a blended approach in CW tasks actually worked and influenced 

learners’ engagement and their writing outcomes (e.g. linguistic accuracy and writing 

quality). To provide a greater understanding of learners’ observed behaviors in 
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collaborative writing classrooms, this study also elicited learners’ reflection on their 

experiences of using both FTF and Web 2.0 mediated communication modes in 

tandem while doing collaborative writing tasks. Three major research questions were 

used to guide this study as follows: 

1. How do L2 students interact during blended CW activities? 

a. What patterns of interaction do L2 students form and do these patterns change 

in the FTF and online modes over time? 

b. How do L2 students negotiate CW tasks in a blended setting? 

c. How do L2 students co-construct their texts and provide feedback on each 

other’s contribution in blended writing activities? 

2. What are the students’ perceptions of blended CW activities? 

3. What factors affect L2 students’ interactions in blended CW activities? 

An overview of research design 

 To achieve the aim of the study, I undertook a longitudinal, focused 

ethnographic case study (classroom-based) within a tertiary EAL writing course in 

Indonesia. The study was conducted in a regular classroom, not in an experimental 

setting. The tasks were also part of the regular class assignments and their content and 

procedures were based on the course syllabus. Since the objective of the couse was to 

develop learners’ competency in writing different genres, the tasks used by the 

teachers were meaning focused. The six writing tasks used in this study were: 

narrative, explanation, analytical exposition, hortatory exposition, discussion, and 

review.  

The study was longitudinal: the same three dyads and seven triads were 

observed over a 16-week semester. Hence, it allowed me to identify and examine any 

shifting patterns of dyadic and triadic interactions over the period of time. The 

informants in this study were undergraduate students, in the second year of their 

degree course, who enrolled in a two-credit essay writing course. All informants were 

Indonesian who shared similar cultural and language backgrounds. They were all 

bilingual, speaking Minang (local language) and/or Indonesian (national language). In 

terms of the students’ English proficiency, they were considered low intermediate in 

this context as suggested by the course curriculum. However, based on information 
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from the teachers and my observation, a few students seemed to have a high 

intermediate level of English proficiency. The students ranged in age from 18 to 21 

years. They worked on the tasks in self selected pairs and triads. Of 30 students who 

enrolled in the course, 27 agreed to participate in the study, and all of their data were 

used for the analysis. The three students who did not participate in the study 

eventually withdrew from the course due to administrative reasons.  

A range of tools and data sources were used to collect the data. The primary 

source of data was the transcriptions of recorded group talk when they completed the 

tasks. Other data sources included classroom observation notes, computer log files, 

the completed jointly produced texts, and recorded interviews administered at the end 

of the semester. 

The research paradigm within which the study is based is interpretivist 

(Denzin & Lincoln, 2011; Willis, 2007). I used a qualitative approach – a focused 

ethnographic content analysis approach to develop coding categories for the 

interactional patterns emerging from the data. Informed by previous research, I 

modified and developed new categories that could best describe my data rather than 

attempting to fit the data to preconceived categories. While the approach to data 

analysis was largely qualitative, I also employed quantification of particular aspects 

of dyadic and triadic behaviours to complement the qualitative analysis. Two text 

mining tools (i.e., DocuViz and AuthorViz) were also used to interpret collaboration 

processes by visually representing patterns of interaction and quantifying 

contributions in the online mode (Li, 2018; Yim & Warschauer, 2017). The results of 

this study are discussed with respect to to Sociocultural Theory, in particular Activity 

Theory, the theories that informed this study. 

Outline of the thesis 

 This current chapter has set out the background, the aim and scope, and 

motivation for the study. It also presents a brief outline of the thesis chapters.  

 Chapter 2 reviews literature related to this study. It reviews the field of L2 

writing and addresses the concept of collaborative learning and how it applies in L2 

writing activities. This chapter then briefly discusses the underpinning theories that 

provide the theoretical foundation for collaborative L2 writing including Vygotsky’s 
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sociocultural theory and its three interrelated tenets which were of relevance to this 

study. The chapter concludes with a summary of the main aspects found in the 

literature and highlights the key gaps identified in the related studies which led to the 

main research questions guiding this study.   

 Chapter 3 presents the research design that was adopted in this study. This 

chapter describes the research site, the informants, sampling, researcher positionality, 

the research instruments, and the writing tasks. It also discusses the process of data 

collection and analysis, and data quality and trustworthiness.  

 Chapter 4, 5, and 6 report the results of this study. Chapter 4 relates to the first 

research question, namely the nature of peer interactions in blended collaborative L2 

writing activities. This chapter delineates how the data were analysed at the macro 

and micro levels and interpreted to address this question. Chapter 5 addresses the 

second research question regarding the students’ perceptions of the blended 

collaborative L2 writing. This chapter reports on how the students’ perceptions were 

shaped by their experiences during the activities. Chapter 6 presents findings dealing 

with the last research question – factors affecting the blended collaborative L2 

writing. This chapter describes the factors that may facilitate or impede the process of 

blended collaborative L2 writing activities. Excerpts from the data are provided to 

exemplify the analysis of the findings from this study.  

 Chapter 7 concludes this thesis with a summary of the main findings for the 

three research questions. This chapter explains the implications of these findings for 

sociocultural theory and L2 pedagogy. The chapter also acknowledges several 

limitations of the study and recommends research areas that need further 

investigation.  
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Chapter 2. Literature Review 

 In the preceding chapter, I introduced the study by setting the background, 

motivation, aim, scope, and the structure of this investigation.  

The aim of this chapter is to review the main theme that informed the study: 

collaborative second language writing. It begins with a brief review of the field of 

second language writing. It then explains the concept of collaborative learning and 

how it can be implemented in L2 writing activities before further discussing 

collaborative L2 writing and its underpinning theories. Following this discussion, this 

chapter then describes previous studies investigating how collaborative writing 

activities have been conducted in three different modes: FTF, online, and blended. In 

particular, I examine previous research based on five major strands in the field: 

writing process, task types, patterns of interaction, learner perception, and writing 

quality. The chapter concludes with key gaps in the literature as well as three main 

research questions that attempt to address the gaps in the existing body of research. 

Second Language Writing 

The field of SLA has generally been dominated by an emphasis on oral 

production.  However, recently, second/foreign language (L2) writing has attracted 

much attention of SLA researchers to explore its potential for L2 learning. Writing as 

a language output has been increasingly considered as a means for L2 learners to 

enhance their target language as well as to develop their written communication skills 

(Ortega, 2012; L. J. Zhang, 2013). In terms of fostering L2 learning, this can be a 

result of “the problem-solving nature” of writing (Manchón, 2011, p. 73; 2014) and 

which induces L2 learners to process ‘complex meaning making tasks’ cognitively 

(Byrnes & Manchón, 2014). Williams (2012) highlights two distinctive features of 

writing: its slower pace and permanence. With these two features, she notes that 

writing tasks provide learners with more time to reflect on their L2 knowledge before 

using it, and in turn, allow them to notice the gaps in their L2 knowledge. Kormos 

(2014) adds that the recursive nature of the writing process enables L2 learners to 

look closely at linguistic elements. Studies on L2 writing have indeed provided some 

empirical evidence that written production may lead to L2 learning and development 

(e.g. Ruiz-Funes, 2014, 2015; Yasuda, 2015). In this view, it can be said that L2 
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writing facilitates not only the enhancement of L2 learners’ writing skills (learning-to-

write), but also the development of their linguistic knowledge (writing-to-learn) 

(Manchón, 2011) 

Given the potential of L2 writing for SLA, L2 researchers have suggested the 

need for more research on L2 writing and how it is affected by different social and 

instructional settings, and writing tasks (Byrnes, 2011; Matsuda & Silva, 2005). Such 

investigations may contribute to a better understanding of how writing can be a 

potential source of L2 learning in various L2 contexts (Byrnes & Manchón, 2014; 

Ortega, 2012; Williams, 2012). For instance, Ruiz-Funes (2014, 2015) investigated 

the role of writing tasks for L2 learning.  In the 2014 study, advanced learners of 

Spanish at a tertiary level completed two written tasks (i.e. analytical and 

argumentative tasks), and their performance on the tasks was evaluated with reference 

to three measures (i.e. syntactic complexity, accuracy, and fluency). The analytical 

task was regarded as less cognitively complex since learners were assigned to present 

ideas based on what they have experienced and learned previously. The 

argumentative task, on the other hand, was more complex as it involved reading 

selection and the development of arguments. The results showed that task complexity 

affected all the three measures positively. While high performing learners displayed 

relatively high levels of linguistic outcome with reference to the three measures on a 

more complex task, low performing learners produced the same results but on the less 

complex one. The study also indicates that task complexity may influence the 

interaction between L2 writing and learners’ attention to language, thereby affecting 

L2 writing performance. 

In the 2015 study, intermediate learners of Spanish at a tertiary level also 

completed the two similar tasks with different levels of cognitive complexity in terms 

of topic, genre, and level of reasoning. Like the 2014 study, findings showed that the 

more cognitively complex tasks led to more grammatical accuracy and fluency. The 

interplay between writing and focus on language form was influenced by the writing 

task complexity regardless of learners’ proficiency levels. As such, the findings of 

both studies have shown the impact of task type on L2 learners’ writing outcomes, 

validating the claim that writing has potential for L2 learning regardless of learners’ 
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proficiency language levels. In particular, task complexity in L2 writing may engage 

learners in further L2 learning (Manchón, 2011).  

Prior to discussing underpinning theories of collaborative writing, the 

following section will first review the concept of collaborative writing. The review 

begins with the distinction between the two terms: collaborative and cooperative. It 

then provides a brief explanation of how collaborative writing can be implemented in 

L2 contexts.  

Collaborative Writing in L2 Contexts  

Storch (2013), as one of prominent researchers in the field of second language 

writing, defines collaborative writing (CW) as the process of co-authoring or co-

constructing a text by two or more writers. She further contends that CW is “an 

activity where there is a shared and negotiated decision-making process and a shared 

responsibility for the production of a single text” (p. 3). Bradley, Lindström, Rystedt, 

and Vigmo (2010, p. 71) also describe CW as an activity in which “learners produce a 

piece of text, and everyone is taking turns in contributing to the process of writing a 

joint text”. From both definitions, it implies that CW covers interaction in every stage 

of the writing process (e.g. brainstorming, planning, drafting, revising, and editing). 

Other collaborative approaches to writing like peer review or peer editing which only 

occurs in one stage of the writing process, and tasks that do not require learners to 

compose a text collaboratively (e.g. grammar-focused tasks) are excluded from the 

classification of CW (Storch, 2013). Another defining feature of CW refers to its joint 

text ownership (Storch, 2011). As each writer’s contribution cannot be traced back in 

the process of text construction, the ownership of the final product is shared among 

writers.  

Collaborative writing has been claimed to be effective in L2 learning 

instruction (Storch, 2011, 2013), because it offers authentic learning environments 

that orchestrate both L2 learning and L2 writing. Collaborative writing involves 

instructional strategies combining two processes – improving writing skills as well as 

acquiring an L2. Collaborative L2 writing may also stimulate language learning 

mechanism since negotiated interactions during collaboration may contribute not only 
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to cognitive processes (e.g., clarification), but also to problem-solving or knowledge-

building processes (Neumann & McDonough, 2015; Wigglesworth & Storch, 2012a).   

Grounded on Vygotsky’s (1978) sociocultural perspective, collaborative 

writing activities show how social interaction plays an essential role in L2 writing 

processes. When writing collaboratively, learners support each other by providing 

feedback (e.g. solving linguistic problems) in completing a shared task. Collaborative 

writing engages learners in collaborative dialogues (i.e. “dialogues with which the 

speakers are engaged in problem solving and knowledge building, and dialogues 

heighten the potential for the exploration of the product” (Swain, 2000, p. 102))  that 

may result in noticing and internalising L2 knowledge. Such an approach can benefit 

L2 learners as it provides them with opportunities to engage in a meaningful text 

production through collaborative work while constructing their linguistic knowledge 

of the target language. In particular, collaborative writing activities encourage L2 

learners not only to practice the target language during task negotiation, but also to 

discuss the use of the language through interaction with regard to solving language-

related problems in the writing process (Fernández Dobao & Blum, 2013).  

Thus, collaborative writing tasks highlight the importance of social interaction 

in L2 writing process that may not only facilitate L2 learning (e.g. focus on form and 

meaning), but also assist L2 learners to produce a good quality jointly written texts. 

Below, after a brief review of theoretical and pedagogical supports for collaborative 

L2 writing, more discussion on collaborative writing studies in L2 contexts follows. 

Theoretical Support 

According to Storch (2013), oral interaction and writing are two central 

components in collaborative writing activities.  These two components are important 

in cognitive and sociocultural perspectives of L2 learning. In other words, these two 

perspectives provide theoretical foundations for collaborative L2 writing, as discussed 

below.  

Cognitive Perspective 

Several cognitive theories of SLA have illuminated how learners acquire an 

L2. These theories or hypotheses include: Krashen’s comprehensible input hypothesis 
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(1985), Long’s interaction hypothesis (1983, 1985, 1996), and Swain’s output 

hypothesis (1985, 1995, 2000, 2005). As will be reviewed in this section, these 

theories were influenced by each other, and have arguably been major concepts that 

inform the body of SLA research.     

The major influence of Krashen (1985) was his claim that comprehensible 

input has a very important role in SLA. Krashen (1985) considers comprehensible 

input as a main source for language acquisition. However, Krashen’s input hypothesis 

received numerous criticism as he did not explain the link between comprehensible 

input and language acquisition (Ellis, 2003). 

Building on Krashen’s claim, Long’s interaction hypothesis (1983, 1985)  

suggested that input can be made comprehensible through interaction, and therefore 

highlighting the importance of interaction for L2 learning. Through interactional 

modifications, input is made comprehensible because learners can confirm or clarify 

language input they do not understand. Learners may negotiate meaning and form, 

notice their linguistic gaps, and receive feedback from their peers that activates 

cognitive processes to facilitate L2 learning (Swain, 2000). It implies that interaction 

drives L2 learning (Mackey & Goo, 2007; Alcón Soler & García Mayo, 2009). 

Subsequently, bringing comprehensible input, interaction, and modified output 

together, Long (1996) reformulated his hypothesis claiming that during interaction 

learners focus on not only their fluency, but also their grammatical accuracy by 

expanding their linguistic resources when producing the L2. Long’s interaction 

hypothesis (1983, 1985, 1996)  thus provides a rationale for using pair and small 

group work.   

 Swain’s (1985, 2000) investigation on L2 learning in a French immersion 

program, where the immersion learners had been exposed to a considerable amount of 

comprehensible input showed that comprehensible input alone may be insufficient for 

successful L2 learning. The result led Swain (1985) to formulate a comprehensible 

output hypothesis, later renamed the pushed output hypothesis (Swain, 1995) 

indicating that learners need to use the L2 productively in order to be successful in L2 

learning.  
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Following Swain’s (1985, 1995) output hypothesis, a number of studies within 

cognitive perspective have investigated the potential role of oral tasks (e.g. Adams, 

2007; Gass & Mackey, 2007; Hawkes, 2012; Kím & Tracy-Ventura, 2013) and 

written output-based tasks (e.g. Byrnes & Manchón, 2014; Manchón, 2011; Ruiz-

Funes, 2015; Williams, 2012) in L2 learning. Most of these studies reported that 

while learners completing oral tasks tend to focus on meaning in negotiations, written 

tasks allow learners to pay attention to both meaning and form, and to revise their 

writing based on feedback given in the writing process. Therefore, in terms of their 

facilitative role in cognitive processes, written tasks can be regarded as a potential 

better site to learn the L2. 

Sociocultural Perspective   

Vygotsky’s (1978) sociocultural theory posits that human development is the 

result of interactions between humans (i.e. social aspect) and their external 

environments (i.e. social and cultural factors). Although sociocultural theory is a 

psychological theory regarding human cognitive development, this theory has been 

recognised in the field of SLA since the early 2000s as it explains the causal 

relationship of social interaction and an individual’s cognitive developments. It also 

illuminates how L2 learning is mediated through verbal interaction with peers. There 

are three main concepts of Vygotsky’s sociocultural theory: mediation, the Zone of 

Proximal Development (ZPD), and activity theory (AT). I used these concepts to 

inform the research design of the present study and to guide the process of data 

analysis and interpretation. In this section, mediation and ZPD are further discussed 

whereas AT will be explained in Chapter 3.    

The first tenet is mediation. Human beings manage their environments by 

using mediating tools or artefacts that embody the nature of human activity. Lantolf 

(2000) points out two different mediating tools: physical tools (e.g. computers, pens) 

and psychological tools (e.g. language, semiotic systems, numbers, symbols, and 

diagrams). These tools are employed to reach a goal or to help humans solve a 

problem. Lantolf (2000) contends that the human mind is primarily mediated via 

language. Built on Vygotsky’s (1978) sociocultural theory, Swain (2006) describes 

the process of using language to mediate cognitively complex information as 

‘languaging’. In a language learning context, languaging takes place when students 
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have to solve linguistics-related problems (e.g., discussing grammatical structures in 

writing). Students use language as a cognitive tool to engage in deliberations to solve 

linguistic-related problems and to build their linguistic knowledge (Swain, 2006; 

Swain & Watanabe, 2013). There are two types of languaging: private speech and 

collaborative dialogue (Swain, 2006; Swain & Lapkin, 2011). Private speech refers to 

a self-directed speech. As Lantolf and Thorne (2007) state, an individual regulates 

their mental functioning primarily through private speech. It is when an individual 

appropriates meanings and languages of their speech, and uses it inwardly to mediate 

their mental activity (Lantolf & Thorne, 2007).  In relation to the role of private 

speech in L2 learning, private speech can be considered as vocalised forms of speech 

for the self-functioning to assist L2 learners metacognitively to mediate their language 

learning activities. Nevertheless, when working together with peers, private speech 

can be vocalised.  

While private speech can take place on an individual level, collaborative 

dialogue refers to social or other-directed speech which occurs on a group level 

through interactions with more competent people that provide assistance (e.g. peers) 

(Donato & McCormick, 1994). Collaborative dialogues provide opportunities for 

students to use language and reflect on their language use. Collaborative dialogues 

can be considered as a form of mediation to facilitate L2 writing, especially when 

students work in groups. Collaborative dialogues often take place if students face 

language problems and try to resolve them together. While collaborative dialogue 

may lead to L2 knowledge construction, such knowledge construction does not 

always happen during the interaction. Swain (2000, p. 102) specifically points out 

collaborative dialogue as “dialogues with which speakers are engaged in problem 

solving and knowledge building and dialogues heighten the potential for the 

exploration of the product”. Thus, collaborative dialogues allow students to co-

construct new knowledge through the process of questioning and providing 

constructive feedback.  

The second important tenet is ZPD. According to Vygotsky (1978), ZPD is the 

distance between the novice’s current developmental level and the potential level 

achieved through assistance. This explains the difference between what a novice can 

do individually (i.e., their current capacity) with what they can perform with 
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appropriate assistance from others such as teachers and peers (i.e., their potential 

capacity). Since not all forms of assistance are effective and provide supports for 

development (Lantolf & Thorne, 2006), effective assistance should take into account 

the novice’s current developmental level and their potential level (Bitchener & 

Storch, 2016). Effective assistance may allow the novice to develop if it is 

‘scaffolded’ to their needs (Wood, Bruner, & Ross, 1976).  

For instance, when learners participate in a classroom activity, their utterances 

and actions may provide hints about their needs. A teacher should consider the level 

of assistance that needs providing to enable them to complete the task independently. 

The assistance that is provided to a learner in the ZPD is known as ‘scaffolding’, the 

metaphor firstly introduced by Wood et al. (1976) to illustrate child-adult interaction. 

The scaffolding can be gradually reduced when the learner progresses. Once the 

learner internalises the knowledge co-constructed during the interaction and can work 

on the task independently, the scaffolding can be totally removed (Bitchener & 

Storch, 2016).  

Although the original use of scaffolding was to explain child-adult interaction, 

many L2 studies (e.g., Donato, 1994; Ohta, 2000; Swain & Lapkin, 1998) have shown 

that scaffolding can take place among peers, particularly when they work in pairs or 

in small groups. Donato (1994), for example in his study, found mutual scaffolding 

among L2 learners. He contended that collaboration with the “collective orientation to 

jointly constructed activity” (Donato, 2004, p. 287) allows learners to achieve higher 

levels of their performance than they may accomplish by working individually. 

Donato (1994) introduced ‘collective scaffolding’ in his research to describe how 

learning occurred during peer interaction. He stated that through negotiated 

interaction, learners can work collaboratively and employ ‘collective scaffolding’ – 

the process of pooling knowledge or resources in a group, such as in linguistic 

knowledge building processes. Donato (2004) then emphasised the features of 

collaboration in pair/group work: establishing “the jointly constructed goals for the 

common endeavour” (p. 287) and recognising individual inputs to accomplish the 

larger objective.  

Thus, informed by the Vygotskian sociocultural perspective, SLA researchers 

consider CW as a potential site for L2 learning because it allows learners to engage in 
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a collaborative dialogue to complete a particular task.  For instance, in a collaborative 

writing activity, learners can pool their linguistic resources to overcome problems in 

the writing process, and thereby co-construct their new knowledge through feedback 

and clarification (Storch, 2013). This new co-constructed knowledge can later be used 

by learners when performing a writing task independently.  

Pedagogical Support 

Pedagogically speaking, CW activities may fit quite well into Communicative 

Language Teaching (CLT) approach. This approach is considered as a paradigm shift 

in English Language Teaching (ELT) particularly in the majority of Asia Pacific 

countries including Indonesia (Littlewood, 2007; Nunan, 2004). The key concept in 

CLT is “communicative competence”. This term was coined by Hymes (1972) and 

brought up into discussions of SLA in the early 1970s. Communicative competence 

can be defined as the ability to understand and perform appropriate social behaviors 

which require learners’ dynamic involvement in the production of the target language 

(Celce-Murcia, Dörnyei, & Thurrell, 1995; Hymes, 1972). Savignon (2002) also 

contends that communicative competence is attributed to the ability of language 

learners to negotiate with their peers in meaningful communication in the classroom. 

In particular, CLT approach aims to develop learners’ functional language ability 

through their participation in communicative activities (Savignon, 2002).  

CLT emphasizes the importance of negotiation of form and meaning and 

feedback through verbal interaction (Littlewood, 2011). CW activities comply with 

the CLT approach in L2 writing classrooms since they basically promote learner 

active engagement and meaningful feedback in producing jointly written texts 

(Fernández Dobao, 2012; Hunzer, 2012).  

Many studies have documented the potential of collaborative writing practices 

in pairs or small groups as a site for L2 learning (e.g. Fernández Dobao, 2012; Sajedi, 

2014; Storch, 2013; Wigglesworth & Storch, 2012b). To get better understanding of 

the potential of collaborative writing for L2 learning, the following section will 

review research on collaborative L2 writing.  
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Research on Collaborative L2 Writing 

A substantial number of studies on CW activities in L2 contexts have focused 

on several major strands such as patterns of interaction (e.g., Edstrom, 2015), 

learners’ attention to language (e.g., Fernández Dobao, 2012), learners’ perceptions 

(e.g., Fernández Dobao & Blum, 2013), writing task types (e.g., Neumann & 

McDonough, 2015), and factors affecting their interactions (e.g., Kim & McDonough, 

2008). Most of these studies have been mainly conducted in the FTF mode (e.g., 

Fernández Dobao, 2012; Fernández Dobao & Blum, 2013; Mutwarasibo, 2013; 

Sajedi, 2014) although there is also a small but growing body of research on similar 

themes in the online mode (e.g., Blin & Appel, 2011; Hadjerrouit, 2011, 2014; Hamid 

& Mansor, 2012; Handayani, 2012; Kessler & Bikowski, 2010). More recently, only a 

few studies have started looking at the strands regarding L2 learners’ interactions 

during CW activities in the blended mode (i.e., the integration of FTF and online 

modes) (Zorko, 2009). The following sections will briefly discuss previous studies 

examining how CW activities have been embraced in three different types of learning 

environments: FTF, online, and blended environments.  

FTF Settings 

There have been a number of studies on CW in FTF settings investigating five 

major issues: writing processes (e.g. Edstrom, 2015; Fernández Dobao, 2012, 2014a; 

Neumann & McDonough, 2015), writing task types (e.g. Lin & Maarof, 2013; 

Neumann & McDonough, 2015; Sajedi, 2014), patterns of interaction (e.g. Edstrom, 

2015), learners’ perceptions about CW in pairs and small groups (e.g. Fernández 

Dobao & Blum, 2013; Lin & Maarof, 2013; Shehadeh, 2011), and the quality of CW 

outcomes (e.g. Fernández Dobao, 2012; Sajedi, 2014).  

Writing Process 

One of the issues discussed in FTF collaborative writing studies refers to the 

use of collaborative dialogues or ‘languaging’ to facilitate L2 learning during the 

writing process. Much of research on CW activities has analysed a quantifiable unit of 

collaborative dialogues known as language-related episodes (LREs). According to 

Swain and Lapkin (1998, p. 326), LREs exemplify “any part of a dialogue where the 

students talk about the language they are producing, question their language use, or 
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correct themselves or others”. In analysing transcripts of learners’ dialogues, most of 

CW research has extensively focused on the frequency and nature of LREs produced 

by learners and their effects on L2 learning.   

For instance, Fernández Dobao (2012, 2014a) examined the performance of 

intermediate L2 learners of Spanish by comparing the frequency and nature of their 

LREs produced during verbal interactions while carrying out collaborative tasks in 

groups of four learners, dyads, and individually. Pairs and groups were assigned to 

compose a jointly written text, their collaborative dialogues were audiotaped, 

transcribed, and analysed for the LREs produced, and their texts were examined for 

accuracy, fluency, and complexity. The results showed that small groups produced a 

higher percentage of resolved LREs than pairs. When learners worked in small groups 

consisting of up to four learners, they had more linguistic resources to use than pairs. 

This is because small groups involved learners in more engagement than dyads. This 

also led to a greater accuracy of texts produced by small groups compared to pairs and 

individuals.  

These findings suggest that the number of group members may determine the 

outcome of resolved linguistic-related problems. These findings also suggest that 

collaborative dialogues in small groups are more effective to facilitate L2 learning – 

allowing learners to pay more attention to language use and resolving their language-

related problems more successfully during CW activities – than pairs.    

In the same vein as Fernández Dobao (2012, 2014a), Edstrom (2015) explored 

the frequency and the nature of LREs produced by L2 learners of Spanish while 

drafting written role play scripts collaboratively in triads. She found that the 

collaborative triads not only produced a large number of LREs, but also solved them 

correctly. Nevertheless, the findings did not show evidence of the superiority of triads 

after being compared to existing pair work data of Storch’s (2008) study. While 

Edstrom (2015) reported 56% accuracy produced during elaborate engagement in 

triads, Storch (2008) documented 68% accuracy produced during elaborate 

engagement in pairs. Edstrom’s (2015) findings also seemed to contradict Fernández 

Dobao’s (2012, 2014a) studies. As Fernández Dobao (2012, 2014a) suggests, learners 

in small groups generated more LREs and resolved them more accurately than 

learners in dyads  
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 Edstrom (2015) further discovered that learners tended to use their L1 (i.e. 

English) extensively during interactions. They only used L2 for script content and 

joking. In her study, the extensive use of L1 during collaborative tasks was likely to 

be due to learners’ lower Spanish proficiency. Unlike Edstrom’s (2015) study, Storch 

and Aldosari’s (2010) study in pair work by Arabic learners of English at tertiary 

level found that learners used L1 moderately for vocabulary deliberations and task 

management. The use of L1 in Storch and Aldosari’s (2010) study is to enable 

learners to have a joint understanding of the task procedures and to provide and 

receive timely assistance regarding the meaning of particular words, which therefore 

facilitate L2 learning. Yang (2014) also evaluated undergraduate ESL learners’ L1 

use as a mediational means in CW tasks. The study was conducted over a semester 

with students (N=13) enrolled in a business course. The student participants were 

assigned into three small groups to work on content-oriented writing projects (i.e. 

marketing project reports). The findings revealed that two groups used L1 extensively 

in CW to facilitate their writing in L2 even though the use of L1 could constrain their 

deliberations in the writing process because they had to spend some time to translate 

their ideas into L2. This study infers that while the use of L1 is not recommended in 

CW since it may hinder the productivity of collaborative work in L2 classrooms to 

some degree (Yang, 2014), it is important to consider the role of L1 in supporting 

learners in negotiations which can clarify their understanding of L2 concepts in 

writing and content issues.  

Overall, studies on the writing processes during CW have primarily focused 

on the occurrence and nature of LREs produced by L2 learners (e.g., Edstrom, 2015; 

Fernández Dobao, 2012, 2014a) and the use of L1 (e.g., Alegría de la Colina & 

García Mayo, 2009; Storch & Aldosari, 2010; Yang, 2014) during their collaborative 

dialogues. Very few studies have reported on how L2 learners discuss other writing 

elements such as content and organization (Elola & Oskoz, 2010) during CW. For 

instance, Neumann and McDonough (2015) investigated English as a Second 

Language (ESL) tertiary learners’ discussions in prewriting task stages when 

completing their jointly written texts in English for Academic Purposes (EAP) writing 

courses over a 13-week semester. The investigation comprised two studies focusing 

on the discussions of content and organization sections of prewriting discussions in 

pairs and small groups and their relationship to the quality of jointly writing texts. 
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While Study 1 recorded naturally occurring prewriting discussions of 19 participants 

when completing five writing tasks, Study 2 involved 23 participants who produced 

six writing assignments with structured prewriting discussions. Having analysed the 

episodes in which learners discussed content and organization sections from both 

studies during the completion of CW tasks, the findings indicated that Study 2 with 

structured discussions in prewriting tasks engaged learners more effectively in 

discussing their ideas and organization than naturally occurring or unstructured 

discussions of Study 1. Even though these findings only displayed a moderate 

correlation between prewriting discussions and the quality of written texts, they 

implied that the structured prewriting discussions allowed learners to be more critical 

in evaluating the content and organization of their ideas. 

Writing Tasks 

A range of writing task types has been used by many studies examining 

collaborative writing. Storch (2013) classifies writing tasks in collaborative writing 

activities as whether they are form-focused or meaning/content-focused. While form-

focused writing tasks (e.g. dictogloss, cloze and text reconstruction, passage editing) 

aim to have learners focus on an array of fixed language forms during task 

completion,  meaning-focused writing tasks (e.g. summary, descriptive and 

argumentative writing, and jigsaw) require leaners to develop a text based on written 

or pictorial prompts. When completing meaning-focused writing tasks, learners may 

accidentally encounter language related problems, which lead them to attend language 

forms.   

A number of studies have investigated the effect of tasks on learning English 

during collaborative writing activities. For example, Abadikhah (2012) conducted an 

experimental study comparing two groups (i.e. control and experimental groups) of 

Iranian EFL learners (n=36) which participated in two different tasks: mechanical and 

meaningful (i.e. the combination of both meaning and language focused-tasks) tasks. 

These tasks were used to examine the effect of the the task type on learning English 

relative clauses. While the control group was involved in mechanical tasks (e.g. 

substitutions and transformation), the experimental group engaged in meaningful 

tasks (e.g. description and dictogloss). Each activity was completed in pair work over 

an 8-week period of time. The results of the audiotaped collaborative dialogue data in 
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the classroom revealed that the meaningful tasks produced more LREs than the 

mechanical tasks did since the former tasks encouraged focus on the form-meaning 

relationship that led to more extended discussions. Yet, having compared pre- and 

post- tests, the study found that both groups showed significant improvement in terms 

of the knowledge of English relativization. In other words, even though there was a 

substantial correlation between task types and the number of LREs elicited during 

pair work, the study suggests that both task types promote meaningful language 

learning opportunities.  

Different from Abadikhah’s (2012) study, Lin and Maarof (2013) scrutinized 

college ESL learners’ attention while performing two summary writing tasks 

collaboratively. The investigation involved 30 Malaysian learners enrolled in 

academic writing course over a period of two weeks. The researchers found that the 

tasks drew learners’ attention more to grammar than to meaning. These findings were 

attributed to the learners’ own needs since they had limited L2 proficiency. 

Consequently, it required them to deliberate more about grammatical accuracy than 

the content. However, using the same task type, Sajedi (2014) reported different 

results. Having assigned 86 intermediate EFL learners to complete seven summary 

writing tasks in a general English course of a midwifery college, the researcher found 

that the learners focused more on the content and organization than on grammar. 

Therefore, it can be understood from these three studies that both meaning-focused 

and language-focused tasks may facilitate language learning to some extent.  

Patterns of Interaction 

The next research strand in CW addresses learners’ patterns of interaction 

while working on a range of CW tasks. The significance of patterns of interaction in 

EFL/ESL small group or pair work has been primarily influenced by Storch’s (2002) 

investigation. Storch (2002) investigated if different patterns of dyadic interaction 

impact on learning outcomes. Conducting this study over one semester with ESL 

learners (N=33) in a large Australian university, she found four distinguished patterns 

of interaction based on equality (i.e. the degree of control over the task) and mutuality 

(i.e. engagement with each other’s contribution): 1) collaborative, i.e., where the pair 

contribute to the joint task and engage with each other’s contribution (a medium-high 

level of equality and mutuality); 2) dominant/dominant or cooperative, i.e., where the 
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pair contribute to the task completion but do not engage very well  with each other’s 

suggestions since there is a clear task division (medium-high level of equality, but 

medium-low mutuality); 3) dominant/passive, i.e., where one participant adopts an 

authoritative role and the other participant takes a more passive role which leads to 

little negotiation (medium-low level of equality and mutuality); and 4) expert/novice, 

i.e., where one participant takes an ‘expert’ role and encourages the ‘novice’ 

participant to contribute to the task (medium-low level of equality, but medium-high 

mutuality).  

While collaborative and expert/novice patterns represented pair interactions 

that led to deliberations and resolutions about language, and a transfer of knowledge 

from the pair work to the subsequent individual performance, dominant/dominant and 

dominant/passive patterns depicted a lack of engagement in the interactions to 

consolidate existing language knowledge, and a large number of instances suggesting 

missed opportunities for correcting learners’ errors on individual performance. In 

particular, the finding showed that collaborative and expert/novice patterns of 

interaction were more effective than dominant/dominant and dominant/passive 

patterns because learners in pairs which exhibited such patterns engaged in the co-

construction of language knowledge during their pair work; knowledge which was 

subsequently internalised by members of dyads, which was evident on their individual 

performance. In comparison, dominant/dominant and dominant/passive patterns 

exhibited a very limited transfer of knowledge (i.e., when members of dyads kept 

using their own suggestions instead of using those that had been deliberated during 

the pair work. Briefly, this study suggests that collaborative and expert/novice 

patterns of interaction provide learners with more language learning opportunities 

than dominant/dominant and dominant/passive patterns do.  

Building on the work of Storch (2002), an increasing number of studies have 

investigated the patterns of group and pair interaction in L2 contexts (e.g. Edstrom, 

2015; Tan, Wigglesworth, & Storch, 2010; Watanabe & Swain, 2007). Some studies  

(e.g., Tan et al., 2010; Watanabe & Swain, 2007) identified an additional pattern of 

learners’ interaction in completing paired writing tasks, namely expert/passive. Others 

applied these patterns to small groups rather than pairs. For example, Edstrom’s 

(2015) study, reviewed earlier, set out to investigate the relationships that the learners 
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formed in triads. Of seven triads, four exhibited collaborative patterns of interaction, 

and the other three displayed dominant/passive/off-task, 

dominant/dominant/dominant, collaborative/collaborative/novice patterns. The only 

difference from Storch’s (2002) study is that Edstrom’s (2015) findings referred to 

three group members instead of two. The four collaborative triads produced the 

highest number of LREs and resolved the most LREs correctly as a threesome 

compared to the other three triads. Thus, Edstrom (2015) confirms Storch’s (2002) 

observations about the significance of interaction patterns and that particular 

interaction patterns are superior (i.e. collaborative and expert/novice patterns) than 

others in terms of facilitating L2 learning. Both triads and dyads forming 

collaborative and expert/novice patterns not only produce the most LREs and resolved 

them correctly, but also engage with each other in their resolution.  

Learner Perception 

The fourth issue in CW research is related to leaners’ perceptions of CW 

activities in L2 classrooms. Learners’ beliefs, attitudes and preferences are important 

as these individual variables may influence the success of CW implementation in the 

classroom (Storch, 2011, 2013).  Some studies have documented learners’ views 

concerning CW activities in a variety of L2 contexts. Shehadeh (2011), for instance, 

examined the effectiveness and L2 learners’ attitudes towards CW activities over a 

16-week semester. This longitudinal experimental study involved 18 low intermediate 

EFL learners at tertiary level in the United Arab Emirates (UAE). To elicit their 

reflections on CW and any language learning gains, the learners completed open-

ended surveys. The study revealed that despite their lack of prior experience of CW, 

they found the activity useful. Most of them felt that the experiences improved their 

writing skills as well as their self-confidence and speaking skills. The CW tasks also 

provided them with opportunities not only to pool their ideas and discuss them, but 

also to support each other in the production of their jointly written texts.  These 

findings suggest that CW activities have benefited them in many ways with regards to 

their L2 writing abilities.  

The findings of Shehadeh’s (2011) study confirmed Lin and Maarof’s (2013) 

investigation as discussed earlier. Having administered a Likert scale questionnaire to 

all participants and conducting semi-structured interviews with 10 randomly selected 
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participants, Lin and Maarof (2013) also found that the majority of participants 

expressed positive attitudes towards the use of CW in their summary writing 

activities. They felt more confident in writing in the L2 when participating in CW 

activities. Collaborative summary writing allowed them to share ideas and to pool 

their knowledge about either summary writing techniques (e.g. paraphrasing, 

coherence, and condensing) or language use in their writing process (e.g. vocabulary 

and grammar). Thus, this study suggests that CW is a possible activity particularly 

suitable to teaching summary writing. 

Similarly, Fernández Dobao and Blum (2013) reported that their intermediate 

Spanish L2 leaners’ attitudes towards CW in pairs and small groups were quite 

positive. The learners felt that they had more opportunities to share ideas and 

knowledge, and to provide and receive support from peers. However, despite these 

positive attitudes, a few (4 out of 55 participants) were in favor of individual writing 

due to its more practical nature (e.g. they could write their own stories and manage 

their own writing pace). This result also concurred with Storch’s (2005) study that 

found a small number (two out of 18 leaners) who worked in pairs considered writing 

as a naturally individual pursuit. Of the 16 learners who showed positive attitudes, 

five did that with “some reservations” as they lacked of confidence and worried too 

much on commenting on others’ contributions (Storch, 2005, p. 166). These findings 

suggest that it is important to raise learners’ awareness of the potential advantages of 

CW activities in the classroom. 

Writing Quality 

The last issue deals with the effect of CW approach on learners’ quality of 

writing in L2 FTF settings. The majority of studies on CW have reported how CW 

provides positive impacts on L2 leaners’ writing outcomes. Drawing on Storch’s 

(2005) smaller scale study,  Storch and Wigglesworth (2007) investigated the effect of 

CW on L2 learners’ writing quality. In Storch and Wigglesworth’s study (2007), 72 

advanced EFL learners were assigned to complete two writing tasks individually (24 

learners) and in pairs (48 learners). Based on the measures for fluency, complexity, 

and accuracy, learners’ individual and jointly written texts were compared. The study 

found that while there was no difference on the measures of fluency and complexity 

for both individual and jointly written texts, the measures for accuracy showed 
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significant differences between the two groups for both tasks. In particular, learners 

working in pairs produced more grammatically accurate texts than those who wrote 

individually. The findings suggest that CW provides L2 learners with opportunities 

not only to discuss about different aspects of writing, but also to engage with and 

about language.   

More recently, Fernández Dobao’s (2012, 2014a) studies, discussed earlier, 

also investigated this issue. The studies found that collaborative work showed a 

greater impact on grammatical and lexical accuracy of learners’ written texts.  The 

texts produced by small groups and pairs were more accurate linguistically than those 

written individually. The researcher attributed her findings to the number of 

participants involved in the writing activities that provided more opportunities for 

scaffolded assistance in resolving grammatical and lexical LREs.  As a result, jointly 

written texts had fewer errors than individual ones. In other words, CW activities may 

help L2 learners produce accurate written texts.  

Sajedi’s (2014) study examining the effect of collaborative summary writing 

on the development of university L2 learners’ writing abilities also reported a positive 

impact of collaboration on writing. Eighty-six female midwifery learners participated 

in his study for 16 weeks. They were assigned to complete seven summary writing 

tasks in dyads, triads, and individually. Using a pre- and post-test design, the findings 

demonstrated an improvement of learners’ writing abilities who worked 

collaboratively regarding content, organization, and vocabulary aspects of their 

written texts, but not for mechanics and grammatical aspects. On the other hand, those 

who worked individually did not show a significant improvement in their 

performances on all aspects of writing. This study, like other previous studies, implies 

that CW activities may contribute to the development of learners’ writing abilities.     

In summary, much research on CW has focused on investigating the use of 

verbal interactions as a source of L2 learning, writing task types, patterns of 

interaction during CW activities, leaners’ reflections on CW experiences, and the 

effect of CW on the quality of learners’ written texts. These studies have shown that 

when learners form collaborative and expert/novice patterns during CW activities, 

they produce many LREs and resolve them correctly. According to Swain and 
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Watanabe (2012), the occurrences of LREs suggest L2 learning in progress, and 

therefore CW may facilitate L2 learning.  

However, the potential of CW activities predominantly demonstrated by 

classroom-based studies can be hindered by some technical problems (e.g. time 

constraints, class sizes, and instructors’ abilities in facilitating the L2 learning 

process) in various instructional settings (Kessler et al., 2012). To overcome these 

problems, researchers have begun investigating the potential of other collaborative 

environments supported by the advancement of technologies, in which CW activities 

is applicable. The following section will address studies on CW in online settings.   

Online Settings 

The importance of computer-mediated communication (CMC) in L2 writing 

instruction is well attested. Despite its challenges (e.g., limited internet access, lack of 

adequate infrastructure, and technical glitches) in L2 classrooms, computer 

technology provides teachers with options to assist L2 learners in the process of 

language learning (Chapelle, 2010). The benefits of using particular technologies in 

L2 classrooms is influenced by many factors including the learners, the classroom 

situation, the functionality of the technologies and its relevancy to learning goals set 

by teachers (Stockwell, 2012). Much has been written about the use of various Web-

based collaboration applications (e.g., Blogs, Wikis, several online word processors 

like Google Docs, AjaxWrite, EtherPad, ThinkFree and so forth) to facilitate CW 

activities in L2 contexts (e.g., Alghasab, 2014; Hamid & Mansor, 2012; Li & Zhu, 

2013; Vurdien, 2013). The application of these varied technologies in L2 classrooms 

aims to overcome several challenges regarding the classroom size and time 

constraints of the FTF classroom when involving learners in CW activities (Razak & 

Saeed, 2014).  

However, not all of the technology applications are appropriate for CW 

experiences in L2 classrooms. Of all Web-based collaboration applications, Wikis and 

Google Docs have demonstrated their prevalence in Web-mediated collaborative L2 

writing research and practice. Basically, these two applications support CW activities 

since they allow multiple learners to modify contents of jointly written documents 

(Storch, 2013). Therefore, the following two sections will mainly review previous 
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studies on the effectiveness of Wikis and Google Docs to mediate CW activities in L2 

classes. 

Wikis  

As one of second-generation web (Web 2.0) applications that enables 

collaborative work in editing web pages (Lafford & Lafford, 2005), wikis are viewed 

as promising platforms to promote CW activities. To support CW projects, wikis have 

three main functions: editing function, history function, and discussion page 

(Hadjerrouit, 2014). Whilst the editing function facilitates multiple learners to create 

and revise texts or documents asynchronously, the history function can record all edits 

made by learners so that they can trace back all revisions. Teachers can also use the 

history log to retrieve the number of learners’ contributions in CW activities. The last 

feature supporting CW in wikis is the discussion page, which enables learners to 

communicate (i.e. posting comments or explanations) asynchronously. Thus, these 

features allow learners to participate in writing tasks on the Web by creating 

collective documents (Chao & Lo, 2011; Hadjerrouit, 2014). In other words, learners 

can work together to edit, discuss, and share information about a topic of their 

common interests when completing jointly written texts (Aydin & Yildiz, 2014). 

Some scholars therefore suggest that involving learners in collaborative writing via 

wikis can positively improve L2 learners’ writing processes and outcomes (Arnold & 

Ducate, 2011; Arnold et al., 2012; Elola & Oskoz, 2010).  

There have been extensive investigations on Wikis supporting CW which 

mainly focus on five themes (which are similar to the themes in the body of research 

on FTF collaborative writing): the writing process (e.g., Alghasab, 2014; Kost, 2011; 

Oh, 2014), the wiki tasks (e.g., Díez-Bedmar & Pérez-Paredes, 2012; Leė, 2010; Oh, 

2014), patterns of interaction (e.g., Arnold et al., 2012; Li, 2013; Li, 2014; Li & Zhu, 

2013), learners’ perceptions (e.g., Chao & Lo, 2011; Oh, 2014; Wever & Keer, 2012), 

and the product quality of wiki-based CW (e.g., Alshumaimeri, 2011; Caruso, 2014). 

These studies have been conducted in a wide range of L2 classrooms with tertiary 

learners from different language proficiency levels. What follows is the review of 

empirical evidence on using wikis for CW, organized in terms of five research strands 

used to discuss FTF CW. 
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Writing Process 

The first strand, probably the dominant one in the literature of wiki projects is on the 

collaborative writing process. Numerous studies have documented wiki-based CW 

from a process-approach to text construction (e.g. Alghasab, 2014; Kost, 2011; Oh, 

2014; Woo, Chu, & Li, 2013). On this issue, researchers predominantly explored 

learners’ revising behaviors while engaging in wiki-based CW.  While some studies 

investigated learners’ revision types which focused either on meaning revisions (e.g. 

Kessler & Bikowski, 2010) or on both forms and meaning revisions (e.g. Kost, 2011; 

Woo et al., 2013), others examined learners’ attention to genre (e.g. Kuteeva, 2011) 

and the role of teachers’ intervention in managing learners’ collaborative process (e.g. 

Alghasab, 2014).  

 Kessler and Bikowski (2010), for instance, investigated the nature of 

individual and group behavior of 40 pre-service EFL teachers attending to meaning 

while participating in collaborative wiki projects for a 16-week semester. The 

researchers found various types of meaning revisions the participants made during the 

wiki projects: adding/deleting information, elaborating/clarifying information, 

synthesizing information, and adding website links. In particular, while 

adding/deleting information and elaborating/clarifying information were found to be 

the most frequent language acts used, the language acts of synthesizing information 

and adding website links were not frequently employed by the participants. During 

these language acts, the participants could provide their own information to the jointly 

product. In this way, they acted both independently and collaboratively in the group 

work. Kost (2011), on the other hand, who analysed eight German as a FL tertiary 

learners’ revision behaviors in pairs who worked on wiki-mediated CW essay 

assignments found that the participants made not only form revisions (e.g. spelling, 

punctuation, verbs, word order and nominal/adjectival endings), but also meaning 

revisions (e.g. additions, deletions, and substitutions). Thus, both studies suggest that 

the use of wiki can create spaces for learners to participate not only in discussions 

about content and grammar, but also in making revisions. 

Furthermore, Kuteeva (2011) explored fourteen ESL university learners’ use 

of genre knowledge when working on collaborative wiki projects in an EAP course 

for a semester. She found that wiki-mediated CW projects could not only make the 
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learners focus on the formal elements of writing (i.e. grammatical correctness and 

structural coherence), but also promote their awareness of audience as they used a 

great deal of interactional metadiscourse resources (e.g. engagement markers, self-

mentions, boosters, hedges and so forth) in their argumentative essays posted on the 

wiki. This study implies that wiki-mediated CW tasks can help L2 learners to produce 

academic genre. Therefore, the wiki is effective to be a learning tool in EAP courses.   

More recently, in another study regarding CW process, Alghasab (2014) 

examined the role of teachers’ participation in regulating learners’ collaborative 

behaviors. Unlike the above studies on learners’ revision behaviors, this investigation 

did not focus on changes to the text during CW process. Rather, it analysed how 

learners engaged in online discussion when teachers were intervening in their 

interactions by adopting two different roles (i.e. directorial and authoritative roles).  

The study, involving two teachers and eighteen Kuwaiti EFL learners of a 

secondary school, revealed that whilst the intervention of teachers could endorse 

learners’ engagement, it did not necessarily increase their collaboration with the 

group members. Learner participation in the online discussion depended on how their 

teachers assisted them during the activities. For instance, if teachers adopted a more 

authoritative role, learners addressed most of their questions to their teachers once 

they faced some problems during the wiki-mediated CW activities. As a result, 

learners’ discussion was limited since they relied too much on their teachers. Put 

simply, learners tended to interact with their teachers rather than mutually engage 

with their peers. On the other hand, if teachers played a more directorial role, learners 

seemed to collaborate effectively over their activities. Therefore, this study suggests 

that teacher’s intervention may influence learners’ collaborative behavior. Whether it 

can either enhance or hinder learners’ collaboration depends on how teachers direct 

and assist them during the writing process on the wiki. In particular, if the teacher 

provides clear guidelines, it can help learners to complete their joint writing tasks, 

such as presenting them strategies for effective use of peer feedback during the 

revision process (Leė, 2010).   
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Writing Tasks 

The issue of wiki tasks has been addressed by a few studies. The use of tasks 

is considered as one of the important aspects in wiki-based CW. According to Leė 

(2010), task choices influence learners’ focus and how they engage in languaging 

during the interaction.  

Earlier studies have highlighted the choice of tasks in wiki projects on 

learners’ focus and indicated mixed results (e.g. Díez-Bedmar & Pérez-Paredes, 2012; 

Leė, 2010; Oh, 2014). For instance, Oh (2014) involved 16 Korean EFL learners in an 

undergraduate program who engaged in four wiki-based collaborative argumentative 

writing tasks (i.e. meaning-focused tasks). Learners paid more attention to 

grammatical accuracy rather than meaning or content. Almost 60% of all writing 

changes made covered form-related elements of writing. This learners’ tendency may 

be attributed to the fact that they had low proficiency in English.  Briefly, Oh’s (2014) 

findings showed that students mainly focused on grammatical accuracy when revising 

their joint texts, but other factors such as language proficiency could influence 

learners’ focus on tasks.  

However, the findings of Oh’s (2014) study contradict Lee’s (2010) research 

involving thirty-five learners participating in four wiki-based CW tasks (i.e. meaning-

focused tasks).  Lee (2010) found that the students not only assisted each other to 

discuss the content, but also provided feedback on language accuracy. This might be 

because the task types used were open-ended and problem-based (i.e., narrative, 

descriptive, and letter writing) that allowed learners to collaborate and discuss about 

both form and meaning. Further, Lee (2010) found that the teacher assistance plays an 

important role during the peer-editing process. As a result, they could address content 

and accuracy aspects in their essays at the same time.  

Briefly, these studies suggest that careful consideration in choosing tasks – 

that is conducive to collaborative interaction and fits to learners’ need and proficiency 

levels – is crucial for the effective practice of wiki-based CW activities. In particular, 

task types may influence what learners tend to focus on in tasks (Lund, 2008).  
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Patterns of Interaction 

Another major research strand in wiki projects is related to patterns of 

interaction. There have been several studies investigating the various patterns of 

group interaction in wiki-mediated CW tasks (e.g. Arnold et al., 2012; Li, 2014; Li & 

Kim, 2016; Li & Zhu, 2013).  Arnold et al. (2012), for instance, studied fifty-three 

German tertiary learners assigned to small groups (groups of 2-3) when they engaged 

in formal revisions of texts in wiki projects on historical and cultural topics. Learners 

used the history page of wikis to divide the text into t-units. They found that the 

learners not only cooperated, but also collaborated in formal revisions. In other words, 

they took responsibilities for both their own contributions and the jointly produced 

text as a whole. Additionally, Arnold et al. (2012) revealed that the students in Group 

1 tended to work more collaboratively than those in Group 2 and 3 who worked 

cooperatively. The participants engaged in the wiki projects to varying degrees while 

completing the group tasks. When some group members played their roles as ‘a 

leader’ and ‘team players’ who contributed to the work, others were just ‘social 

loafers’ and ‘free riders’ who contributed very little to the project. To overcome the 

issue of task roles, the investigators suggest that group size should be smaller (i.e., 

dyads), and there should be clear task divisions in the project.  

Unlike Arnold’s et al. (2012) study which only analysed learner interaction 

based on their contributions to the written texts, Li (2014) in her PhD study focused 

on how learners dealt with problem solving or meaning negotiations in constructing a 

text, documenting small group interactions (i.e., groups of three) on wiki-mediated 

CW tasks in the English for Academic Purposes (EAP) context. She found four 

distinctive patterns of group interaction: collective – active/withdrawn, 

dominant/defensive – collaborative, expert/novice, and cooperative. Although Li 

(2014) also identified collaborative pattern in her study, its characteristics were not 

similar to that reported in Storch (2002). Rather, Li’s (2014) collaborative pattern 

refers to separate collaborative interactions occurring between two members in a triad 

– the three members of the group did not work collectively on the tasks or negotiated 

the same issues in the writing task. In fact, the characteristics of Li’s (2014) collective 

pattern is similar to Storch’s (2002) collaborative pattern. These variations of 

interactional patterns were attributed to multiple aspects in wiki-mediated CW such as 
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learners’ goals and their previous experiences in group work and technology use. 

Such findings imply that learners’ learning experiences influence how they interacted 

in groups. 

Li’s (2014) findings confirm a more recent investigation by Li and Kim 

(2016) examining the patterns of wiki-mediated interaction of six international 

graduate students assigned to two small groups while performing two wiki-based CW 

tasks: research proposal and annotated bibliography. Having analysed records of the 

two groups’ wiki activities including discussion/comment posts and history records,  

Li and Kim (2016) found that these two groups demonstrated four dynamic patterns 

of online interaction across the tasks, namely collective – active/withdrawn and 

dominant/defensive – collaborative. For instance, Group 1 in Task 1 formed a 

collective pattern, which was reflected in group members’ collective scaffolding, 

balanced wiki participation, and constructive interactions, which was similar to the 

collective pattern in Li’s (2014) study. In Task 2, however, the pattern of interaction 

shifted to active/withdrawn. The group members’ collective efforts decreased in this 

task. Of these patterns, the collective pattern provided learners with more 

opportunities for group learning. This pattern promoted collective scaffolding and 

allowed equal contributions among group members to negotiate the meaning as well 

as to construct a text.  

Learner Perception 

The next main theme in wiki-mediated CW studies is learner perceptions of 

the activities. Most studies on learner perceptions of wiki collaborative projects, as in 

the case of FTF CW discussed earlier, have also shown positive learner attitudes 

(Bikowski & Vithanage, 2016; e.g. Chao & Lo, 2011; Lėe & Wang, 2013; Oh, 2014; 

Oskoz & Elola, 2012; Wever & Keer, 2012).  In particular, these studies highlighted 

the positive impacts of wiki projects on learners’ motivation. For example, Chao and 

Lo (2011) reported that most of the Taiwanese EFL learners who participated in the 

project indicated their high satisfaction with wiki-mediated CW experience. The 

participants felt that their anxiety was reduced since wiki enabled peer interaction and 

peer reviewing in writing process. Consequently, they were motivated to write in 

English. These findings are also consistent with research conducted by and Lėe and 

Wang (2013) investigating L2 students’ involvement in an EFL collaborative wiki 
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project. Their results suggest that L2 learners’ attitudes were very positive towards 

their experiences with wiki technology and CW tasks. They found wiki-based CW 

tasks beneficial to enhance their English learning and writing skills.  

However, even though evidence of positive experiences with wiki-based CW 

exist, Oh (2014) noted that some learners were not ready to work in teams through 

wiki since it was time consuming to wait for their peers’ responses. The learners felt 

that writing individually would be more effective as they could work at their own 

pace. They were also concerned about the unequal division of work and the lack of 

control over the quality of final written texts. These challenges may be due to online 

learning conditions influenced by individual differences (e.g., motivation and self-

confidence) and writing styles (Leė, 2010).  

Lee and Wang (2013), investigating an EFL collaborative wiki project at two 

universities in Taiwan, found yet another factor to consider. The study found that the 

nature of wiki as an asynchronous CMC application was one of the factors hindering 

learners’ active engagement in the wiki-based CW project.  Additionally, Bikowski 

and Vithanage (2016) in a recent study, which examined perceptions of thirty-two L2 

learners of English in a large university, United States, when participating in wiki-

based CW tasks, found that some students preferred to work individually because they 

found it hard to merge different opinions offered by group members and to be open to 

other’s ideas during the process of collaborative writing. The result also showed that 

the learners seemed to have a lack of trust in their groups, thereby leading to 

decreased appreciation for the CW tasks. Thus, this study suggests that learners are 

required to get more training before participating in the CW activities, in order to 

have effective group communication.  

Writing Quality  

The last research theme on the use of wikis in collaborative L2 writing 

contexts is that learners’ writing quality. A number of studies on this theme have 

yielded mixed results. For example, Alshumaimeri (2011) conducted a quasi-

experimental study  to investigate the effect of collaborative wiki projects particularly 

on the accuracy and the quality of learners’ writing.  This study involved 42 

university ESL learners in Saudi Arabia for two semesters. Having compared the 
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results of pre- and post-tests scores from both control (i.e. individual writing tasks) 

and experimental (i.e. wiki-mediated CW) groups, Alshumaimeri (2011) found that 

while both groups showed a significant improvement in terms of the accuracy and the 

quality of their writing over time, the overall writing scores of the experimental group 

were significantly higher than the control group. This indicates that using wiki-

mediated CW can improve learners’ writing performance. 

However, Caruso’s (2014) study reported different findings to those of 

Alshumaimeri (2011). Following similar research procedures as Alshumaimeri 

(2011), Caruso (2014) analysed twelve Spanish EFL tertiary learners’ writing 

performances regarding the fluency, the complexity, and the accuracy of their written 

texts after participating in 5-week treatments of wiki-based CW activities. In 

particular, she compared the differences between groups (i.e. control and treatment) 

and within groups (treatment only) from their pre- and post-test scores. She revealed 

that even though the descriptive statistics showed positive effects of wiki-based CW 

activities on learners’ written fluency, there were no statistically significant 

differences in terms of the complexity and the accuracy of their writing. These mixed 

results suggest that CW activities on the wiki do not show a significant effect on 

learners’ writing performances. These findings also confirmed Elola and Oskoz’s 

(2010) study. Their study demonstrated that CW products were not superior after 

comparing individual and wiki-based CW texts written by advanced L2 Spanish 

learners based on the three measures (i.e. fluency, complexity and accuracy). Briefly, 

wiki-mediated CW tasks seem to impact on learners’ writing products in terms of 

these three measures in the L2 classrooms.   

A more recent CW study conducted by Li and Zhu (2017b) examined the 

relationship between wiki-mediated peer interactions and quality of the wiki texts 

produced by four small groups in the collaborative wiki writing task setting. Unlike 

previous studies (e.g., Elola & Oskoz, 2010) examining the quality of wiki products 

via T-unit textual analysis, Li and Zhu analysed four wiki writing products regarding 

rhetorical structure, coherence, and language accuracy. They found that the groups 

displaying collective and expert/novice patterns produced overall better joint texts 

than those forming dominant/defensive and cooperating-in-parallel patterns. They 

also highlighted that mutual engagement, which was an important aspect of successful 
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collaborative writing, contributed to a high degree of coherence and clear rhetorical 

structures. Thus, student interaction patterns impact the qualities of wiki writing 

products, and it is important to further investigate what patterns of interaction are 

formed when CW activities are implemented in a blended setting.  

Google Docs 

Another Web 2.0 application emerging as a collaborative editing and sharing 

tool in L2 writing classrooms is Google Docs. Google Docs is a free web-based word 

processor provided by Google. Basically, Google Docs not only features a word 

processor, but also covers other supported applications such as a spreadsheet, a form 

designer, and a presentation package. Like other web-based word processing 

technologies, Google Docs supports simultaneous editing and automated updating 

functions (Kessler et al., 2012). In particular, Google Docs, which also shares the 

functions of Wiki, enables a group of users to create, revise, save, and share their 

documents online (Brodahl, Hadjerrouit, & Hansen, 2011; Yàng, 2010).  Slightly 

different from the wiki that mainly refers to an asynchronous web tool, Google Docs 

allows multiple users to edit the same document while viewing changes or additions 

made by others, either synchronously or asynchronously (Evans & Bunting, 2012; 

Zhou, Simpson, & Domizi, 2012). To save revisions in documents, Google Docs is 

supported by “history” function as the tracking tool. This function can help users to 

organize updated versions of written documents based on their recorded time and 

date. More importantly, regarding its implementation in collaborative L2 writing 

classrooms, teachers can trace revisions made by learners to evaluate their 

contributions in CW projects (Yeh, 2014). Google Docs can therefore provide 

learners with a space to practice their writing skills at their own time and pace 

conjointly.  

While much research has been carried out in wiki-mediated CW projects, only 

a handful of studies have explored the affordances of Google Docs in collaborative L2 

writing. Several issues have been associated with the use of Google Docs in CW, such 

as the writing process and specifically on how learners contribute to CW projects (e.g. 

Kessler et al., 2012; Pae, 2012), patterns of interaction during CW activities via 

Google Docs (e.g. Rouhshad & Storch, 2016), learners’ attitudes towards Google 

Docs application (e.g. Chamberlain, 2010), and the quality of writing products (e.g. 



 38 

Strobl, 2014; Yeh, 2014). These studies primarily inform how Google Docs facilitates 

CW activities, and affects learners’ engagement in the writing process, which results 

in the development of their writing abilities in the L2 contexts. In this section, unlike 

wikis, only four research strands regarding the use of Google Docs in CW are 

discussed, as ‘the writing task’ strand has not been investigated in this context.  

Writing Process 

Regarding the CW process via Google Docs, Kessler et al. (2012) evaluated 

the use of Google Docs in an EAP course at Midwestern university in the US. 

Involving 38 ESL learners from various disciplines, the researchers found that 

learners focused more on meaning (i.e. 57% of all the contributions made) than form 

throughout the writing process of joint tasks. This may have been because learners 

found changes to form to be less urgent than to meaning. However, despite their 

fewer changes to form, learners made more accurate changes to form (79%) than 

inaccurate ones (21%). Having examined an eight-question survey regarding learners’ 

perceptions, Kessler et al. (2012) also found that learners enjoyed being engaged in 

the revision process by helping each other through collective scaffolding. Since 

Google Docs supported simultaneous word processing, learners could access and edit 

other collaborators’ texts synchronously throughout the writing process. In other 

words, the revision process in Google Docs set up an online community which 

provided learners with peer support in such synchronously collaborative interaction. 

They could offer written alternative revisions or suggestions within the text 

synchronously. As a result, this process may increase textual production since learners 

have more opportunities to learn various words and phrases to communicate their 

meanings within the full text.   

These findings are consistent with Pae (2012), which involved 24 Korean EFL 

tertiary learners writing three essays collaboratively through Google Docs. These 

learners were paired according to their writing proficiency level, thus forming two 

groups: high and low proficiency level groups. Pae (2012) found that unlike lower-

level groups, the paired participants from higher-level groups paid attention more to 

the content changes of the texts (e.g. generate and formulate ideas, share information, 

and review the content) than to formats, styles, and editing. As a result, the pairs from 

higher-level groups could write better quality of texts. They were able to generate 
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more logical and well-organized arguments compared to those from lower-level ones. 

This result may be attributed to the learners’ writing proficiency levels.  

Briefly, both studies suggest that the use of synchronous technology (e.g. 

Google Docs)  and learners’ writing proficiency levels may influence how learners 

engage in the CW processes. Supporting timely feedback and simultaneous assistance 

from each other during CW projects, Google Docs provides learners with 

opportunities to be involved more in the writing process, rather than just focus on the 

final products. Storch (2005) has stated that providing and receiving timely feedback 

are central to optimise the CW process. Otherwise, learners participating in CW 

projects may tend to focus on products more than processes. Therefore, although 

learners only made fewer contributions to form in both studies, the features of Google 

Docs (e.g. synchronous editing and collective scaffolding in pooling learners’ 

linguistic knowledge) supported engagement in the writing process by providing 

suggestions to the written texts and having deliberations in the small window (the 

comment feature). The findings from both studies are quite promising for L2 writing 

instruction. 

Patterns of Interaction 

Another variable that has been examined in CW projects via Google Docs is 

the pattern of interactions. Blin and Appel (2011) investigated the relationships 

formed in CW activities of a group of EFL distance learning students (n=4) for a 13-

week semester. To understand the dynamic relationship between individual actions 

and joint activity, learners were assigned to write their individual and group essays on 

the same topic regarding ‘Medical Ethics’, as part of their continuous assessment 

tasks in an English course. Having analysed their online asynchronous interactions via 

postings to the group forum, the findings revealed that learners participated in 

revising both individual and collective essays via a group forum (i.e., a shared Google 

Doc). They attended to both meaning and form and solved some linguistic-related 

problems. Learners also formed three different patterns of interaction during the 

activity: coordination, cooperation, and reflective communication. In particular, when 

learners formed coordination and cooperation patterns, they tended to focus on both 

form and meaning, and resolved some linguistic problems.  Thus, this study implies 

that while coordination and cooperation patterns of interaction facilitated the 
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development of language awareness and language use, the lack of shifting to 

reflective communication impinged further accomplishment of learning results.  

More recently, Rouhshad and Storch’s (2016) study also focused on patterns 

of interaction during CW activities via Google Docs. As part of a larger study, this 

study involving twenty-four intermediate ESL learners in an Australian college 

investigated patterns of interaction across two modes: FTF and online (i.e., Google 

Docs). The researchers found that only one pair out of 12 pairs collaborated during 

CW tasks via Google Docs. The rest tended to form the cooperative pattern which 

showed a clear division of labour. While one group member took the role as the 

scribe, the other acted as the language editor. Therefore, despite their contributions to 

the tasks, there was little engagement with each other’s contributions. In comparison, 

in the FTF mode, eight out of 12 pairs exhibited the collaborative pattern. The finding 

suggests that the modes of communication may affect the relationships that learners 

form while participating in CW activities.  

In a similar study grounded in Storch’s (2002) interactional model, Abrams 

(2016) investigated interaction patterns of twenty-eight L2 learners of German during 

the process of collaborative writing in Google Docs. She found that there were three 

main patterns of participation among the groups (groups of 3-4): low (i.e., participants 

tend to be passive during the activities), sequentially additive (i.e., participants 

contributed equally to the tasks and added to their peers’ work, but did not make any 

changes or rarely revised e), and collaborative participation. Based on the analysis of 

learners’ revision histories on Google Docs, the groups forming low and sequentially 

additive patterns of interaction tended to adopt a more linear than recursive writing 

process. They rarely engage in revising their peers’ work. This might be due to the 

fact that they were less experienced L2 writers. Thus, this study suggests that 

learners’ experiences in writing may influence their patterns of interaction during the 

collaborative writing activities.  

Learner Perception 

The next research issue deals with learners’ attitudes towards the 

implementation of Google Docs in CW projects. Previous studies have presented 

mixed results. Chamberlain (2010) in her MA thesis, for instance, conducted two case 
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studies involving 21 high intermediate ESL university learners in an Intensive English 

Program (IEP) in CW activities via Google Docs and FTF modes. Having paired the 

participants to work on four jointly essay writing assignments in two different 

environments, she found that the participants’ responses were neutral to Google Docs 

and FTF modes as both modes provided opportunities as well as drawbacks in the 

CW processes.  For example, in the case study of using Google Docs, while many 

participants found it difficult to negotiate about the tasks, others perceived Google 

Docs as a potential tool to collaborate in writing tasks. In the other case study, over 

half of the participants felt more comfortable to interact with each other in the FTF 

mode while the rest thought that FTF mode was less efficient since they had to spend 

much time to explain to their peers during the editing process, and their contributions 

were not equal.  

Chamberlin’s findings, however, are inconsistent with Suwantarathip and 

Wichadee’s (2014) study. Using a quasi-experimental design by comparing FTF 

groups and Google Docs groups, the researchers revealed that the majority of 

participants in Google Docs group showed positive attitudes towards CW activities 

via Google Docs. The group felt motivated to write collaboratively in Google Docs 

mode since they could assist each other when working on writing tasks without 

restriction of place and time. Unfortunately, the researchers did not provide any 

explanation regarding learners’ perception about CW activities in FTF groups. Rather, 

they just reported that Google Docs groups had higher mean scores than the FTF 

ones. Thus, the mixed results of both studies suggest that learners’ perceptions about 

CW activities supported by Google Docs may be influenced by other variables such 

as their expertise and experience in using Google Docs and their abilities to work 

collaboratively via technologies.  

Writing Quality 

The final research strand is related to the effect of Google Docs mediating CW 

tasks on the quality of learners’ written texts. Strobl (2014) studied the impact of 

online collaboration via Google Docs on the final text by comparing individual and 

collaborative online writing of 48 advanced university learners of German L2. Having 

adopted a mixed method approach under quasi-experimental conditions, she found 

that the collaborative texts achieved higher level of accuracy, fluency, and content 
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selection than individual ones. In particular, having tracked the Google Docs history 

function of twelve topic categories covered in the review contributions, nine referred 

to language-related contributions (LRCs) which was predominantly related to the 

discussions of morphology, lexical choices, semantics, and syntax. Since this activity 

presented the high level of language reflection in several collaborative groups, this 

confirms that CW as ‘the pooling of knowledge about language’ is beneficial for 

language learning (Storch, 2005).  

Strobl’s (2014) study also showed that collaborative groups tended to adopt  

recursive writing styles (i.e. a constant combination of writing and revising – deleting, 

reshuffling, and rewriting activities). In contrast, the individual groups engaged in 

linear writing processes (e.g. beginning with text planning, ordering the sentences, 

and changing syntax or cohesive ties occasionally). Specifically, the use of recursive 

writing styles encouraged learners to have intense online discussions on language and 

content-related problems that contributed to the text quality produced. Yet, both 

individual and collaborative syntheses did not show significant differences in terms of 

accuracy, complexity, coherence, and cohesion.  

The findings, however, do not confirm claims made in Yeh’s (2014) study that  

collaborative groups supported by Google Docs produced high quality writing texts. 

Yeh (2014) investigated the effect of synchronous CW on 54 EFL learners’ writing 

products at a Taiwanese university. The researcher classified the participants into 18 

groups based on their proportions or frequency of collaborative dialogues. Each group 

had to write three different reaction essays. After doing an initial analysis, there were 

three classifications: high, median, and low proportions of collaborative dialogues. 

The data of collaborative dialogues were collected during the three writing stages (i.e. 

generating ideas, writing, and editing).  The researcher discerned that highly 

collaborative groups (i.e. high proportions of collaborative dialogue (HCD) groups) 

produced high quality essays in terms of fluency and accuracy than median and low 

proportions of collaborative dialogue (MCD/LCD) groups. This may be due to 

collaborative dialogues that occurred during the writing process.  

Furthermore, the group members could make use of collaborative efforts to 

revise both grammatically and semantically incorrect sentences. In other words, while 

providing feedback on grammatical use and negotiating the possibilities for the use of 
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words or phrases to express their meanings, learners could be exposed to ample 

linguistic input from their peers. Hence, despite their mixed results, both studies 

indicate that the synchronous collaborative writing may promote L2 knowledge 

construction (e.g. Yeh, 2014), and the use of recursive writing process which is a 

potential space to pool knowledge about language (e.g.Strobl, 2014), thereby having a 

positive impact on the final outcome.  

Given the observed research strands of the use of Wikis and Google Docs in 

CW activities, it can be concluded that online CW may be effective to facilitate L2 

writing processes since it provides learners with an environment to negotiate with 

each other about language forms and meaning, which results in better writing 

outcomes (Aydin & Yildiz, 2014; Kessler et al., 2012; Li & Dell-Jones, 2014; Oskoz 

& Elola, 2012; Storch, 2012). Nevertheless, although the research shows that online 

CW is favorable when it comes to the revision and editing process due to the features 

it provides, some stages (e.g. brainstorming and planning) in the writing process can 

be time-consuming if they are performed online (Strobl, 2014). As discussed earlier, 

Strobl (2014) pointed out that online CW could involve learners in deeper processing 

during the production of jointly written texts despite its time consuming process. In 

other words, online CW can facilitate the writing process, but might hinder it at some 

stages. In addition, some online CW research has shown mixed findings regarding the 

effect of CW activities on L2 learners’ written texts. For instance, Elola and Oskoz 

(2010),  Strobl (2014), and  Caruso (2014) found that while online CW activities (i.e. 

via the wikis and Google Docs) showed positive impacts on learners’ written fluency, 

there were no statistically differences from their pre- and post-test results in terms of 

the complexity and the accuracy of their writing after prolonged engagement in the 

CW projects. In order to address this gap, a very small number of studies have 

explored the possibility to blend FTF and online modes, which can complement one 

another. Further justifications for a blended approach in the CW activities will be 

discussed in the following section.     

Blended Approach 

According to Gruba and Hinkelman (2012, p. 4) BL is “the integration, or 

configuration, of global network technologies with technologies commonly used 

within FTF classrooms”. Blended learning has also been defined as a pedagogical 
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approach that incorporates the effectiveness of FTF classrooms with technologically 

mediated active learning opportunities of the online mode (Graham, 2012, 2013). 

Smith and Kurthen (2007) use percentages to define BL, which refers to the use of 

online activities replacing less than 45% of FTF learning. The term ‘blended learning’ 

itself comes with some other terms such as ‘e-learning’, ‘b-learning’, or ‘hybrid 

learning’ (Tomlinson & Whittaker, 2013). Despite the various terms of blended 

learning, they have been considered synonymous. In the study, the term ‘blended 

learning’ is used as it generally describes any integration of FTF instructions with 

technology applications. 

With reference to blended CW activities in higher education, very little has 

been documented on the roles of blended approach in CW tasks. Zorko (2009), for 

instance, has conducted a study examining learners’ collaborative behaviors in a 

blended environment. He adopted a blended approach in order to provide timely 

support to all groups, promote better participation in group learning, and ease the 

assessment process of learners’ contributions. He explored how second year sociology 

students collaborated in a wiki used as a virtual environment, in the blended context 

of English for Specific Purposes (ESP) course at the university of Ljubljana. In 

particular, the researcher investigated factors affecting these students’ collaborative 

behaviors in a wiki as an additional problem-based learning (PBL) environment 

where they worked in small groups to complete tasks such as writing a research report 

and presenting it to the class. To elicit data, three representative students were 

selected and invited for a semi-structured interview regarding their group interaction 

in the wiki. The investigation reported that these students learned from each other by 

comparing their own work with other groups’ work, tended to use their L1 (i.e. the 

Slovenian language) instead of English as the L2, communicated with their teacher 

effectively, and used available resources in the wiki especially for writing a report.  

The findings also showed that these behaviors were influenced by some 

factors such as the visibility of everyone’s work, the teacher’s prompt feedback, and 

the availability of useful resources. However, these students did not use the wiki 

space to communicate with their group members. Rather, they preferred to have 

frequent live meetings and to use messenger, email, and mobile phone communication 

since they could collaborate with their peers immediately when solving problems. 
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Therefore, this study implies that in the context of a blended environment, the wiki 

successfully facilitates some learners’ collaborative behaviors, but is less effective in 

promoting others.   

More recently, Challob, Bakar, and Latif (2016) investigated the impact of 

collaborative blended writing environment on twelve EFL students’ writing 

apprehension and writing performance, in an international school in Malaysia. They 

adopted a blended approach in order to mitigate students’ writing apprehension and 

improve their writing performance. Having incorporated the class blog and online 

Viber discussion into FTF classroom activities, they found that most students 

reflected positively about their blended CW experiences. The findings also showed 

that the blended CW activities assisted students to be more creative and therefore 

reduced their writing apprehension. The students also perceived that adopting a 

blended approach motivated them to actively engage in CW activities, enhanced their 

group interactions, and encouraged them to be independent learners, and thereby   

improving their writing ability. Thus, the study suggests that the blend between online 

and FTF writing activities may bring positive outcomes in L2 writing.   

Gaps in the Literature  

A growing number of studies on collaborative L2 writing have been carried 

out in a wide range of L2 contexts, investigating writing tasks, writing process, 

patterns of interaction, learners’ perceptions, and writing quality. The majority of the 

research has involved learners of English as Second Language (ESL) (e.g. Kessler et 

al., 2012; Wigglesworth & Storch, 2012a) and in Asian ESL/EFL contexts (e.g. 

China, Japan, Korea, Saudi Arabia, Iran, Malaysia, Thailand, etc.) (e.g. Li & Zhu, 

2013; Lin & Maarof, 2013; Sajedi, 2014; Suwantarathip & Wichadee, 2014) 

particularly at tertiary level. Several studies have also been conducted with L2 

learners of other European languages such as German (e.g. Arnold et al., 2012; Strobl, 

2014), French (e.g. Ducate, Lomicka, & Moreno, 2011), and Spanish (e.g. Edstrom, 

2015; Fernández Dobao, 2012, 2014a). These studies have been conducted in 

different instructional settings, but predominantly in FTF (e.g. Edstrom, 2015; 

Fernández Dobao, 2014a; Fernández Dobao & Blum, 2013; Wigglesworth & Storch, 

2012a) and online modes (e.g. Arnold et al., 2012; Aydin & Yildiz, 2014; Li & Zhu, 

2013; Strobl, 2014).  
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However, to the best of my knowledge, to date, very few studies have 

investigated the nature of a blended approach in CW. Only one study reported factors 

that may influence learners’ collaborative behaviors in blended settings (See Zorko, 

2009). More specifically, very little is known regarding the feasibility of integrating 

technology applications into FTF CW in order to understand how learners engage in 

CW in a blended approach. This analysis should go beyond a focus on LREs, as has 

been the trend in research on collaborative FTF writing and consider how L2 learners 

co-construct jointly written documents as well as learners’ revision behavior, which 

has been investigated in some of the studies on collaborative writing in Wikis (e.g. 

Arnold et al., 2012; Kost, 2011; Oh, 2014) and Google Docs (e.g. Kessler et al., 2012; 

Pae, 2012). Therefore, what is needed is research on how L2 learners co-construct 

jointly written documents while deliberating to solve either their language- or content-

related problems in a blended setting.  

The existing empirical studies have identified several factors that may 

contribute to the effectiveness of interaction in CW activities in both FTF and online 

modes. These factors also need to be investigated in research on blended CW.  

The first factor to consider is task choice. Task choices may affect the extent 

to which learners engage in CW, particularly in terms of whether they pay attention to 

language or meaning (Storch, 2013).  A range of tasks has been investigated (e.g., 

summaries, writing brochures, argumentative essays).  Findings from the studies 

conducted in FTF (e.g. Abadikhah, 2012; Lin & Maarof, 2013; Sajedi, 2014) and 

using wikis (e.g. Díez-Bedmar & Pérez-Paredes, 2012; Oh, 2014) suggest that in 

choosing tasks, the learners’ L2 proficiency and teacher’s instructional goals should 

be taken into account (Storch, 2013). However, most of these studies only focus on 

choosing the task type in FTF and online modes. Little research has investigated and 

documented how certain task types and how they are implemented may influence 

blended CW activities.   

Patterns of interaction have been a research topic in the field of CW addressed 

by a large number of studies in both FTF and online environments. Most studies have 

predominantly built on Storch’s (2002) findings. In FTF settings, the relationships 

formed among learners in the context of pair work (e.g. Tan et al., 2010; Watanabe & 

Swain, 2007) and triads (Edstrom, 2015) have shown that collaborative and 
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expert/novice patterns are superior to others regarding their facilitative roles in L2 

learning. Like FTF modes, in online modes particularly via wikis, the patterns of 

interaction in the CW projects vary (e.g. Arnold et al., 2012; Li, 2014; Li & Zhu, 

2013). Patterns of interaction learners form in blended settings is therefore an 

important area of investigation.  

Next, a substantial amount of studies in the field of CW has been investigating 

the effect of CW activities on L2 learners’ writing outcomes. In both FTF and online 

modes, most studies reported that collaborative work positively influenced the quality 

of learners’ final texts which was measured based on three constructs: fluency, 

complexity, and accuracy (e.g. Fernández Dobao, 2012, 2014a; Sajedi, 2014; Yeh, 

2014). However, several studies on online modes presented non-significant impacts 

on the quality of learners’ jointly written texts (e.g. Caruso, 2014; Elola & Oskoz, 

2010; Strobl, 2014). In this sense, it can be concluded that CW projects may have 

varying impacts on L2 learners’ written texts depending on whether these projects are 

conducted in FTF or online mode. While it is an important area of research, it is not 

an issue investigated in this present study.  

Lastly, previous work has presented evidence showing that learners’ beliefs 

and perceptions about CW activities contribute to their writing outcomes. In the field 

of L2 learning, researchers have long considered the prominence of learners’ 

perceptions in the success of L2 learning (e.g. Chamberlain, 2010; Li, 2014; Sajedi, 

2014; Storch, 2013). There is now also some research on learners’ perceptions of CW 

in FTF settings (e.g. Fernández Dobao & Blum, 2013; Lin & Maarof, 2013; 

Shehadeh, 2011), wiki- (e.g. Caruso, 2014; Oh, 2014; Wever & Keer, 2012) and 

Google Docs-mediated (e.g. Chamberlain, 2010; Suwantarathip & Wichadee, 2014) 

CW projects. There is a need to examine learners’ attitudes towards blended CW 

activities.  

Thus, the proposed study investigates the nature of blended approach in CW 

activities in a regular classroom setting. It was conducted in the Indonesian higher 

education sector. Due to the paucity of research regarding blended CW projects, the 

current study examines the engagement of Indonesian EAL tertiary learners in 

blended CW projects to examine the gaps identified in the literature.  
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Research Questions 

In an attempt to address the gaps in the existing body of research, I primarily 

investigated the implementation of a blended approach to CW activities in a 

classroom setting. Therefore, there were three research questions formulated to guide 

the study as follows: 

1. How do L2 students interact during blended CW activities? 

a. What patterns of interaction do L2 students form and do these patterns change 

in the FTF and online modes over time? 

b. How do L2 students negotiate CW tasks in a blended setting? 

c. How do L2 students co-construct their texts and provide feedback on each 

other’s contribution in blended writing activities? 

2. What are the students’ perceptions of blended CW activities? 

3. What factors affect L2 students’ interactions in blended CW activities? 
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Chapter 3. Research Methods 
 In the previous chapter, I discussed several research strands in collaborative 

L2 writing across different settings that inform the present study.  

 The main purpose of this chapter is to describe the research methods used to 

conduct the study and collect the data. There are two main sections in this chapter. I 

first review the research design, including a general justification for using a focused 

ethnography in this study and followed by the site description. In the second part of 

the chapter, I explain the study including the English writing classes, gaining access 

to the site, researcher positionality, sampling, informant profiles, and essay writing 

course. I also address issues related to data collection, data quality and 

trustworthiness, and data analysis.  

Research Design 

The purpose of this study was to develop an in-depth understanding of the 

nature of learners’ interaction in blended collaborative second language writing 

activities in a naturally occurring classroom setting, and their attitudes towards such 

activities. For this purpose, I drew on an interpretive epistemological stance that 

justified the use of the qualitative approach – focused ethnography. The stance is 

based on the assumption that knowledge in the social world can be conceived by 

observing and experiencing real-life settings (Denzin & Lincoln, 2011; Willis, 2007).  

Focused ethnography is a form of ethnography that results from 

methodological adaptations of classical ethnography in order to address an emerging 

range of research aims, questions, and settings in applied research while still 

maintaining the underlying nature of ethnography (Knoblauch, 2005; Richards & 

Morse, 2007). Further, Knoblauch (2005) states that both traditional ethnography and 

focused ethnography are complimentary despite their slightly distinctive features. 

Where the former typically explores and describes a group of people living in a 

particular location for an extended period of time with no preconceived focus before 

field visits (Heigham & Sakui, 2009), the latter scrutinizes an issue with several 

formally predefined research questions, and a pre-existing theory that may come into 

play during data analysis (Blandford, 2013; Wall, 2015). In terms of field visit 

duration, unlike traditional ethnography, focused ethnography requires a relatively 
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short time period, but is still able to produce a considerable amount of data by using 

different types of recording devices (e.g. cameras and tape recorders) (Knoblauch, 

2005). Thus, the emphasis of focused ethnographic research is mainly on examining 

the nature of a particular social phenomenon in certain contexts to provide a 

comprehensive description rather than being open to broad topics in the field. In 

particular, this approach typically involves investigating a small number of cases in 

great details instead of the breadth of a large number of representative samples 

(Silverman, 2011).  

Since the essence of focused ethnographic research is to describe activities in 

real-life settings, I undertook extended fieldwork. The fieldwork, which is the most 

defining feature of ethnographic study (Fetterman, 2010), was conducted in a regular, 

on-going language classroom setting. During the fieldwork, I employed various forms 

of data collection – observations, audiotaping of interactions for close analysis, in-

depth interviews, and the collection of relevant documents from the setting being 

studied. The use of multiple methods, known as method triangulation, was important 

in the process of my data interpretation because I could check the consistency of 

results generated by various data collection methods. In particular, I could triangulate 

data generated from observing participants and field notes by checking with 

interviews, analysing audiotaped interactions, and reviewing relevant documents. The 

process built in layers of descriptions, thereby producing a thicker description and 

increased credibility of my findings (Denzin & Lincoln, 2011).  

There are several main reasons to justify the choice of focused ethnographic 

approach for my study. Firstly, by employing the focused ethnographic approach, I 

could observe, experience, interpret, and describe participants’ interactions and 

behaviors during the activities in real-life classroom situations over a period of time 

(Creswell, 2015). This research approach could be an alternative to other educational 

research designs in second language studies. Intervention studies, for instance, may 

have difficulty in providing detailed descriptions of teacher-learner interactions under 

investigation in second language teaching and learning processes as they usually do 

not collect such data.  In contrast, the focused ethnographic approach, which tends to 

be descriptive and interpretive, provides data which could be used to investigate 

problems during social interactions in a classroom to gain a more holistic 
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understanding of teacher-learner and/or learner-learner interactions in naturalistic 

settings (Watson-Gegeo, 1988). Thus, the focused ethnographic approach may 

address one of underlying questions of second language theory and practice – what 

happens in real-life classroom interaction.  

A number of studies on collaborative writing have employed a range of 

quantitative research methods, particularly quasi-experimental studies with pre- and 

post-test designs in spite of their strong emphasis on the Vygotskian sociocultural 

perspective (e.g. Neumann & McDonough, 2015; Sajedi, 2014; Shehadeh, 2011; 

Strobl, 2014; Suwantarathip & Wichadee, 2014), and  a few of these quantitative 

studies were longitudinal (e.g. Neumann & McDonough, 2015; Shehadeh, 2011). 

Some employed mixed-method approaches by using observations, surveys, 

participants’ reflective journals, and interviews to elicit both quantitative and 

qualitative data with regard to learners’ perceptions, learners’ writing processes, and 

the quality of learners’ writing texts (e.g. Fernández Dobao, 2014a; Fernández Dobao 

& Blum, 2013). However, these investigations may not be able to fully portray the 

everyday classroom interactions and provide a detailed understanding of a given 

context. In other words, they may not capture the complexity of classroom interaction, 

and address the relationship between behavior (i.e. verbal and non-verbal behavior) 

and context during collaborative work. This is because a number of previous studies 

on collaborative writing activities were intervention classroom-based studies (e.g., 

Amirkhiz, Bakar, Samad, Baki, & Mahmoudi, 2013; Edstrom, 2015; Fernández 

Dobao, 2012, 2014a) involving single-time observations or examination. Thus, the 

focused ethnographic study offered me an approach for systematically documenting 

blended collaborative writing practices with rich and contextualised details with the 

aim of obtaining a better understanding of the blended collaborative writing process 

and interactional patterns that developed over a certain period of time in a given 

setting.  

Next, as Mackey and Gass  (2005, p. 169) pointed out, the focused 

ethnographic approach “is particularly valuable when not enough is known about a 

particular case in a context or situation”.  In the case of the public university in 

Indonesia where I used to work, writing teachers have been gradually adapting 

blended collaborative writing into their classrooms. However, there has been 
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relatively very little investigation about how the blended collaborative second 

language writing practices are implemented. By undertaking the focused ethnographic 

study, I could provide a holistic perspective on Indonesian tertiary second language 

learners’ behaviors and their interactional patterns during blended collaborative 

writing activities in a naturalistic classroom setting. Findings of the study may inform 

writing teachers about what actually happens in similar classrooms particularly in the 

Indonesian context. In turn, teachers can be aware of their classroom organization, 

learners’ interactional patterns, and teaching and learning strategies. The findings also 

can be a basis for teachers to reflect on their own practice and to experiment with 

alternative instructional strategies and classroom management techniques.  

Further, since the focused ethnographic approach accentuates the vital role of 

social and cultural aspects in second language learning and teaching, it allowed me to 

achieve an insider’s understanding of interactions while remaining alert to social and 

cultural norms of the local context. I could balance my emic perspective (i.e. as an 

Indonesian who shares the same language and an understanding of this educational 

context) and my etic position (i.e. an objective distance as a researcher) when 

conducting the research (Heigham & Sakui, 2009). Accordingly, my insider’s 

knowledge enabled me to have more insights into certain values and attitudes in this 

context that might assist my interpretation of the process.  

The last justification for conducting the focused ethnographic study related to 

the compatibility of Engeström’s (2001) second generation of activity theory as my 

analytical tool with the focused ethnographic approach. Basically, activity theory 

offered me a framework for analysing the complexity between the subjects within a 

classroom community (i.e. learners and teacher) and their social contexts by 

determining the components of activity system, their relations, their tensions, and 

their transformations (Bitchener & Storch, 2016) (See data analysis section in this 

chapter for further details). These ingredients helped me capture implicit and dynamic 

cultural values in the classroom when they were exhibited in the blended 

collaborative writing practice as an activity system. In line with activity theory, the 

focused ethnographic approach was deemed appropriate since it enabled me to 

investigate the blended collaborative writing practice as a whole in its natural local 

setting and to provide rich data. Briefly, employing activity theory as an analytical 
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framework enabled me to interpret and make sense of the qualitative data collected 

during the ethnographic research. It also provided me with better insights into the 

actual learners and teacher’s experiences in complex everyday activities with regard 

to blended collaborative writing embedded within a writing course. 

Site Description 

I conducted the fieldwork over a 16-week semester, from July until December 

2016, in the Department of English language and literature at a public university 

where I used to teach for 7 years. The university is situated in the western part of 

Indonesia. Founded in 1954, the university has undergone many changes throughout 

the history of its development including the name, the location, and the status of the 

university, and the development of its educational programs (UNP, 2016). These 

changes have been done in order to meet the development objectives of educational 

policies in Indonesia. The university offers teacher education programs in many 

disciplines such as social sciences, economics, sport sciences, mathematics, natural 

sciences, language, and arts. Graduates of these programs generally teach in primary 

and secondary schools in Indonesia. Due to the educational demands of 21st century, 

the university has been promoting the use of technology tools in teaching and learning 

for the last 15 years (UNP, 2016). The program was initiated by launching a web 

portal in 2000 to support teaching and learning process at the university. Even though 

the utilization of the portal is still minimal and needs further development, the 

university has shown strong commitment to participate in self-directed learning 

programs.  

In the Department of English language and literature, for instance, the 

implementation of technology-based language learning was firstly introduced when 

Computer-assisted language learning (CALL) course was included in the English 

teaching curriculum in 2001. However, the application of CALL in the department is 

not really effective. Based on my own teaching experience in the department and 

observations, there are several factors that hinder the effectiveness of CALL 

implementation in the department. The first factor is the lack of technology-literate 

teachers. Many teachers seemed to find the conventional teaching methods more 

convenient and were reluctant to learn how to use computers or technology 

applications to assist their teaching process. This phenomenon has also been reported 
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in other teaching contexts where teachers in the department still marginalise the use of 

computers and fail to ‘normalise’ computers as naturally as they use textbooks or a 

whiteboard in their daily classrooms (e.g. Chambers & Bax, 2006).  

Second, although there is a CALL laboratory, there are insufficient computers 

for students to share, limited technical support and training for teachers. CALL based 

course designs are not available in the department. If teachers want to integrate CALL 

into their language classrooms, they need to prepare an instructional design by 

themselves. Many teachers still believe that preparing teaching materials mediated by 

technological tools is time consuming, and only adds to their already heavy teaching 

workloads (22-26 hours/week). Some teachers also have additional teaching positions 

in other institutions to make ends meet. Thus, CALL application has several 

challenges with regard to lack of human resources, limited infrastructures, and 

inadequate instructional design for effective learning.  

Despite the observed obstacles, the development of CALL course has been 

progressing well in the department. The CALL course has been increasingly 

integrated into other courses such listening, writing, and public speaking course. 

Since 2014, the combination of FTF and online learning (i.e. BL) in language learning 

has been gradually implemented not only in the CALL course, but also in a few other 

courses such as listening and writing courses despite the low technological resources 

in the department (e.g. limited internet access).  

The development of the CALL course in the department has the potential to 

transform how language courses are taught. When incorporated with a good 

understanding of second language learning theories, the unique features of CALL 

may hold great potential to improve L2 learners’ learning experience. For instance, 

the significance of meaningful interaction, which provides L2 learners with 

opportunities to interact and negotiate meaning, has been highlighted in the literature 

(e.g. Ellis, 1999; Gass & Mackey, 2006; Pica, 1998). This learning experience can be 

enhanced by the use of CALL as CALL can create a learner-centered environment 

where L2 learners can collaborate with their peers to enhance their critical thinking, 

self-directed learning, and problem-solving skills (Chapelle, 2010). In a writing 

course, for example, a number of web-based CALL application tools (e.g. Wikis, 

Google Docs, EtherPad) can support collaborative writing activities where L2 learners 
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interact and negotiate to co-author joint writing tasks regardless time and space 

constraints. Thus, CALL application can be used to enhance language teaching and 

learning process.   

The study 
 

The following section provides more information about the study, including 

the English writing classes, gaining access to the site, researcher positionality, 

sampling, informant profiles, and the essay writing subject (ING735) that was the site 

of the study. 

English Writing Classes 

My study was situated in the English department which has implemented 

collaborative writing activities in its program. The English department offers three 

major disciplines: linguistics, literature, and English language teaching. In this 

department, English is taught as an additional language. English writing is one of the 

compulsory subjects in the curriculum of the English department.  

There are three English writing subjects: Writing 1, Writing 2, and Writing 3 

during a typical four-year degree. Students have to pass these compulsory subjects in 

order to graduate in each discipline. Writing 1 is designed to prepare learners for basic 

writing such as how to write a sentence, a topic sentence, a paragraph, and other 

writing conventions (e.g. punctuation, capitalization, transitions, and grammar). 

Writing 2 aims to develop learners’ competency in writing different genres such as 

narrative, explanation, review, and argumentative texts. In Writing 2, students are 

required to be able to write a 700-1000 word text. Writing 3 aims to prepare students 

to compose short academic articles (around 2000-2500 words). While Writing 1 and 3 

courses combine both collaborative and individual writing tasks in the classroom, 

Writing 2 course entirely involves collaborative writing activities. Writing 2 course 

has integrated the online learning into FTF classroom activities to some extent.  Based 

on this consideration, I chose Writing 2 course to be the context of my study.  

There were five parallel Writing 2 (ING735)  classes which consisted of 28-35 

students each. This course component was essay writing. Each class was taught by 

two teachers. Of five parallel essay writing classes in English language teaching 

program, I chose a class whose teachers granted me permission to be part of the 
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course for an entire semester. However, after the first meeting with student informants 

in Week 1, most of them hesitated to participate in the study. Only eight out of 35 

student informants signed and returned the consent forms I distributed. Having failed 

to gain access to this class, I tried to approach other writing teachers who taught in 

different classes. Finally, I found another writing class in which student informants 

agreed to participate in the study.  

Gaining Access to the Site 

Prior to conducting the fieldwork, I obtained ethics approval for data 

collection. First of all, I contacted the chair of the English department where I 

conducted my fieldwork to authorize my project. Once I obtained an approval letter 

from the department, I then completed an ethics application. The ethics application 

was aligned with the human ethic guidelines of the University of Melbourne. It was 

submitted in April 2016, and approved by the Melbourne University Human Ethics 

Advisory Group on 24 May 2016. No amendment was required. Once I complied with 

all human ethical issues, I conducted the study from early July to mid-December 

2016.  

After gaining access to the research site, and before the semester began, I 

approached the course coordinator and explained my study, including my willingness 

to support the course teachers in the teaching and learning process. I then attended 

two meetings with the writing course teachers. There were six writing teachers 

attending the meetings including the course coordinator. At the first meeting, the 

course coordinator allowed me 10 minutes to present my PowerPoint slides about the 

research, its aims, and research tools. All of the teachers agreed to allow me to be 

present in their classrooms and to audiotape classroom interactions over the entire 

semester. The second meeting I attended dealt with the preparation of teaching 

materials including selecting books and articles from online sources, task designs, 

teaching techniques and strategies, assessment criteria, options of technological tools 

to be used in the class, and other relevant issues in teaching essay writing.  

During the course teacher meetings, I only observed the process of the course 

syllabus construction. I was not directly involved in the task design. Rather, I only 

offered suggestions regarding blended classroom instructions such as technology use 
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and teaching materials if the teachers asked. In this regard, I was able to collect data 

aligned with objectives of the teachers and the department.  

When the semester started, I attended the writing classes (ING735) where I 

introduced myself as a researcher as well as a teaching assistant. I explained the 

project to the student informants and emphasize that their participation was 

completely voluntary and anonymous. In general, they were informed about the 

overall research purposes, their roles in the project, the research procedures, the risks 

and discomforts, the confidentiality of their participation, and the flexibility to 

withdraw from the project at any time – they had options to withdraw at any stage of 

the project without any consequences. If they agreed to participate in the project, they 

needed to read, sign, and returned a consent form (see Appendix 1). Briefly, I 

provided them with flexibility in participating in the project so that they felt relaxed 

and informed about the project and my presence during classroom activities. The data 

generated throughout the period of the project were securely protected.  

Researcher Positionality 

During the semester-long observation of the blended essay-writing course, my 

role was a partial-participant observer that enabled me not only to establish personal 

rapport with the participants during the fieldwork, but also to be involved to obtain 

authentic responses without losing objectivity (Perry, 2011). My participation in the 

research site varied between being an observer to occasionally being a participant 

(e.g. answering students’ questions if needed) in the classroom activities. However, I 

was more a passive observer than an active participant. I tried to maintain a 

positionality as ‘an outsider in collaboration with an insider’ (Herr & Anderson, 2005) 

in order to have an in-depth emic perspective of the case being studied. This role 

unfolded once my relationship with the informants developed. My main goal was to 

gather the data effectively while not distracting the teaching and learning process in 

the classroom. Since I found myself in the given research setting for a prolonged 

period of time, I tried to make a positive contribution to the Department of English 

language and literature and especially to the classroom community – to help the 

teachers and the students as much as I could.  
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Sampling 
 

In selecting informants, convenience sampling was employed. Convenience or 

opportunistic sampling is an available and convenient sampling taken from a 

population which is close at hand (De Veaux, Velleman, & Bock, 2012). This can 

also be considered as a purposeful sampling since I intentionally selected a particular 

group of students that were relevant to the focus of the study (Patton, 2002), and may 

help to understand the case of this study (Creswell, 2015). Most importantly, they 

agreed to participate in the study.  

Informants 

Course teachers and students enrolled in a two-credit ‘Essay Writing’ course 

(ING735) were recruited as informants for the study. In total, 27 undergraduate 

students agreed to participate in the study – 21 females and 6 males. At the beginning 

of the semester, there were 30 students enrolled in the course; however, two students 

withdrew from the course due to administrative issues in Week 3, and another did not 

show up for unknown reasons during the entire semester. When I carried out the 

study, one student informant was in her fourth year. She had to retake this course as 

she failed it last time. The rest was in their second year. Since this study was 

conducted in Indonesia where all informants were Indonesian university students, 

they shared similar cultural backgrounds and were familiar with the languages (i.e. 

Minang (first language) and Indonesian (national language)) used in college and the 

academic culture.  The student informants ranged in age from 18 to 21 years. 

Most of the student informants have been learning English as an additional 

language since they were still in primary schools – for more than 10 years. As there 

was no English standardised test the students took, I found it difficult to strictly 

classify their level of English proficiency. Thus, in terms of the students’ English 

proficiency, they were considered low intermediate in this context as suggested by the 

course curriculum. However, based on information from the teachers and my 

observation, a few students seemed to have a high intermediate level of English 

proficiency. 

As mentioned previously, there were two writing teachers who taught the 

writing course (ING735), Salam and Yati (all names are pseudonyms). They 
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consented to participate in the study, and granted me permission to observe their 

classes. Their participation was deemed essential since I also aimed to investigate 

factors affecting interactions during the blended collaborative writing activities. 

While Salam, 27 years old, had experiences teaching the same writing course, it was 

the first time for Yati, 29 years old, to teach the course. To avoid overlapping, they 

evenly split the course syllabus. They used English as the medium of instruction for 

almost all of their classroom instruction. Both of them were originally from West 

Sumatra. Given their teaching experiences in the department, they were considered as 

relatively junior teachers. I have known them for more than 6 years since they were 

still undergraduate students. They were actually my former students. During my 

fieldwork observations, although these two teachers shared a similar course syllabus, I 

found they had different teaching approaches and styles. These differences could be 

attributed to their teaching experiences and educational background. Yati had 5 years 

of teaching experience in the department. She earned her bachelor’s and master’s 

degree from the same university. Salam, on the other hand, just started his teaching 

career 2 years after finishing his master’s degree from a university in Edinburgh, 

United Kingdom. Nevertheless, despite having fewer teaching experiences, many 

student informants during the interviews revealed that they generally enjoyed Salam’s 

class more than Yati’s.  

‘Essay Writing’ course (ING735) sessions 
 

In the writing course (ING735), the two teachers coordinated the class in 

different sessions each week during the semester. In particular, the course met FTF 

two times a week, Wednesday (Salam’s class session) and Thursday (Yati’s class 

session) for 100 minutes at a time. In total, there were 32 class meetings over the 

semester.  The observational data for the study were collected from these two sessions 

for the entire semester as shown in Table 3.1. 

Table 3.1 The writing course sessions 

Timetable Modes Meeting/Week Minutes/Weeks Weeks 
Session 1  

(Salam’s class)  

FTF + online 1 100 16 

Session 2 

(Yati’s class) 

FTF + online 1 100 16 
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Thus, throughout the semester, 32 in-class observations were conducted over 

two class sessions. The students engaged with class discussions, collaborative writing 

tasks, group assessments, and individual writing tests. In Week 1, prior to classroom 

activities, the teacher (Salam) administered individual writing tests in order to assess 

learners’ pre-existing knowledge or their current proficiency levels in English writing. 

The collaborative writing activities were carried out in two modes: FTF and online 

modes.  Both FTF and online collaborative work were done in groups and students 

self-selected their own group members (i.e. group of two (pairs) and three (triads)).  

This selection occurred in the second week. The students remained in the same groups 

for the entire semester. Originally, there were 11 groups, 4 pairs and 7 triads. 

However, as one group (i.e. Group 2) withdrew from the course in Week 3, 10 groups 

were left as shown in Table 3.2 below. 

 

Table 3.2 Group work format 

Group Type Group Number Name 
Dyad 4 

 

6 

 

7 

Atikah & Pipin 

 

Prabowo & Rizkya 

 

Ridho & Yogi 

 

Triad 1 

 

3 

 

5 

 

8 

 

9 

 

10 

 

11 

Nadia, Rintan & Titis 

 

Rahmi, Ramita, & Risa 

 

Iva, Lini, Regina 

 

Febrina, Khairun, & Ummul 

 

Rezi, Rizkid, & Stephanie 

 

Rozi, Rifa, & Rukmala 

 

Israul, Peragita, & Rada 

To assist their writing process in an online mode, Google Docs, a free web-

based word processor, was set up by the teacher (Salam) as an online platform for the 

students to complete online tasks after class. The teachers used Google Docs because 

of its practical benefits. Google Docs could support synchronous collaborative writing 

tasks. Thus, the students could continue to work collaboratively on writing tasks (e.g. 
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revising and editing texts) outside the class in their own time. Since the students were 

relatively familiar with Google Docs, the teacher found it easy to give instructions for 

the students on how to complete their tasks online. 

Over the course of the 16-week semester, the teachers assigned several 

different writing tasks. According to the course syllabus (Appendix 2), the course 

aimed to develop students’ ability to write coherently six different types of writing 

genres including narrative, explanation, analytical exposition, hortatory exposition, 

discussion, review texts. Through their written work, the students were expected to 

demonstrate not only their creative, analytical, and critical thinking, but also their 

ability to understand and use writing conventions (e.g. rhetorical structures, lexico-

grammar, and other textual components) associated with each text, and to recognize 

commonly shared attributes for each writing genre.  

To meet the instructional goals of the course, the teachers used several 

textbooks and supporting teaching materials from online resources. The main 

textbook for the course was College Writing Skills with Readings, 6th edition (Langan, 

2005). It comprises practical steps in essay writing, an introduction to patterns of 

essay development, and sentence skills (e.g. grammar, mechanic, and vocabulary 

use). It also covers a list of reading on various themes that are relevant to today’s 

learners (e.g. technology, college lectures, advertisement, and health issues in early 

adulthood). In addition, the book offers different types of offline and online writing 

activities and additional resources such as AllWrite! 2.0, and The Virtual Workbook. 

Briefly, the teaching materials consisted of several textbooks, teachers’ PowerPoint 

presentations, and a wide range of additional materials retrieved from web-based 

resources. All of these materials were based on the course syllabus arranged jointly by 

the writing course coordinator and teachers. 

Since there were two sessions in a week, the teachers evenly split the tasks. 

While Salam (session 1) prepared teaching materials for narrative, analytical 

exposition, and discussion texts, Yati (session 2) was responsible for explanation, 

hortatory exposition, and review texts. In terms of the task type, these tasks were 

meaning-focused tasks.  Examples of activities in the writing process of each text type 

included pre-writing tasks (e.g. brainstorming and outlining), drafting, and peer-

reviewing of each text genre which were completed in dyads and triads. All tasks 
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were designed and assessed by the course teachers and were part of the regular class 

activities. The students normally completed each task in 2-3 class meetings. 

Sometimes, the students were given a longer time to complete the assessment tasks 

depending on how they progressed in each task.  Regarding the forms of assessment, 

the teachers assessed the students based on not only the timely completion of the joint 

texts, but also their participation in group work via Google Docs and individual mid-

term and final writing exams (see Appendix 2). To assess their writing, the teachers 

used a set of writing rubrics (see Appendix 3) dealing with task completion, 

organization, content, and linguistic aspects (e.g. vocabulary, grammar, and writing 

conventions) 

In general, despite their different teaching techniques, both teachers had some 

teaching procedures in common in the FTF setting. First of all, in a 100-minute class 

meeting, the teachers allocated 20-30 minutes to explain the concepts of writing 

genres. They introduced the topic of the week and the elements of texts being 

discussed by using PowerPoint presentations. During class discussions, they also 

drew on the students’ background knowledge and experiences regarding the texts. 

Next, the teachers helped the students develop their understanding by using relevant 

reading materials to model writing. They usually displayed writing samples via a 

projector and distributed the printed ones to the class.  

Unlike Yati who maintained a typical conventional class (i.e. she tended to 

deliver the lessons in a lecture style as seen in Figure 3.1), Salam directed the students 

to highlight and annotate the printed samples for about 10-15 minutes as preparation 

for their collaborative writing tasks (see Figure 3.2). He also used the text examples to 

stimulate the students’ interest and ideas about a topic or an issue, and as supporting 

resources to assist the students to complete their tasks. He then provided the students 

with further explanation on description of each writing task (i.e. narrative, analytical 

exposition, and discussion texts). After introducing the concepts of writing genres and 

explaining the task description, the teachers allowed the students to begin working on 

writing tasks collaboratively in their groups. In a 100-minute class meeting, the 

students spent approximately 50 minutes in the classroom to brainstorm, to make an 

outline, and to write a rough draft. For the last 5 minutes, the teachers reminded the 
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students to continue their work via Google Docs and encouraged their active 

participation in online group work. 

 

Figure 3.1 An Image of Yati’s class 

 

 

 Figure 3.2 An Image of Salam’s class 

While working on their task, the teachers circled around the class in order to 

make sure the students stay on-task. The teachers, for instance, checked and read their 
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students’ work over their shoulders, provided them with oral feedback, or responded 

to any questions from the students related to the task completion. Frequently, more 

than one student raised and asked questions at the same time. While the teachers 

helped other groups, if possible, I provided feedback for those who sat next to me. 

The teachers sometimes asked me questions regarding particular aspects of writing 

(e.g. spelling, grammar, and vocabulary choices). Nevertheless, most of the time, I 

merely observed the students while they were working on their CW activities.  

The teachers set a deadline for the task completion and submission. While 

Yati was quite strict with the deadlines of the task completion (1-2 weeks for each 

task), Salam was more flexible and gave the students a longer time to complete the 

tasks (2-3 weeks). During the semester, the teachers checked their students’ progress 

in completing their tasks. If they had not finished the task yet, the students spent the 

100-minute in-class meeting to continue working on the task. Frequently, the students 

only had 70-80 minutes to work on their tasks as the class ran late. Table 3.3 below 

provides the time frame of the classroom activities over the semester.  

Table 3.3 The time frame of the classroom activities 

 

Week In-class (FTF) activities Online 
Salam’s class (session 1) Yati’s class (session 2) 

1 

 

2 

 

 

 

 

 

  3 

 

 

 

4 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

5 

 

 

 

Introduction to the course 

 

- Setting up Google Docs  

- The students self-selecting 

their own groups  

- Presentation on narrative text 

(Task 1) 

 

- Group work: Brainstorming 

- Group work: presenting their 

essay progress 

 

- Group work: Outlining and 

drafting 

- Group essay review: 

exchanging their joint essay 

with other groups (score 

based on a writing checklist 

and provide overall comments 

(continued) 

 

- Group work: Exercise on how 

to write ‘showing’ statement 

in narrative essay 

Introduction to the course 

 

- Presentation on explanation text 

(Task 2) 

- Group work: Brainstorming 

 

 

 

Group work: Outlining and drafting 

 

 

 

Whole class discussion: Group 7 

presented their essay and the rest 

provided feedback (continued).  

 

 

 

 

 

 

Whole class discussion: Group 7 

(completed) and Group 1 

 

 

The students 

worked 

collaboratively 

via Google Docs 

outside of the 

class.  
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6 

 

 

 

7 

 

 

 

8 

 

 

9 

 

 

10 

 

 

11 

 

 

12 

 

 

 

13 

 

 

 

14 

 

15 

 

16 

 

- Group essay review 

(completed) 

 

- Presentation on analytical 

exposition text (Task 3) 

- Group work: Brainstorming 

 

- Group work: presenting their 

essay progress 

- Group work: Outlining 

 

Group work: Drafting 

(continued) 

 

Group work: Drafting 

(completed) 

 

Group essay review (continued) 

 

 

Group essay review 

(completed) 

 

- Presentation on discussion 

text (Task 5) 

- Group work: Brainstorming 

 

- Group work: Presenting their 

essay progress 

- Group work: Outlining 

 

Group work: Drafting 

 

Group essay review (continued) 

 

Group essay review 

(completed) 

 

 

 

Whole class discussion: Group 9 

 

 

 

- Presentation on hortatory 

exposition text (Task 4) 

- Group work: Brainstorming 

 

Group work: Outlining and drafting 

 

 

Whole class discussion: Group 4 

(continued) 

 

Whole class discussion: Group 4 

(completed) 

 

Whole class discussion: Group 6 

(continued) 

 

Whole class discussion: Group 6 

(completed) 

 

 

- Presentation on review text (Task 

6) 

- Group work: Brainstorming 

 

Group work: Outlining and drafting 

 

Whole class discussion: Group 10  

 

Whole class discussion: Group 11  

 

 

During the online group work (after being invited to join each group’s online 

activities), I observed that the teachers left them completely to work with their own 

groups, without providing any assistance and feedback they needed during the process 

of collaborative writing (See also Chapter 5 for further explanation). As a result, they 

seemed to be less motivated to engage in the activities when no one in the group could 

resolve problems they encountered.  What frequently happened was, only one or two 

students were active during the online activities. Others let their peers work 

individually, and tended to disengage from the tasks. 

When the students finished working on their joint texts, Salam and Yati had 

different techniques in providing feedback on their students’ work. Salam, for 

instance, arranged the students to provide constructive feedback on each other’s joint 
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texts (see Figure 3.3). Each group exchanged their writing with another group (see 

Appendix 4). To guide the students in giving feedback on each other’s group work, he 

distributed a writing checklist (see Appendix 5). A writing checklist served as a 

resource when they deliberated with each other in groups or with the teacher. The 

checklist also helped the students focus on what to comment or revise on other 

groups’ work.  Further, he instructed the students to pay attention not only to the 

grammatical aspects, but also to help their peers develop the content of the text. He 

also assigned the students with additional exercises to help them have a better 

understanding of text structures and writing conventions in each genre, such as 

‘Writing Toward a Climax’ and ‘Don’t tell! Show!’ worksheets for Task 1, and a 

‘Convince Me!’ worksheets for Task 3 and 5 (see Appendix 6). The exercises were 

based on other groups’ work.  At the end of the class, he asked each group to revise 

their texts based on the feedback provided by other groups.  

 

Figure 3.3 An Image of peer feedback in Salam’s class 

Yati, on the other hand, was more conventional – whole-class feedback on a 

sample of writing text done by one of the groups (see Figure 3.4). She picked a group 

to present their text in front of the class, and asked each group member to read-aloud 

in turn. She then invited the whole class to comment on the presented text. She just 

focused on revising the grammar errors in the text. Based on my observation, only 

few students paid attention to the text being discussed. While many students were 

busy chatting with their peers, some continued completing their jointly written texts.  
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Since the teacher was unlikely to cover everything, only one or two paragraphs of the 

text were discussed in a 100-minute session. Throughout the semester, only a few 

groups had a chance to present their work. In other words, her strategy in providing 

feedback on the students’ collaborative work was time-consuming. In Appendix 7, I 

provide further information about the writing tasks and how the teachers delivered the 

lessons in the blended collaborative writing classroom settings.  

 

Figure 3.4 An image of whole-class feedback in Yati’s class 

Data Collection 

As mentioned earlier, different tools of data collection were employed in the 

study. I conducted both in-class and online observations of the writing course 

(ING735).  Once the semester had ended, I organised in-depth semi-structured 

interviews with the student and teacher informants. I also collected several supporting 

documents including the teachers’ PowerPoint presentations used for instructions in 

both teaching sessions, handouts, jointly written texts submitted via Google Docs, and 

the record of the students’ final scores.    

Observation 

Observation is a method of collecting open-ended information by observing 

people’s activities and their behavior at a research site where little interaction occurs 

between an observer and informants (Creswell, 2015). By shadowing informants (i.e. 

the students and the teachers) in the classroom, I attempted to see what they 
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experienced during collaborative writing activities in the classroom through their 

eyes. In this project, I conducted both classroom and online (the teacher invited me to 

join each group’s online activities on Google Docs) observations of blended 

collaborative writing tasks throughout the semester. There were two main goals of the 

observations. Firstly, the observations allowed me to gain an in-depth understanding 

of particular aspects (e.g. what patterns of interaction the students displayed in each 

group, how they co-constructed written texts, how they negotiated and provided 

feedback, and how the teachers’ role influence collaborative writing activities) when 

collaborative writing activities were carried out in two different modes. Secondly, I 

could build rapport with the students since I needed to follow up the observations 

with interviews. Establishing good rapport with them was important to obtain more 

information and eventually deeper and meaningful insights from each informant, 

especially during the interviews. In other words, once I successfully developed a 

warm and open relationship with the informants, they provided me with richer 

narration and more elaborated responses regarding their blended collaborative writing 

experiences. As a result, I could elicit quality data. Regardless of the focus of my 

research, my observations also remained open to any events happening in the 

classroom and online.  

My classroom observations were accompanied by detailed field notes. Taking 

field notes is necessary in a qualitative inquiry. I used field notes as thoroughly 

written accounts and descriptions of what was being observed. I took field notes 

during the observations or not long afterwards (Heigham & Sakui, 2009). According 

to Creswell (2015), there are two types of field notes: descriptive (i.e. description 

records of people, sites, and activities) and reflective (i.e. my personal thoughts or 

themes relating to situations during the observation) field notes. Both field notes were 

used correspondingly not only during observations, but also in interview sessions. I 

not only sketched out the layout of the class in order to collect information regarding 

which and how the groups worked together, but also made ongoing interpretation of 

what happened during the fieldwork. I systematically organized all records in order 

that they could be retrieved easily in the future.  

During the in-class observations, I circulated around the class and sat among 

the students in each group while observing and interacting with them to an 
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appropriate extent. Unless they asked me questions related to the tasks (e.g. “Are 

Introduction and Orientation similar, Sir?” and “Can we write our Narrative text 

inspired by movies we watched?”), I did not interrupt them. I responded to their 

questions and participated appropriately so that I did not disturb the flow of their 

group discussions. As the semester progressed, such situations frequently occurred 

since they were accustomed to my attendance and felt more comfortable to interact 

with me. Sometimes, one or two students sent me an email asking questions related to 

the tasks (e.g. Ridho from Group 7 emailed me a question: “How many paragraphs 

do we need to write for the process parts in the Explanation text?”).  

In addition, I conducted observations online (after being invited to join each 

group’s online activities) since interactions in collaborative writing activities took 

place in a blended setting where the teacher integrates Google Docs into an FTF 

classroom. Kozinets (2010) introduced the term ‘netnography’ as a new 

methodological practice in ethnographic research that involves observations of 

informants’ interactions in both offline and online settings. A web-based word 

processor, Google Docs, was used by the teacher as a virtual space for learners to 

collaborate in writing tasks. Since Google Docs is a synchronous word processing 

tool, the teachers can observe learners’ work and use some features, such as 

‘comment’ or ‘voice comment’ (i.e. to leave directions or to create a conversation in a 

document that may assist learners in the process) and ‘revision history’ (i.e. to see the 

progress of learner’s work in groups). Thus, as an observer-as-participant via Google 

Docs, I was able to observe how learners interacted with each other online while co-

constructing their writing task and how the teachers’ roles influenced the interactions. 

An image of the online task via Google Docs can be seen in Figure 3.5. 
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Figure 3.5 A screenshot of a writing task via Google Docs 

Audiotaping 

To supplement the field notes during the observations, I audiotaped the class 

discussions or whole-class direct interaction between the teachers and the students in 

each sessions (around 7 hours of files in total) and the students’ dialogues in their 

groups in the classroom (about 62 hours of files in total) using the recorders set up in 

the middle of each group. As such, I was able to capture as clearly as possible the 

verbal interaction of the teacher-student and student-student interactions without 

imposing any kind of disruption. Nevertheless, not all events were audiotaped – only 

those which were deemed to be instructional events, (e.g. verbal interactions between 

the teachers and the students, or students’ talks during the group work). 

Audio recording basically provided me with denser linguistic information than 

field notes did as it allowed me to record every word. Another advantage of audio 

recording was its permanence. I could replay the recording repeatedly for a thorough 

analysis so the recording could be studied intensively (Heigham & Sakui, 2009). All 

the recording archives from classroom observations were saved in MP3 format files 

and transcribed for subsequent analysis. 

Interview 

I carried out semi-structured interviews with the teacher and student 

informants. Interviews were guided by a set of open-ended questions. In this sense, I 
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explored the informants’ reflections, perceptions, feelings, experiences and thoughts 

during their involvement in activities (Maxwell, 2013). 

The interviews were held at the end of the semester in empty classes in the 

department. Having asked their availability to join the interviews, the teachers and all 

the students wanted to share their reflections and experiences during the blended CW 

project. There were two types of interviews conducted: focus group and one-on-one 

interviews. For the student informants, I conducted both types of interviews 

consecutively. Once they finished being interviewed in their groups, each group 

member took turn to be interviewed individually. In doing so, I could elicit further 

information that they could not share during focus group interviews, such as 

comments regarding sensitive issues in their groups, and their personal views about 

the group work or other group members’ contribution.  

The interviews took 20-30 minutes each session. All the interviews were done 

in Indonesian. The questions primarily focused on the informants’ perceptions and 

their experiences including challenges and opportunities during blended CW tasks 

(see Appendix 8). During the interviews, I sometimes simplified the questions. If 

necessary, I asked probing questions, took notes during the interviews and then 

confirmed with the informants what I understood from their experiences. The 

interviews with the student informants also covered discussions about their recorded 

dialogues and their online writing logs in order to obtain more information about CW 

process. The interviews were audiotaped and were expected to verify and validate 

other data sources.  

Documents 

I collected several written documents including the students’ online writing 

logs and their jointly written texts. The online writing logs were retrieved from the 

Google Docs application. It was used as a virtual collaborative writing space to 

complete writing tasks after class. This synchronous web-based word processor 

periodically recorded the history of learners’ online writing process (e.g. drafting, 

revising, and editing). I used learners’ online writing logs as a data source of their 

contributions or feedback provided during CW activities. The students’ joint texts 

were another source of data. As mentioned earlier, these texts were assessed by the 

teachers.  
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Data Quality and Trustworthiness 

One of the essential issues in undertaking qualitative research is the validity 

and trustworthiness of the research process. The credibility of data was determined 

using Creswell’s (2015) three criteria: triangulation, member checking, and prolonged 

engagement.   

Of four types of triangulation (i.e. the use of multiple theories, researchers, 

sources, and methods) in this project, triangulation was done by verifying data from 

multiple methods of data collection (e.g. observations, field notes, and interviews). I 

also examined other supporting documents (e.g. the students’ jointly written texts and 

online writing logs) to enhance the credibility and accuracy of the study. 

Triangulation eventually enabled me to avoid biases that might result from 

exclusively relying on one data collection method only. Regarding member checking, 

I asked the students during one-on-one interviews to check the validity of my notes of 

their responses in the focus interviews. Therefore, the data description and 

interpretation were complete and accurate.  

The last method to ensure trustworthiness of qualitative research was by 

conducting continuous observations and prolonged engagement in the research site to 

understand the research context and establish a good rapport with the informants. 

Continuous observations allowed me to identify the natural traits and the aspects in 

the research settings that were more pertinent to the study under scrutiny. To attain 

this, I conducted the in-class and online observations throughout the 16-week 

semester. In doing so, I had an opportunity to understand the classroom activities and 

the group dynamics more closely.  

As discussed earlier, the study was based on the interpretive epistemological 

position. Unlike positivist research aiming to achieve objectivity, the interpretive 

research allows me to build up my views about the research context. That is, the 

interpretive research is carried out with the inference that data generation procedures 

are never naturally objective or unbiased. That being said, I have aimed to report the 

research process in such a way that readers are able to determine for themselves the 

interpretations and assertions provided.  
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Data Analysis 

Theoretical Framework Informing Data Analysis 

The data analysis was informed by Engeström’s (1987) activity theory (AT), 

which is an ideal framework “to analyse various aspects of observable human 

behavior simultaneously (…), and to help make visible the relationship between the 

individual, the mediating tools, and the social context in which the activity takes 

place” (Bitchener & Storch, 2016, p. 82). Thus, I used this theory to discern the 

dynamic and complex mediational and collaborative systems in blended writing 

activities in second language context.  

As mentioned in Chapter 2, historically, activity theory has predominantly 

evolved from Vygotskian sociocultural theory. Activity theory serves as a unified 

version of Vygotsky’s initial theories (Lantolf, 2000). Extended by Leont'ev (1981), 

AT is a theoretical framework used to understand the tensions in an activity system. 

Activity theory, also known as Cultural-Historical Activity Theory (Cole, 1996), is an 

extension of Vygotsky’s main unit of analysis (mediating tools). It offers an essential 

theoretical tool to explain systemic tensions, contradictions, inconsistencies, 

breakdowns, and frictions of both within and between the elements of an activity 

system (Engeström, 1987, 1999, 2008). Even though Leont'ev (1981) described the 

main distinction between an individual action and a collective activity, he did not 

graphically expand Vygotsky’s initial model into a model of a collective activity 

system. The model of activity system was then expanded by Engeström (1987) as 

shown in Figure 6. 

The first generation of Vygotsky’s (1978) activity theory model represented 

three elements (i.e. mediating tools, subject(s), and object/motive) in triangular 

model. Engeström (1987) further developed the second generation of activity theory 

model (as depicted in Figure 3.6) where he proposed the study of artefacts “as integral 

and inseparable components of human functioning” (Engeström, 1999, p. 29). In other 

words, the focus of the study of mediation should be connected with the other 

elements of an activity system.  
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 Figure 3.6 The structure of a human activity system (Engeström, 2001, p. 135) 

 

Activity theory illustrates an activity as an entire system of human action 

involving six related elements: mediating artefacts (e.g. signs and tools), subjects (e.g. 

individuals or groups), objects (e.g. goals or motives), rules, community and division 

of labour, as shown in Figure 3.6 above. On the top of this figure is Vygotsky’s initial 

mediated action triangle that indicates the tool-mediated relationship between subjects 

and objects. Further, Engeström (1987) stated that the object of the activity system is 

its real motive that can be either tangible or intangible. Through certain processes 

over periods of time, the object is transformed into outcomes with the help of physical 

or symbolic tools. The subjects of an activity system are participants involved in 

activities. These subjects bring their own personal historical backgrounds, norms, 

beliefs, and experiences into the activity system. The mediating artefacts facilitate the 

objective of the activity. They include physical tools (e.g. computers) and 

psychological tools (i.e. the symbolic cultural artefacts such as signs, texts, writing, 

maps, symbols, and language) (Vygotsky, 1978) employed by subjects in the system 

to achieve expected outcomes. Tools can be both facilitating and hindering. They 

assist subject interactions and may be influenced by human social knowledge and 

experiences. In other words, they shape the activity, and later, are influenced by the 

activity.  

At the bottom part of Engeström’s (1987) model, there are other three 

elements: rules, community and division of labour, which elaborated the social 

historical dimensions of mediated action. First, the community includes participants of 
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an activity system who share similar objectives. Second, the rules consist of explicit 

and implicit procedures and conventions which facilitate interactions within the 

system. Lastly, the division of labour covers task divisions among members of the 

community, and the way roles and hierarchies are structured in an activity. The 

expansion of the original activity theory model allows an investigation of systems of 

activity vertically with reference to power and status (i.e. the macro level) and 

horizontally among community members (i.e. the micro level focusing on the 

individual agents) (Engeström, 1999).   

In his proposal for the third generation activity theory, Engeström (2001) 

advocates a conceptual tool “to understand dialogue, multiple perspectives, and 

networks of interacting activity systems” (p. 135). In other words, the third generation 

of activity theory uses a joint activity system involving at least two interacting activity 

systems as the unit of analysis.  This third model refers to any activity in a community 

of multiple voices in which a co-constructed shared object arises (Bitchener & Storch, 

2016).  

Since the focus of the current study was to gain an understanding of learners’ 

experiences in blended collaborative writing activities in an authentic tertiary writing 

classroom, that is one community of learning and activity system; I employed the 

second-generation activity theory as an analytical framework. Using this framework, I 

could conceptualize how the students approached blended collaborative writing 

activities and how the teachers promoted a classroom activity, therefore influencing 

the students’ interactions. Further, I could describe how the students worked and used 

mediating tools in blended settings which functioned as a means of communication 

for collaborative writing tasks to pool their knowledge, discuss shared issues related 

to tasks, and produce jointly written texts. Then, I could elicit perceptions of the 

students and the teachers as informants about the blended collaborative writing 

activities. Briefly, this framework can be used to analyse a dialectical relationship 

between collaborative writing practices and blended approach within an activity 

system. 

As depicted in Figure 3.7, the unit of analysis was the collaborative writing 

activity as a whole. Engeström’s (2001) second-generation activity theory system 

shows this unit of analysis.  The figure also shows how different elements within the 
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context in which the study was conducted map onto the system. The two-sided arrows 

that run between each of the elements suggest that the influence runs both ways. In 

this activity system, small groups of second language students represented the 

subjects of the activity – the group of individuals that carries out the activity. The 

subjects pursued certain objects – the activities – completing different genres of 

writing tasks, which led to the expected outcomes of producing well written various 

texts while working collaboratively. During the activity, the subjects used tools – 

mediating artefacts – to achieve their goals, such as Web 2.0 technologies, using first 

or second language in their collaborative work, and other learning materials. 

Moreover, the subjects interacted with the surrounding context: the activity was 

governed by a set of implicit and explicit rules (e.g. participation in both FTF and 

online modes, assessment based on the course syllabus); took place in a specific 

social and cultural community (e.g. the students enrolled in a writing course, the 

writing teachers in English department, the university, and the education system in 

Indonesia); and implied certain roles, or a division of labor (e.g. the students in small 

groups produced joint texts and participated in the whole writing process, the course 

teachers assessed their performances). In sum, all elements of the activity system 

influenced each other in complex classroom interactions.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 3.7 The illustration of blended collaborative writing activity system  

(based on Engeström (1987)) 

Tools & Artefacts 
• Using L1 & L2 in collaborative 

work 

• Web 2.0 Technology (Google 

Docs) 

Community  
• Learners enrolled 

on a writing 

course  

• Teacher 

Division of Labour 
• Learners co-construct writing tasks, 

participate in the whole writing process, 

and produce jointly written texts. 

• Teacher assesses learners’ performance 

Objects 
Completing 

different genres 

of writing tasks 

  

Expected Outcomes 
Abilities to: 

• Work collaboratively in 

groups 

• Successfully produce 

well-written various text 

genres 

Period of Time 
16 week 

semester 

Subjects 
Small groups 

of L2 learners 

Rules 
• Participation in 

face-to-Face and 

online 

• Assessment based 

on the course 

syllabus 
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Based on the illustration in Figure 3.7, I collected and analysed data with 

reference to tensions within six elements of the activity system as follows.  

1. During or upon the completion of collaborative writing activities, I elicited 

perceptions of the subjects (i.e. the students in the writing course who worked in 

small groups) about blended collaborative writing experiences through semi-

structured interviews. These interviews were also necessary to identify and 

understand the underlying reasons (i.e. the goals) for the students’ behaviors. 

2. I examined the mediating tools (i.e. the use of first language and second language 

during FTF collaborative work, Google Docs for online collaboration) and 

artefacts (i.e. teaching and reading materials) used by the subjects. In particular, I 

recorded the students’ collaborative dialogues in order to analyse their language 

related episodes during the pre-writing stage (i.e. brainstorming, planning, and 

drafting stages). In online activities via Google Docs, I retrieved the students’ 

automatically saved revision history or track changes in the application to examine 

their contributions during online interaction. 

3. I collected the students’ joint texts – the object of the activity achieved through 

student collaboration in small group work. Here, the course teachers assessed the 

students’ texts (e.g. narrative, explanation, exposition, discussion, and review 

texts) produced during the activities by using an analytical writing rubric (see 

Appendix 3). The course teachers also marked their individual writing tests by the 

same rubric. The test results were taken into consideration to understand links 

between the students’ joint texts during collaborative writing activities and their 

individual writing abilities shown in their post-test essays.  

4. During the text constructions, I observed the students’ engagement in FTF and a 

web 2.0 tool (i.e. Google Docs) activities. Since they were required to participate 

in both settings to complete joint tasks, this referred to the rules which were part of 

the assessment based on the course syllabus. In particular, this included implicit or 

explicit rules governing the activity (e.g. required writing tasks, the task schedules, 

expected contributions to in-class and online participations of each group 

members). The observation, supported by audiotapes in the case of FTF 

collaboration, therefore allowed me to understand how these rules governed the 

activity. 

5. I observed how the teachers, as a part of the community, promoted classroom 

activities. I also interviewed the course teachers to understand their views on 
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blended collaborative writing practice and their roles in shaping the students’ 

experiences. 

6. I observed patterns of the students’ interactions in small groups throughout the 

whole process of writing, and how the teachers assisted them. Therefore, I could 

examine their status or the division of labour of the activity during the classroom 

interactions.  

Processing Data Sources 

Since the present study was grounded within the interpretive research 

paradigm, multiple qualitative research tools were used to collect the data. Given the 

nature of the research questions, data sources included transcribed verbal interactions 

of pair and triad group work, online writing logs, field notes, transcribed interviews, 

and relevant textual documents (e.g. teaching materials and all completed joint written 

texts in this study). 

I transcribed all audiotapes of FTF (verbal) interactions and interviews. For 

online interactions via Google Docs, I saved their comments and revision history logs 

into word documents. In particular, the transcriptions of the verbal interactions and 

the comment logs while working in groups attempted to display the nature of the talk 

or exchanges as it took place both in the classroom and via Google Docs. Therefore, 

transcription conventions were used to mark features such as pauses, contiguous 

utterances, overlapping talk, and rising intonation applied by speakers to the end of 

words or phrases (see Appendix 9). Previous studies in the field have also used the 

transcription symbols to transcribe similar data (e.g. Fernández Dobao, 2014a; 

Rouhshad & Storch, 2016; Storch, 2002).  

Regarding the spelling of the words, I followed the standard orthographic 

transcription of each language (i.e. Indonesian and English) spoken during the 

interactions (Jenks, 2011). I transcribed the informants’ utterances based on how they 

pronounced words either in standard and non-standard forms. I also used my field 

notes as a source of non-verbal cues, sounds of emotion (e.g. distress, happiness, 

astonishment), or events in the surrounding situation since I needed to generate 

explicit, rigorous, and comprehensible transcriptions (Jenks, 2011).    
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Data was analysed qualitatively. Analysis was concurrent and continuous, 

beginning when data were being gathered at the research site. To supplement the 

qualitative analysis of the data, I conducted ethnographic content analysis including 

narrative (e.g. the informant responses to interviews, their verbal and non-verbal 

interactions in the classroom) and descriptive statistics data (e.g. frequency counts, 

percentages, and scores). The process allowed me to gain insights into the data which 

was essential to the qualitative approach (Krippendorff, 2013).  

I also employed a constant comparison strategy (Corbin & Strauss, 2008) to 

extract and identify important themes or categories and their relationships between 

one to another from the triangulated data sources (i.e. observations, interviews, audio-

recordings of informants’ verbal interactions, online comments, revision histories, 

completed writing logs, and relevant textual documents). Technically, after I listened 

to the audiotapes (i.e. informants’ verbal interactions and interviews) several times, I 

transcribed them and saved the transcripts in a word document. While reading and 

rereading the data transcriptions, I codified the data into episodes or “incidents” 

(Corbin & Strauss, 2008). I then constantly compared one incident with other 

incidents for similarities and differences while simultaneously interpreting them.  

Even though preconceived categories from previous studies (e.g. Abrams, 

2016; Cho, 2017; Li & Kim, 2016; Storch, 2002) initially guided the study, I 

attempted to put them aside and let my understandings of the data lead the analysis 

process – without allocating them to the available data (Corbin & Strauss, 2008). As 

Walsh (2006) points out, L2 classroom contexts are not considered to be fixed or 

static. Rather, they allow for variability in the construction of the classroom discourse. 

Therefore, for the purpose of the study, I expected other coding categories to emerge 

from the data, and labeled them with conceptual names that best delineated notions 

embodied in the data. Results of the study are discussed (in Chapter 7) with reference 

to the existing knowledge in the field so that I can demonstrate how the present study 

has contributed to extending the knowledge basis.  

I mainly focused on three aspects during the process of the data analysis – the 

nature of dyadic and triad interactions in blended settings, the perspectives of the 

informants on their blended collaborative writing experiences, and factors affecting 

the informants’ interactions. Thus, I conducted a three-level analysis approach. At the 
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first level, I described the nature of dyadic and triad interactions in blended settings 

by identifying distinctive types of interactions and their characteristics in the data. In 

order to derive a comprehensive perspective of how each group approached 

collaborative writing tasks during FTF and online interactions, I drew upon the work 

of Rouhshad and Storch (2016) on patterns of dyadic interaction in an FTF and a 

Google Docs  collaborative writing task  setting, and Li and Zhu (2017b) on patterns 

of triadic interaction in a Wiki collaborative writing task, which extended Storch’s 

(2002) seminal work investigating the nature of FTF dyadic interactions. These 

previous studies used Damon and Phelps’ (1989) two indexes of interaction – 

‘equality’ (i.e. the degree of contribution to group work and authority over the 

direction of the task) and ‘mutuality’ (i.e. the degree of engagement with each other’s 

contribution).  In this study, ‘equality’ was examined by comparing the number of 

contributions to joint written texts provided by the students in each group (e.g. the 

types and frequency counts of turns or statements (FTF) and comment logs (Google 

Docs)). On the other hand, ‘mutuality’ was examined by looking at the degree of 

engagement with peers’ contributions (e.g. how the students proposed and elaborated 

their opinions, and provided feedback to others’ ideas during FTF and online 

interactions (i.e. students’ revision behaviors recorded in revision histories in Google 

Docs)).  

In the following section, I illustrate particular ways used to analyse each data 

source in the study.   

Analysis of Interaction Patterns 
 

To identify the patterns of interaction of the students during the blended 

collaborative writing tasks, I used Storch’s (2002) model of dyadic interaction (see 

Figure 3.8).  This model uses two indexes of interaction – ‘equality’ (i.e., the degree 

of contribution to group work and authority over the direction of the task) and 

‘mutuality’ (i.e., the degree of engagement with each other’s contribution) to yield 

four distinct patterns: 1) collaborative, i.e., where members of the pair contribute to 

the joint task and engage with each other’s contribution (a medium-high level of 

equality and mutuality); 2) dominant/dominant or cooperative, i.e., where members of 

the pair contribute to the task completion but do not engage very well  with each 
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other’s suggestions since there is a clear task division (medium-high level of equality, 

but medium-low mutuality); 3) dominant/passive, i.e., where one participant adopts 

an authoritative role and the other participant takes a more passive role which leads to 

little negotiation (medium-low level of equality and mutuality); and 4) expert/novice, 

i.e., where one participant takes an ‘expert’ role and encourages the ‘novice’ 

participant to contribute to the task (medium-low level of equality, but medium-high 

mutuality). 

To ensure reliability of analysis of the coding scheme, I used two procedures: 

inter-coder and intra-coder checks.  Regarding the inter-coder reliability procedure, I 

invited a second coder, who was my colleague at a university in Indonesia and shared 

the same language background with the participants. I first trained her about the 

coding categories. Following a short training session, the colleague and I then 

autonomously coded as a subset of the data (35% of the data set including 20 

audiotapes of verbal interactions and all Google Docs posts). Next, I calculated the 

initial inter-coder reliability by using Miles and Huberman’s (1994, p. 64) formula: 

“number of agreements is divided by the total number of ratings (i.e. agreements plus 

disagreements)”. I found that the inter-coder reliability was 67% for this initial 

coding. We discussed coding challenges and I realised that there were discrepancies 

due to varying interpretations of the coding scheme. I discovered that the coding 

scheme was confusing. To solve the problem, I amended and clarified coding 

definitions to ensure the use of the codes was consistent. We then repeated the 

reliability check with another sub-set of the data (30% of the data set). In this second 

round, we agreed on 92% of the coding and discussed coding disagreements. I then 

continued coding the remaining transcripts for patterns of interaction.  

A month later, I went back and reexamined 35% of the data set which was 

randomly selected for intra-coder reliability. I found that intra-coder reliability was 

100% between the initial and following coding. As suggested by Miles and Huberman 

(1994, p. 64), “both intra- and inter-coder agreement should be up in the 90% range”. 
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Figure 3.8 A Dyadic Interaction Model (Storch, 2002, 2013) 

Analysis of Language Functions 

To examine peer interactions during collaborative writing activities in both 

FTF and online modes, I adapted Li and Kim’s (2016) taxonomy of language 

functions. Language functions relate to the mediating functions of the language used 

in CW activities during task negotiation. I coded the transcripts of talks (FTF) and 

comment logs (online) across six tasks with regard to language functions (e.g., 

request, question, agreement, disagreement, etc) as shown in Table 3.4. Language 

functions emerging during the coding process was also added to the table. In the table, 

each language function is defined and described with representative instances from 

this study. I distinguished the instances of language functions based on initiating and 

responding acts, in order to understand group members’ mutual engagement during 

the CW activities. To ensure the reliability of the coding scheme for language 

functions (Li & Kim, 2016), I invited the same coder as mentioned in the previous 

section. We discussed the scheme, and then independently coded 30% of the data set 

(including the transcripts of verbal interactions and all Google Docs text chats). The 

inter-coder reliability reached 94%. We resolved disagreements through discussion.  

Table 3.4 Taxonomy of language functions (adapted from Li and Kim (2016, p. 30)) 

Language Functions 
 

Definitions and instances 

Request 

 

 

Question 

Making direct requirements. 

e.g., Please write it down. 
 
Asking for information that is not clear. 

Low 

Mutuality 

High 

Equality 

High 

Mutuality 

Low 

Equality 

1 

Collaborative 

4 

Expert/Novice

3 

Dominant/ 

Passive 

2 

Dominant/ 

Dominant 



 83 

 

 

Suggestion 

 

 

 

Counter-suggestion 

 

 

 

Explanation 

 

 

 

 

Confirmation 

 

 

Agreement 

 

 

 

Disagreement 

 

 

 

 

Encouragement 

 

 

 

Praise 

 

 

Elicitation 

 

 

 
 

Two main categories: 
 

Initiating 

 

 

Responding 

e.g., How many body paragraphs do we need to write? 
 
Offering recommendations about writing format, 

organisation, contents, etc.  

e.g., We better use simple present tense in this sentence. 
 
Giving an alternative or opposing suggestion. 

e.g., We should write this argument in the second 
paragraph instead. 
 
Elaborating or extending on self or others’ ideas about 

writing, responding to questions, and giving reasons 

e.g., In that movie, the actor was murdered, and his wife 
asked for help.  
  
Asking for approval. 

e.g., It’s the conclusion, right? 
 
Accepting others’ viewpoints given or approving 

something. 

e.g., I agree with you.  
 
Rejecting others’ viewpoints. 

e.g., I have a different opinion about this issue. We can’t 
just write it in the first paragraph. It should be in the last 
body paragraph.  
 
Giving others support or persuade to do something. 

e.g., Come on, Rintan. You can do it. Think about other 
arguments.  
 
Expressing admiration for others’ ideas or capabilities. 

e.g., That’s a really nice idea, Rukmala! 
 
Inviting ideas, comments, etc. from other group 

members. 

e.g., So what do you think? 

 

 

 

 

Initiating group interaction or proposing new ideas. 

e.g., Let’s talk about the topic sentence first.  
 
Reacting to others’ opinions or statements. 

e.g., I’m not sure if the story should end this way.  
Note: The instances were directly taken from the current study.  Each instance of the above language 

functions can be categorised into either initiating or responding acts.  
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Analysis of Writing Change Functions 

To examine the ways or behaviors of students when co-authoring their written 

texts in Google Docs, I adapted Li and Kim’s (2016) taxonomy of writing change 

functions. I identified four types of writing change functions (i.e., addition, deletion, 

correction, and move) as displayed in Table 3.5. I also distinguished each writing 

change function based on self- and other-writing revision to examine group members’ 

involvement with their texts in producing joint writing. I provided definition of each 

type of writing change function including representative instances from the current 

study. Once again, the inter-coder reliability for the coding of writing change 

functions was conducted. I invited the same coder, and then independently coded 30% 

of the data set (including the students’ final joint texts and text chats on Google 

Docs). The inter-coder reliability reached 91%. Further discussion between the coders 

resolved discrepancies about writing change function coding.  

Table 3.5 Taxonomy of writing change functions (adapted from Li and Kim (2016, p. 

31)) 

Writing Change 
Functions 
 

Definitions and instances 

Addition 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Deletion 

 

 

 

 

Correction 

 

 

 

 

 

Move 

 

 

Adding information to the existing text or contributing 

new contents at different levels, in different forms. 

 

e.g., There was nobody on the street. Suddenly, someone 

appeared from the end of the street. He was a man in 
the middle-aged with grey hair, humpbacked and 
short body, also with oval face looked sad. (a sentence 
added) 
 
Erasing existing information or text. 

 

e.g., There were many beautiful flowers grew surround 

the swing. (a phrase deleted) 
 
Attempting to correct errors in spelling, grammar, and 

mechanics.  

 

e.g., We haved to validate the identity card scanning on 

social media. (the grammar corrected) 
 
Reordering contents or reorganizing ideas 
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Two main categories: 
 

Self 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Other 

e.g., Nowadays, many of us seldom use the herbs for 

curing our ill. We prefer to buy the medicines in 

drugstores or check up to the doctor. In fact, the 

medicines that we consume are contain many chemical 

substances. (the sentence moved from the last paragraph 
to the second one) 
 
 

 

Writing revision made to the text written by the member 

himself/herself.  

 

e.g., Rintan: On the other case, we can use ginger to cure 

the bruises. 

 

        Rintan: On the other case hand, we can use ginger 

to cure the bruises. 
 
 
Writing revision made to the text written by the other 

group members  

e.g., Titis: Moreover, Indonesia needs the energy source 

which not depend on the climate because the climates is no 

longer stable. 

  

       Nadia: Moreover, Indonesia needs the energy source 

which does not depend on the climate because the climates 

is no longer stable. 
Note: The instances were directly taken from the current study. The language errors were not removed. 

Analysis of Feedback 

To analyse text-construction process by each group in the online mode, I also 

looked closely at the type of feedback received and revision within each group. I 

adapted an online feedback analysis framework from Zheng, Lawrence, Warschauer, 

and Lin (2015) drawing on the work of Ellis (2009) as displayed in Table 3.6. This 

framework consisted of four types of feedback: direct, highlighted, commentary and 

affective feedback. The inter-coder reliability for the coding of type of feedback was 

conducted. I invited the same coder, and then independently coded 30% of the data set 

(including the students’ final joint texts and text chats on Google Docs). The inter-coder 

reliability reached 92%. Further discussion between the coders resolved discrepancies 

about type of feedback coding. 
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Table 3.6 Online Type of Feedback Analysis Framework (adapted from Zheng et al. 

(2015, p. 211)) 

Type of Feedback 
 

Description 

Corrective Feedback 
 
Direct feedback 

 
 
 

Highlight feedback 

 
 

 

Commentary feedback 

 

 

 
 
 
 

Non-corrective feedback 
 
Affective feedback 

 

 

 

Provides the correct form. 

e.g., Nadia  : She cleans the house… 
        Rintan : She cleansed the house…  

 
Does not indicate the nature of the error, but highlights 

it to indicate location. 

e.g., Ummul: They helped Rini to get to Reno… 
 
Does not provide correction. Instead, he or she 

indicates that an error exists by identifying it or asking 

for clarification (in the small window or comment 

feature).  

e.g., Titis: “If the setting is in autumn, we can’t use ‘the 

green trees’, right? 
 

 

 

Provides the writer with encouragement or the feedback 

provider’s emotional response to the writing. 

e.g., Nadia: “This is a good idea. I like it.” 

In addition to the content analysis of co-authoring process, I also examined the 

focus of feedback each group member provided in the online mode. Adapting Zheng’s 

et al. (2015) coding scheme as shown in Table 3.7, I identified five broad categories: 

content, organisation (i.e., sentence and text level), grammar (e.g., subject-verb 

agreement, tenses, articles, conjunctions, etc.), word choice, and mechanics (i.e., 

spelling, punctuation, and capitalisation). The inter-coder reliability for the coding of 

focus of feedback was conducted. I invited the same coder, and then independently 

coded 30% of the data set (including the students’ final joint texts and text chats on 

Google Docs). The inter-coder reliability reached 91%. We resolved discrepancies 

about focus of feedback coding through further discussion. 
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Table 3.7 Focus of feedback students received online (adapted from Zheng et al. 

(2015, p. 221)) 

Focus of Feedback 
 

Examples 

Content 

 

Organisation 

 

Grammar 

 

Word Choice 

 

Mechanics 

Details, elaboration to support the topic, examples. 

 

Sentence, paragraph, and text levels. 

 

Subject-verb agreement, tenses, articles, conjunctions, etc. 

 

Using a variety of words, words used appropriately. 

 

Spelling, punctuation, and capitalization. 

 

Analysis of Interview  

The second level of the analysis delved into the informants’ perspectives on 

their blended collaborative writing activities. To explore and obtain in-depth 

understanding of student reflection on their blended collaborative writing experience, 

I then employed maximum variation sampling, a purposive sampling strategy to 

capture variation and commonalities of students’ perspectives relating to the emerging 

themes from the interview data (Creswell, 2015). As such, I selected groups which 

provided rich sources of data (information rich cases) to the point of saturation 

(Patton, 2015). 

The method of analysis I selected for the current study was a qualitative 

approach of thematic content analysis. Thematic content analysis has been the most 

common qualitative approach to analyse the interview data (Creswell, 2015). Due to a 

relatively large amount of interview data to manage, I used NVivo 12.0 application to 

assist and organise the interview data for subsequent analysis.  I followed an 

established three-stage procedure for the systematic examination of qualitative data 

(Creswell, 2015; Miles, Huberman, & Saldaña, 2014): transcribing, reducing the data 

into themes through the coding process, and representing the data.  I first imported the 

interview recordings into NVivo and listened to them multiple times to make accurate 

transcriptions. While transcribing, I started generating codes. I developed more nodes 

and sub-nodes which explained the interviewees’ perspectives of collaborative writing 

activities in the blended setting (see Figure 3.9). I read the coded nodes on NVivo 
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iteratively while getting familiar with the informants’ responses in order to identify 

potential themes (patterns of meaning).  

Figure 3.9 An illustration of coding process (student perception) 

During the preliminary analysis, there were eight categories emerging from 

the data. I further reduced them into four major categories of the emerged themes: 

learning gains, group interaction, challenges and individual preferences. I reviewed 

the themes to make sure they fit the data. When the codes were defined, I invited a 

second rater to code 25% of the data to confirm the reliability of analysis of the 

student perception. Using Miles and Huberman’s (1994) formula, I found that the 

inter-coder reliability reached 96%. We then discussed coding disagreements. 

I further conducted the same method for the third level of analysis, which 

aimed to investigate factors affecting their interactions (see Figure 3.10). During the 

preliminary analysis, there were ten themes emerging from the data, which were 

further reduced into five themes. I then classified them into two major categories: 

facilitating and hindering factors (see Chapter 6 for further discussions). 
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In order to confirm the reliability of analysis of factors affecting students’ 

interactions based on their interview responses, I calculated the inter-coder and -

translator reliability using Miles and Huberman’s (1994) formula. I found that inter-

coder and -translator reliability were 97% and 92% respectively.  

Figure 3.10 An illustration of coding process (influencing factors) 

Regarding the last two levels of analysis, Engeström’s (2001) activity theory 

was primarily used as an analytic lens to gain in-depth understandings of interactional 

processes at work.  

Table 3.8 below recapitulates information about the research questions, data 

sources, units of analysis, and data analysis strategies.  
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Table 3.8 Overview of Data Analysis 

RQs Construct 

Evaluated 

Data Sources Unit of Analysis Data Analysis 

Strategy 

RQ1 • Patterns of 

interaction 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

• Task 

negotiation 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

• Text 

construction 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

• Feedback  

Observations, Field 

Notes, Audiotapes, 

Writing logs 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Writing logs, 

Audiotapes, 

Observations, Field 

notes 

 

 

 

 

 

Writing logs, 

Audiotapes, 

Observations, Field 

notes 

 

 

 

 

 

Writing logs, 

Audiotapes, 

Observations, Field 

notes 

Every group 

across tasks 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Every group 

across tasks 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Every group 

across tasks 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Every group 

across tasks 

 

Activity Theory 

and Dyadic 

Interaction 

Model (Storch, 

2002) and other 

subsequent 

research on 

online 

interaction (e.g. 

Li & Kim, 2016; 

Li & Zhu, 

2017b; 

Rouhshad & 

Storch, 2016) 

 

Activity Theory, 

Content 

Analysis, and 

research on 

online 

interaction 

(e.g.,Li & Kim, 

2016) 

 

Activity Theory, 

Content 

Analysis, and 

research on 

online 

interaction 

(e.g.,Li & Kim, 

2016) 

 

Activity Theory, 

Content 

Analysis, 

research on 

online 

interaction 

(Zheng et al., 

2015) 

RQ2 Learner 

Perception 

Interviews Individual across 

tasks 

Activity Theory 

and Content 

Analysis 

 

RQ3 Affecting 

Factors in 

interactions 

Observations, Field 

notes, Interviews 

Individual/Group 

across tasks 

Activity Theory 

and Content 

Analysis 
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To encapsulate the process of the data collection and analysis in the study, the 

following figure summarises graphically the entire study that investigated collaborative 

writing practices in blended modes within a specific educational context. Figure 3.11 below 

highlights the relationship between concepts and variables of the present study. 

 

    

 

 

  

  

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

      

 

             

 

 

 

 

        Figure 3.11 The Design of The Study 
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Chapter 4. Peer Interactions in Blended Collaborative Writing 
 

In the preceding chapter, I described the research design and some methodological 

considerations for this study. Then I provided a rich description of research sites and the 

procedures of data collection. Lastly, I briefly described the process of data analysis. 

This chapter addresses the first research question regarding how the students 

approached collaboratively six different writing tasks (i.e., narrative, explanation, analytical 

exposition, hortatory exposition, discussion, and review) in a blended setting (i.e., the 

integration of online mode (using Google Docs) and an FTF classroom setting) over a 16-

week semester. This chapter illustrates how the data (i.e., verbal interactions, comment logs, 

and revision histories) were analysed and interpreted to address this research question.  

In the process of analysing the main data, I conducted two levels of analysis: macro- 

and micro-level qualitative analysis. While the former distinguished the interactional patterns 

in both modes once I identified roles the students assumed during the group interaction, the 

latter delved into a more detailed examination of key features of phases of collaboration in 

both modes. In particular, I undertook the micro-level analysis to investigate how the students 

negotiated the writing tasks and engaged with each other while co-authoring the writing tasks 

in both modes, the nature of feedback they provided, and their talk about language, measured 

via language-related episodes (LREs) during their engagement in blended collaborative 

writing activities. Thus, the two levels of data analysis allowed me to provide a thick 

description of the nature of peer interactions in blended collaborative writing tasks. 

The primary sources of data to address the first research question included: 

transcriptions of audiotaped verbal interactions, comment logs and revision histories, the field 

notes I took and the final writing products saved on Google Docs. There were 160 transcripts 

of talk (FTF) and comment logs (online) across six tasks. While analysing the transcripts, I 

used the completed written tasks (including the writing outlines) and the field notes to allow 

me to understand the themes of the talks (e.g., task orientation, text organization, language 

use, and contents) and to locate them in the texts, thereby assisting my data interpretation and 

presentation.  

As mentioned in Chapter 3, I used a focused ethnographic content analysis approach 

to develop coding categories for the interactional patterns emerging from the data 
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(Krippendorff, 2013). Having been informed by previous research, I modified and developed 

new categories that could best describe my data rather than attempting to fit the data to 

preconceived categories. In addition to the qualitative analysis approach to examining text 

co-construction in the online mode and the quality of joint writing, I also employed two text 

mining tools: DocuViz and AuthorViz (Wang, Olson, Zhang, Nguyen, & Olson, 2015). 

These text mining tools were considered as a viable methodological alternative to interpret 

collaboration processes by visually representing patterns of interaction and quantifying 

contributions in the online mode (Li, 2018; Yim & Warschauer, 2017). Triangulated with 

qualitative evidence, these computational tools which automatically generated visualisations 

and usage statistics regarding the process of online text co-construction and the quality of 

joint writing products provided more findings. 

Overall Patterns of Peer Interaction 

To examine the interactional patterns of the students during the blended collaborative 

writing tasks, I drew on the work of  Storch (2001a, 2002) and subsequent studies informed 

by her model, such as Rouhshad and Storch (2016) on patterns of dyadic interaction in an 

FTF and a Google Docs collaborative writing task setting, and Li and Zhu (2017b) on 

patterns of triadic interaction in a Wiki collaborative writing task. As mentioned in Chapter 3, 

Storch’s (2002) model of dyadic interaction used two indexes of interaction – ‘equality’ (i.e., 

the degree of contribution to group work and authority over the direction of the task) and 

‘mutuality’ (i.e., the degree of engagement with each other’s contribution) to yield four 

distinct patterns: collaborative, dominant/dominant (cooperative), dominant/passive, and 

expert/novice.  

Subsequent studies which included online collaboration, identified similar patterns. 

For example,  Rouhshad and Storch (2016), who compared FTF and Google Docs, also 

identified a cooperative pattern in the online mode, as was found by Storch (2001a) in FTF 

interaction. The cooperative pattern describes a clear division of labour between the 

participants and limited engagement with each other’s contributions, similar to the 

dominant/dominant pattern in Storch’s (2002) study on patterns of dyadic FTF interaction. Li 

and Zhu (2017b) used different labels for the patterns of triadic interaction across two Wiki 

tasks: 1) collective, i.e., where each group member shows mutual engagement and gets 

involved in task completion, which is similar to the collaborative pattern in Storch’s (2002) 

study; 2) active/active/withdrawn, i.e., where two group members actively contribute to the 
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task, but the third one withdraws from the task; and 3) dominant/dominant/defensive, i.e., 

where two group members take control over the task, but the third one, as the assigned team 

leader, claims his contribution and leadership in spite of his limited contribution to the group 

task.  

To classify patterns of interaction in my data, I analysed the data in a holistic and 

iterative manner. I read the transcripts and listened to the audiotapes multiple times while 

taking notes, and made comparisons of the data from the ten participating groups (see Table 

3.2). I also examined interview recordings and notes as the secondary data sources to 

understand the stance of each group member over the six writing tasks across FTF and online 

modes. I then highlighted how the students approached the writing tasks and the distribution 

of their roles with reference to ‘equality’ and ‘mutuality’ constructs displayed in both modes.  

Two main patterns emerged from the data: collaborative and cooperative. The 

students forming a collaborative pattern in their group tended to work closely with other 

group members on all parts of the tasks and to mutually engage with each other’s 

contributions (Storch, 2013), similar to the collective pattern in Li and Zhu’s (2017b) study. 

They also provided feedback, completed each other’s utterances, and exchanged questions 

and answers. The students adopting a cooperative pattern, on the other hand, explicitly split 

the tasks within their group, completed the sub-tasks independently, and put them together to 

construct the final product (Rouhshad & Storch, 2016). Although each group member equally 

contributed to the tasks, they did not engage well with each other’s contributions. For 

instance, during FTF interaction, most of the time, they just accepted ideas from others with 

limited feedback (i.e., only giving brief responses such as ‘yes’ or ‘maybe’). In other words, 

they took a cooperative stance by performing an agreeing act (Li & Kim, 2016).  

In this study, the nature of cooperation can be classified into two types: horizontal-

division and stratified-division (Lowry, Curtis, & Lowry, 2004). In the horizontal-division, 

each group member was in charge of particular discrete units of a text.  This was the most 

common type of cooperation across the groups, which commonly manifested in the online 

setting. The stratified-division, on the other hand, was a form of cooperation where each 

member played different roles (e.g., the scribe, the facilitator). Although the stratified-

division was observed on a few occasions in the online mode, such division usually occurred 

during FTF interaction.   
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In addition, when several groups formed a cooperative pattern during their 

interactions across six blended collaborative writing, I observed that a group member 

assumed a particular role: facilitative during FTF interaction. The students assuming a 

facilitative role tended to facilitate discussions, to give orders, to interpret task instructions, to 

propose ideas, to encourage other group members to share their ideas, and to provide 

suggestions about completing the tasks (e.g., who did what and how each group member 

handled the tasks) and reaching the group goal. They also kept the group working well, 

provided social support, resolved disagreements or conflicts. This role shares some features 

of an expert role in Storch’s (2002) and Li’s (2014) studies. The difference is that facilitators 

in this study also resolved conflicts among group members, or simply clarified information 

without trying to act like an ‘expert’, or to dominate group discussion with long monologues. 

In some cases, however, the students taking a facilitative role did not collaborate well as they 

did not consider other group members’ ideas. They were just open to exchange information 

or ideas about writing topics or content being discussed to each other, that related to their 

personal experiences. In other words, they did not discuss one idea by building or revising it. 

Rather, they tended to focus on sharing ideas without any group coordination and role 

differentiation among the group members. 

During the online interaction, I identified another two different roles particularly in 

the triads: active and passive. Unlike a dominant role in Storch’s (2002) study, the active 

member did not want to dominate the whole activity. Rather, the active member kept 

encouraging the other two adopting a passive role. However, the passive members did not 

demonstrate willingness to do their fair share. They tended to go with the flow of the group 

passively – they acted like followers or an audience. They made minimal contributions to the 

tasks. In the online interaction, they made few contributions (e.g., adding sentences and 

revising the drafts). They also sometimes disengaged during the group work. As deadlines for 

submitting the joint tasks approached, the active member voluntarily completed the tasks 

independently in most instances.  

Having compared the students’ styles and roles across the tasks with reference to field 

notes, the transcripts of recordings and interviews, I identified several different patterns of 

interaction in blended CW activities based on indexes of equality and mutuality. I used the 

terms like ‘high’, ‘moderate’, ‘mid-low’, and ‘low’ to illustrate levels of equality and 

mutuality assisting the categorisation process. Since the study consisted of three dyads and 
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seven triads, I labelled each group based on distinct roles the group members assumed during 

the group interaction. For instance, for the dyads, if one member took a facilitative role while 

the other member was ‘cooperative’, I labelled the pattern as ‘facilitative/cooperative’. For 

the triads, I coded the pattern as ‘‘facilitative/cooperative/cooperative’ when one member 

acted as a ‘facilitator’ while the others were ‘cooperative’ during the interaction. If one 

member took an active role and the others were passive, I labelled the pattern as 

‘active/passive/passive’. However, if each group member showed similar traits, I just labelled 

them, for instance, either ‘collaborative’ or ‘cooperative’ regardless of the group size. Thus, 

based on this consideration, I classified four typical patterns : 1) collaborative; 2) 

cooperative; 3) facilitative/cooperative ( facilitative/cooperative/cooperative for the triads); 

and 4) active/passive/passive. 

Previous research has also used similar labels when explaining patterns of small 

group interactions in classroom settings. For instance,  the ‘collaborative’ pattern in this 

study is similar to the ‘collective’ pattern in Li and Zhu’s  (2017b) study. The ‘cooperative’ 

pattern in this study, as found in Storch (2001a) and Rouhshad and Storch (2016),  resembles 

the ‘dominant/dominant’ pattern in Storch’s (2002) study and the ‘sequentially additive’ 

pattern in Abrams’ (2016) research. Similarly, the pattern labelled ‘facilitative/cooperative’ 

and ‘facilitative/cooperative/cooperative’ in this study is similar to the term 

‘facilitator/participants’ used by Cho (2017) in her study on synchronous web-based 

collaborative writing activities. 

It should be noted that this coding category is global per se. Figure 4.1 provides an 

overview of the pattern distributions in four modified quadrants of Storch’s (2002, 2013) 

model of dyadic interaction with equality and mutuality as two intersecting continua. 
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Figure 4.1 Pattern distribution by quadrants (adapted from Storch (2002, 2013)) 

Quadrant I represents a close-knit group working collaboratively. In this category, 

group members worked together on all writing stages. Group members displayed a moderate 

to high level of contribution to the tasks and mutual engagement with each other’s 

contribution in joint task completion (Storch, 2013). Their negotiations led to resolutions 

which are accepted by each group member. Only Group 1 consistently showed a 

collaborative pattern of interaction across the six blended tasks via both FTF and online 

modes.  

Quadrant II represents a cooperative pattern in which group members divided the 

tasks and worked on sub-tasks individually, or were assigned different roles (e.g., as the 

scribe and language editor) (Rouhshad & Storch, 2016) while monitoring each other’s 

progress. This pattern showed high equality but mid-low mutuality which closely resembled 

Storch’s (2001a) cooperative or Storch's (2002) dominant/dominant patterns. The only 

difference was that a cooperative pattern showed a low level of disagreements among group 

members. Each group member only focused on their contributions, and sometimes made 

changes on each other’s work. Many groups (Group 3, 4, 6, 7, 8 and 11) adopted this pattern, 
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particularly when working on the writing tasks via Google Docs. Few groups (Group 4, 6, 

and 8) divided not only the tasks into discreet units (the horizontal-division), but also the 

roles (the stratified-division) across the tasks. Other groups employed either the horizontal-

division approach (Group 3 and 11) or the stratified-division one (Group 7) when completing 

the tasks online.  

Quadrant III represents patterns of interaction in which one member made relatively 

substantial contributions to the tasks, while the others were passive or made minimal 

contributions to the tasks (i.e., active/passive/passive). These patterns show a low level of 

both equality and mutuality. This pattern was normally observed when completing the tasks 

online formed by Group 5, 9, and 10 across the six tasks. 

Quadrant IV represents facilitative/cooperative and 

facilitative/cooperative/cooperative patterns of interaction, in which one member played a 

facilitator role while the other members produced unevenly distributed amounts of work, 

sometimes making very limited contributions to the tasks. These patterns showed that there 

was a moderate level of equality, yet mid-low mutuality, and were close to Storch’s (2002) 

and Li’s (2014) expert/novice pattern. Both patterns were manifested during FTF pre-writing 

activities in the classroom. While Group 3, 5, 8, 9, 10 and 11 adopted a 

facilitative/cooperative/cooperative pattern, Group 4, 6, and 7 formed a 

facilitative/cooperative pattern during the FTF interaction across the six tasks. Unlike the 

expert/novice scenario, no group member acted as an ‘expert’ or dominated group discussion 

in facilitative/cooperative and facilitative/cooperative/cooperative patterns, Rather, a group 

member focused on mediating the group discussion and encouraging others to share 

information regarding the tasks, while the other group members complied and made their 

contributions. These patterns were shown by most of groups during FTF pre-writing activities 

in the classroom across the six tasks. 

Once categories for coding the patterns of dyadic and triadic interactions were 

established, I checked reliability of the analysis. To confirm reliability of analysis of 

interactional patterns, I used two procedures: inter-coder and intra-coder checks.  Regarding 

the inter-coder reliability procedure, I invited a second coder, who was my colleague at a 

university in Indonesia and shared the same language background with the participants. I first 

trained her regarding the coding categories. Following a short training session, the colleague 

and I then autonomously coded a subset of the data (35% of the data set including 20 
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audiotapes of verbal interactions and all Google Docs posts). Next, I calculated the initial 

inter-coder reliability by using Miles and Huberman’s (1994, p. 64) formula: “number of 

agreements is divided by the total number of ratings (i.e., agreements plus disagreements)”. I 

found that the inter-coder reliability was 67% for this initial coding. We discussed coding 

challenges in which there were discrepancies due to varying interpretations of the code 

scheme. I discovered that the coding scheme was confusing. To solve the problem, I amended 

and clarified coding definitions to ensure the use of the codes was consistent (see Chapter 3). 

We then repeated the reliability test with another sub-set. In this second round, we agreed on 

92% of the coding and discussed coding disagreements. I then continued coding the 

remaining transcripts for patterns of interaction.  

A month later, I went back and reexamined 35% of the data set which was randomly 

selected for intra-coder reliability. I found that intra-coder reliability was 100% between the 

initial and following coding. As suggested by Miles and Huberman (1994, p. 64), “both intra- 

and inter-coder agreement should be up in the 90% range”. In other words, the coding 

categories I developed could be applied consistently by other researchers over time to study 

similar phenomena (Miles et al., 2014).   

The following section further describes the seven patterns identified in dyadic and 

triadic interactions in both FTF and online modes. I provide each description with excerpts of 

verbal interaction and screenshots of Google Docs histories from the classroom and online 

observations. 

Collaborative pattern 

A collaborative pattern of interaction displays a high level of contribution of group 

members to the tasks and mutual engagement with each other’s contribution in joint task 

completion (Storch, 2002, 2013). Only one group (i.e., Group 1) consistently demonstrated a 

collaborative pattern during the six blended writing activities; that is, in FTF and online modes. 

The following excerpt illustrates their pattern of interaction.  

Excerpt 1. Brainstorming – clarifying instructions (Task 1, FTF) 

 

13 

14 

15 

16 

 

Titis: 

Nadia: 

Rintan: 

Titis: 

 

 How about kita <we> review another film? 

[review film apa <what movie> ? (waiting for the answer) 

[review film apa <what movie> ? 

film apa <what movie>? 
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17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

 

22 

23 

 

24 

 

25 

 

 

26 

 

27 

28 

 

29 

30 

 

31 

32 

 

Rintan: 

Titis: 

Nadia: 

Titis: 

Rintan: 

 

Nadia: 

Rintan: 

 

Nadia: 

 

Titis: 

 

 

Rintan: 

 

Nadia: 

Rintan: 

 

Titis: 

Rintan: 

 

Nadia: 

Rintan: 

 

 

(Giggling while thinking of a movie without mentioning what the 

movie was. They all seemed to know what the movie was.) 

Oh.. No…no..no (looking at each other while smiling) 

bukan masalah sex-nya <not about the sex thingy> 

What? But? (smiling) 

But it’s more to do with the woman aspect. 

Lebih ke sisi perempuanya gitu <more to do with the woman 

aspect>?  

Okay. (giggling) 

because I didn't watch that film, how can we make it interesting 

without that film? 

Oh gini <like>…we talk about the human right, tentang hak asasi 
nya sebagai wanita <about the human right as a woman> 

Noo… it’s about love, tapi cintanya itu <but the love is…> blind, 

tapi bukan <but not…> blind 100%. Kalau memang benar <If it’s 

true>. 

So it’s not like a review movie, it’s like we make another story 

based on that movie. Is it right? 

make a story? 

No, you said that we don't see that film, we just make up about 

the story. 

We take the moral value. 

We pay more attention for the glow side, and then, it means that 

we make a new story for it. 

Hmmm, yeah? (While thinking) 

It’s like write a new story, isn’t it? (While looking at Titis asking 

for agreement) 

 

Excerpt 1 shows that these three female students – Titis, Nadia, and Rintan – were 

working well together completing the first given task, a narrative text requiring the learners to 

write their own short story. The discussion started with suggestions to review a movie (turn 

13) and some optional topics to write about emerged from the discussion (turns 21, 25-26, 

30). As can be seen in the excerpt, the students engaged with each other’s suggestions, 

confirming (e.g., turns 26-27) or disagreeing with the suggestions made (turns 18, 27, 29). 

However, these disagreements seemed easily resolved.  For instance, Rintan did not seem to 

agree with the idea proposed by Titis (turn 26), but rather than imposing her viewpoint, she 

sought confirmation from her peers to reach a mutually acceptable resolutions (turn 32). 

However, none of them seemed to win the argument regarding how to go about writing the 

task.  

Here, in Excerpt 2, after deliberating about the task orientation which led to a 

disagreement and uncertainties, they decided to consult with a more reliable person – their 

teacher (turns 36-37). Again, Rintan tried to convince other group members by seeking 
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confirmation (turn 39). Titis and Nadia agreed and confusion about the task was eventually 

resolved. Thus, as each group member in Excerpt 1 and 2 displayed high level of equality and 

mutuality to co-construct a text, this FTF interaction is considered as collaborative. 

Excerpt 2. Brainstorming – clarifying instructions (Task 1, FTF) 

 

33 

 

 

34 

35 

36 

 

 

 

37 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

38 

39 

 

40 

41 

Titis:  

 

 

Rintan: 

Titis: 

Nadia: 

 

 

 

Teacher: 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Nadia: 

Rintan: 

 

Nadia: 

Titis 

 

Hmmm, coba kita tanya dulu, apa kita review film nya, isi filmnya, 

atau kita bikin cerita baru <let’s ask first, whether we review the 

movie, or we create a new story>? 

[Sir…sir…(calling out the teacher from the distance) 

[Sir…sir… 

kalau narrative itu, kita menceritakan kembali filmnya atau 
membikin cerita baru berdasarkan filmnya <in narrative text, do 

we need to review a movie or create a new story based on a movie> 
? 

Kita tidak menceritakan kembali, tapi kita bisa menjadikan alur 
cerita nya sebagai contoh untuk membuat cerita yang baru, 
contohnya Cinderella story, apa yang terjadi sama Cinderella. 
Kira-kira detailnya cukuplah seperti apa yang terjadi di cerita 
Cinderella dengan pangeran dll <we don't review a story, but we 

could take the plot of the story, like Cinderella story, what 

happened to Cinderella and the prince, more or less enough details 

like the story> 

Okay…okay…(smiling while looking at Rintan and Titis) 

So it means a different completely story. Is it the same with what 

we talked about? (smiling) 

[Okay then, we change, we change our film. 

[Okay then, we change, we change our film. 

 

I also identified a collaborative pattern of interaction displayed by Group 1 via 

Google Docs from the comment windows as shown in Excerpt 3.  

 

Excerpt 3. Outlining – Working on the title, the characters, and the content of the story 

(Task 1, Google Docs) 

 

1 

2 

 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

Rintan: 

Titis: 

 

Nadia: 

Titis: 

Nadia: 

Rintan: 

Nadia: 

Rintan: 

Titis: 

Rintan: 

My suggestion on the title, sister. (with ‘smile’ emoticon) 

About to write it. Still looking for inspiration on Webtoon (with 

‘smile’ emoticon) 

Not that scary though (with ‘flat face’ emoticon) 

Stuck nih <huft> (with ‘sad’ emoticon) 

Here I add the character dear 

a bit of revision, (laughing) 

already revised 

Sis, what is the moral value? 

What about if there is a naughty character, Louisa or her friend? 

Like a message if we can’t interfere other people’s life. 
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11 

12 

13 

14 

Titis: 

Rintan:  

Nadia 

Rintan 

 

Is it? A bit confused. 

Still unclear, very confused.  

Found any ideas on Webtoon Sister? 

wkwkwkkwkw (laughing) 

The group members frequently engaged with each other’s contributions via the 

‘comment’ window. This excerpt illustrates how they worked collaboratively online to decide 

on the title of their story (‘The White Bloody Bunny”), the characters, and the moral value of 

the story. For example, they provided suggestions on the title (turns 1-2, 3), additional 

characters (turn 5), and discussed content (turns 7-13). In general, their writing process was 

quite recursive as they usually returned to Google Docs to make further revisions on each 

other’s work. Clearly, Group 1 showed a high degree of equality and mutuality in text 

construction via Google Docs. 

Cooperative pattern 

A cooperative pattern (Storch, 2001a, 2013) is marked by an explicit division of 

labour, with interactions typically showing high equality but mid-low mutuality. This pattern 

was clearly identifiable in many groups during online interaction via Google Docs. Group 4 

consisting of Atikah and Pipin, for instance, exhibited a cooperative approach in most writing 

tasks (except Task 2 since Atikah completed it individually) via Google Docs. I found that 

they split the tasks (the horizontal-division) particularly in outlining and drafting activities. 

For example, when working on Task 1 online, Pipin (orange font) wrote the outline of the 

introduction and one body paragraph (see Figure 4.2).  
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        Figure 4.2 Screenshot of Google Docs ‘History’ of Group 4 - Pipin (Outlining) 

It was evident that there were few instances of their involvement in each other’s 

contribution during the writing process via Google Docs. As seen in Figure 4.2, Atikah 

(purple font) made several revisions on Pipin’s contribution with reference to grammar and 

lexis. However, they were not actively engaged since they did not use the comment window 

to exchange ideas or to provide feedback on each other’s suggestions. 

Further, Atikah not only completed the rest of the outline as shown in Figure 4.3, but 

also drafted most paragraphs of the text independently (see Figure 4.4).  

 

Figure 4.3 Screenshot of Google Docs ‘History’ of Group 4 - Atikah (Outlining)         
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Figure 4.4 Screenshot of Google Docs ‘History’ of Group 4 -  Atikah (Drafting) 

 

Likewise, Group 8 – Ummul, Febrina, and Khairun – worked cooperatively in most 

tasks in the online mode. They clearly divided not only the workload (the horizontal-

division), but also roles (the stratified-division) in some stages during online interaction. In 

Task 1, for instance, once they came to work online, Ummul (Figure 4.5) and Febrina (Figure 

4.6) suggested an outline of the text..  

 

Figure 4.5 Screenshot of Google Docs ‘History’ of Group 8 - Ummul (Outlining) 
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Figure 4.6 Screenshot of Google Docs ‘History’ of Group 8 - Febrina (Outlining) 

Khairun then wrote the whole text individually based on the suggested outlines (see 

Figure 4.7, black font). Throughout the composing activity, there was little engagement with 

each other’s contribution. As shown in Figure 4.7, unlike Febrina (orange font), Ummul 

(purple) made some substantial changes in Khairun’s text. Ummul also highlighted the 

changes she made (see shaded text) to draw other members’ attention to these changes. 

However, her peers did not comment on these revisions. In general, Group 8 did not make 

further revisions as soon as they finished their contributions to the joint text; that is, their 

work did not demonstrate recursivity. The division of workloads and roles were also 

commonly observed in other groups (e.g., Group 6) when drafting and revising their tasks in 

the online mode.  

 

Figure 4.7 Screenshot of Google Docs ‘History’ of Group 8 (Drafting) 

Facilitative/cooperative pattern 

A facilitative/cooperative pattern is characterized by a moderate level of equality, yet 

mid-low on mutuality. A facilitative/cooperative pattern, for instance, can be seen in Excerpt 

4 between Ridho and Yogi (Group 7) when they worked FTF on Task 2 (this task required 

them to write an explanation text).  
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Excerpt 4. Brainstorming – Selecting topics (Task 2, FTF) 
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15 

 

16 

17 

18 

 

19 

 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

 

29 

 

 

30 

31 

Ridho: 

Yogi: 

Ridho: 

Yogi: 

Ridho: 

Yogi: 

Ridho: 

Yogi:  

 

Ridho: 

 

Yogi: 

Ridho: 

 

Yogi: 

Ridho: 

Yogi: 

Ridho: 

 

Yogi: 

Ridho: 

Yogi: 

 

Ridho: 

 

Yogi: 

Ridho: 

Yogi: 

Ridho: 

Yogi: 

Ridho: 

Yogi: 

Ridho: 

Yogi: 

 

Ridho: 

 

 

Yogi: 

Ridho: 

 

 Cari topik dulu <find a topic first> ! (giving instructions) 

(writing down the word ‘topic’ on the paper) 

Process. (mentioning the structure of the explanation text) 

Topiknya…apa tu ya <its topic…what>?  

Cari aja dulu topiknya <just find a topic first> !  

Topik nya tentang <its topic is about> ….(20.) 

How is rain happen? (giving a possible topic) 

Hujan terjadi karena penguapan terus <Rain happens because of 

the evaporation and then..(trying to answer the question) 

How is the storming happen? (giving another alternative topic) 

Kalau <if> storming? (looking confused) 

How is storm happen. (changing the word ‘storming’ to ‘storm’) 

Jadi itu topiknya <So that’s the topic>? Yakin <Sure>? 

The process of storm. The process.. the process of storm 

The process of storm? 

Maybe this. The process of memories, ... our memories, which 

explained by Mr. Juf (the name of a lecturer) 

Oh yang dijelaskan sama Pak Juf <Oh the one explained by Mr. 

Juf>? 

The cycle of memories.  Circle? Cycle? 

CYCLE, not circle 

Ya, itu aja <yes, that’s it> ? Terus body-body nya berapa <then 

how many body paragraphs>? 

Four. Four body. We will make for body. Review, repeat, 

reinforce. (dictating what to write) 

Catat gak ya <Do I need to write it down>?  

Memorising, repeating, reviewing, reinforcing 

Ininya…body-body nya <these are… the body paragraphs>? 

Yes 

Oh gitu ya <oh, I see>. 

Thesis nyo opo <what’s its thesis statement>?  

Yaaa <yes>. Apa ya <what>? Thesis apa sih <what is thesis>? 

Apa yang kamu bakal bahas <what you are going to discuss>. 

Kita membahas bagaimana <we discuss like what>...(looking 

confused) 

Kalau ga body nya gini aja, short term memory, long memory, 

permanent memory <if not, its body paragraphs are short term 

memory, long memory, and permanent memory> 

Tentang <about>? 

Bantu mikirlah <Please think about it>! 

While Ridho gave orders (turns 1, 3, 5), interpreted instructions (turn 29), made 

suggestions about alternative topics (turns 7, 9, 11, 13, 15, 17) and the text organisation 

(turns 21), Yogi took the role as the scribe, but some sometimes made suggestions (e.g., turn 
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10) and asked questions (e.g., turns 14 and 30). Since Yogi’s contribution at times seemed 

limited, Ridho made an attempt to draw Yogi into the activity (turn 31). 

This pattern of interaction was also assumed by Group 6 – Prabowo and Rizkya –  during FTF 

interaction in Task 1.  

Excerpt 5. Brainstorming – Selecting topics (Task 1, FTF) 

15 

 

 

 

 

 

16 

17 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

18 

 

 

19 

20 

21 

 

22 

 

23 

24 

 

Prabowo: 

 

 

 

 

 

Rizkya: 

Prabowo: 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Rizkya: 

 

 

Prabowo: 

Rizkya: 

Prabowo: 

 

Rizkya: 

 

Prabowo: 

Rizkya: 

 

 Ceritanya tu…hmmm.. seorang bapak teach their children before 

he dying. And dia terkena kanker…kanker…pokoknya terkena 
kanker. Doctor predict he will die …one…one..one years again. 

Gitu kan? <the story is...a father teaches their children before he 

died. And he was suffering from cancer. A doctor predicts he will 

die in one year. Like that?> 

He dies one year? 

And before he dying, he …dia merekam dirinya sendiri karena 
waktu itu….karena waktu itu…anak-anaknya masih kecil. Jadi 
walaupun disampaikan mungkin itu akan cepat hilang. After that, 

the father merekam dirinya sendiri. Dimana situasinya itu 
direkam di berbagai tempat. Pokoknya hampir ribuan kaset 
selama satu tahun dia rekam dirinya sendiri bagaimana anaknya. 
<And before he dies, he video-recorded himself, because at that 

time his children were still small. So even though he told that to 

their kids, they could easily forget. After that the father recorded 

himself. He recorded in many places. A lot of recordings within 

one year> 

Iya. <yes.> (while listening) 

…. 

(Prabowo keeps on retelling the story he read from a novel). 

Kamu ada cerita gak <you have another story, don’t you>? 

Belum ada. <not yet> (smiling) 

Atau film yang pernah ditonton mungkin? <or maybe any movie 

you ever watched?> 

Hmm..awak pernah nonton film ‘Malin Kundang’ <Hmm…I ever 

watched ‘Malin Kundang’ movie> (smiling) 

Caritoan lah. <Tell me.> 

(He’s starting retelling the story of the movie he watched) 

As evident in Excerpt 5, Prabowo focused on sharing information about the novel he 

read to give an idea for writing Task 1 (turns 15 and 17), and there was no task coordination 

in the group. At first, Rizkya seemed to be a passive listener as he only listened to Prabowo’s 

story with minimal feedback (turns 18 and 20). However, Prabowo kept trying to invite him 

to share his ideas (turn 21). He eventually retold a story from the movie he ever watched 

(turns 22 and 24). 
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Facilitative/cooperative/cooperative pattern 

In triads, the equivalent to the facilitative/cooperative pattern was the 

facilitative/cooperative/cooperative pattern.  It is characterized by a moderate level of 

equality, yet mid-low on mutuality. Group 9 consisting of Stephanie, Rezi and Rizkid, for 

instance, displayed a facilitative/cooperative/cooperative pattern of triadic interaction when 

working on the tasks in the class.  

Excerpt 6. Brainstorming – Selecting topics (Task 5, FTF) 

7 

8 

9 

 

 

 

 

10 

11 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

12 

13 

 

 

14 

15 

 

 

 

16 

17 

 

18 

19 

 

20 

21 

 

 

Stephanie: 

Rezi: 

Stephanie: 

 

 

 

 

Rezi: 

Stephanie: 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Rezi: 

Stephanie: 

 

 

Rezi: 

Stephanie: 

 

 

 

Rizkid: 

Stephanie: 

 

Rizkid: 

Stephanie: 

 

Rizkid:  

Stephanie: 

 

 

Pertama apa <the first one is>? Hmm.. 

Pembelajaran bahasa Inggris…<English learning> 

Aku ragu kalau ganti topik. Aaa… Anggap lah dulu ini topik ya. 
Kita.. pokoknya intinya disini kita maunya belajar bahasa 
Inggris di usia dini itu…<I doubt if we change the topic. 

Aaa..just consider this as our topic. We..the main thing is..here 

we want the topic ‘Learning English in early childhood’> 

Kalau ini <what about this>… 

Jadi gini, kamu gak usah bikin sulit lah…jangan dipikirkan itu 
sulit. Maksudnyo giko… Hmmm…hhmmm. Belajar bahasa 
Inggris di usia dini, tentu ada pro kontra. Apa penyebab pro 
kontra? Karena sebagian dari sekolah…hmmm… ada yang 
menghapus hmmm pembelajaran bahasa Inggris, ada yang tidak 
menghapus. Itu karena apa? Karena pro dan kontra. Pro nya 
apa [misal….<So, you don't need to make it complicated…don't 

need to think if it’s difficult. That’s why…hmmm…hmmm. 

Learning English in early childhood must bring pros and cons. 

What makes pros and cons? Because some 

schools…hmmm…omit English subject. And some don't.  Why 

is that? Because pros and cons. Pros, [for instance…> 

[ini di SD kan <[this is elementary school, right>? 

Aaa, iya SD, di usia dini. Maksudnya di..di… Yang paling dini 
apa selain TK? <Aaa…yes Elementary school, early age. I 

mean…in..in.. what’s earlier than Playground>?  

(Giggling) SD <elementary school> 

Ya udah kita ambil SD, karena dulu di SD aku 
diaktifkan…hmmm..pelajaran bahasa Inggris di kelas 4, 5, 
6..<alright, we pick elementary school, because once in my 

school English subject was included, in grade 4, 5, 6> 

Trus kelas 1, 2, dan 3 gimana <What about grade 1, 2, and 3>? 

Ya belum dikasi pelajaran bahasa Inggris <there was no English 

lesson>.  

Oh gitu <I see>. 

Jadi gimana <so how> ? Pasti ada pro dan kontra. Ini aja <there 

must be pros and cons. That’s it>? 

Ya gak papa <that’s fine>.  

Karena disini tadi disebutkan. Aku lihat…<because here it was 

mentioned that. I saw…> (reading an article ) 

Oya kamu ada tablet atau laptop <do you have a tablet or a 
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22 

23 

 

24 

 

 

Rezi: 

Stephanie: 

 

Rizkid: 

 

laptop>? (Asking Rezi) 

Laptop. 

Kenapa gak dibawa <why don't you bring it>? Hmmm…oya ada 
tambahan ide lain ga <any other ideas>? 

Itu aja dulu kita bahas <just discuss this first>.  

During the FTF interaction as seen in Excerpt 6, apart from contributing to the tasks, 

Stephanie played a facilitative role explicitly, such as providing direction on how they should 

collectively complete the tasks (turns 7, 9, 11, 13, 15) and encouraging other group members’ 

participation (turns 19, 23). Rezi and Rezkid were quite cooperative as they developed some 

of the text independently at later stages of the tasks. They were also quite responsive to the 

explanations given by Stephanie (turns 8, 10, 12, 16, 24). However, their engagement was 

quite limited. 

This pattern was also adopted by Group 11. As shown in Excerpt 7, when they 

worked on Task 1, Israul and Peragita enthusiastically shared their stories and experiences 

whereas Rada was more facilitative during the discussion.  

Excerpt 7. Brainstorming – Selecting topics (Task 1, FTF) 

1 

2 

3 

 

 

4 

 

5 

6 

 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

Rada: 

Israul: 

Rada: 

 

 

Israul: 

 

Peragita: 

Israul: 

 

Rada: 

Israul: 

Rada: 

Israul: 

Rada: 

Israul: 

Rada: 

Israul: 

Rada: 

Israul: 

Rada: 

Israul: 

Rada: 

Israul: 

Rada: 

Okay, (10.0) what will we discuss? Maybe you have a story? 

Hmmm, movie or ….? 

I think both of you have…I think both of you have…a favourite 

movie. Because you love to watch movie. Right? Please tell us. 

(trying to invite her peers)   

Hmmmm, It’s a Korean movie, I think. Hmmm, you know…It’s 

a “Miracle Cell No 7”. You know about that? 

I know, but I’m not really sure. I forget. (smiling) 

Hmmm, it’s like …Aaa, a father.. He is…aaa we can say he is 

idiot person I think 

Idiot? 

Yes, idiot.  

Oh I see 

Aaaa…and he has 

Father is idiot or father has idiot children? 

Father is idiot. 

Oh.. 

He has aaa….aaa…aaa 

Son? (trying to confirm what Israul just said) 

Noo…a daughter 

Oh… 

His daughter loves to watch “Sailormoon” , and…like that… 

How old is the daughter? Her age? 

Hmmm… she’s 5 years old I think 

And then? 



 110 

22 

 

 

23 

24 

 

 

 

25 

26 

 

 

Israul: 

 

 

Rada: 

Peragita: 

 

 

 

Rada: 

Peragita: 

(keeps on sharing the movie she watched for about 4 minutes in 

Indonesian while occasionally being interrupted with some 

questions by Rada)  

What about you Peragita? Any story? 

Hmmm…in the early morning…I…I…this story was last year… 

I came to campus..before I go… I went to campus, I prepared 

myself, take a bath, have my breakfast. And you know, in the 6 

o’clock..No…there are…there are no… 

There’s no car? 

There are no ‘Angkot’ (a public transportation) in my house.. So I 

should…. I should…walking and walking, and then until I 

find…I found… the ‘Angkot’.. 

(continuing her funny experience when she went to campus for 

the first time) 

Here, Rada only acted as a facilitator to allow each group member to have a chance to 

express their ideas (turns 1, 3, 23), but she did not generate any ideas. She occasionally 

clarified her peers’ ideas (turns 7, 11, 15). Both Israul and Peragita seemed to be motivated to 

share their stories (turns 4, 6, 18, 22, 24, 26). However, Israul and Peragita did not really 

engage with each other’s stories since they did not discuss one of the ideas they shared. 

Rather, they tended to just listen to the story without giving feedback or ask questions in 

order to build on it. 

A facilitative/cooperative/cooperative pattern of interaction is also marked by limited 

contributions by group members. In other words, while one group member took a role as a 

facilitator, the others tended to go with the flow of the group and merely agreed, such as in 

Group 5 consisting of Regina, Lini, and Iva.  

Excerpt 8. Brainstorming – Selecting topics (Task 2, FTF) 

12 

 

13 

14 

 

15 

16 

 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

 

22 

23 

Regina: 

 

Lini: 

Regina:  

 

Lini: 

Regina: 

 

Iva: 

Lini: 

Regina: 

Lini: 

Regina: 

 

Iva: 

Regina: 

Tentang proses terjadinya mimpi ajo <what about the process of 

dreaming>.  

Mimpi <dream>…(looking confused) 

Yo baco ajo di Google bahan nyo. Cari lah dulu. <Yes, just read 

its sources from Google. Go find it> 

Iyo <yes> (giggling) 

agiah lah ide, kalian lai ado ide nan lain? <please give ideas, you 

both got any other ideas? 

(laughing with Lini and not paying attention to the task) 

Tentang <about>…. 

Aaa pre-cognitive dream… (with surprising tone) 

Apo itu <what’s that>? 

Yo itu <that’s it>. (start reading it from her mobile phone the 

definition of pre-cognitive dream) 

Iyo, Kaya meramal gitu <Yes, like fortune telling>? 

Cubo cari di Google <try to find it in Google>.  
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24 

 

25 

26 

 

27 

28 

Iva: 

 

Regina: 

Lini: 

 

Iva: 

Lini: 

Iyo. Apo tadi <yes, what was that>? Pre… (trying to pronounce 

the phrase) 

Pre-cognitive dream 

Iyo mah. Tentang penjahat ndak <Yeah, right. About criminal, 

isn’t it>? 

(looking up the google and read the article she found out loud) 

Bia awak catat poin-poin nyo <let write the points down> 

As shown in Excerpt 8, while Regina took a facilitative role who directed her peers 

during negotiation, Lini and Iva seemed to agree with Regina’s ideas since they had very few 

contributions to the task. They also showed little engagement with Regina’s contributions. 

Regina mostly initiated to work on Task 2 (turn 12), gave orders what her peers should do 

(turns 14, 23) and invited ideas from her peers (turn 16). However, Iva and Lini seemed to 

have no idea about what the topic was and tended to be very agreeable with what Regina 

proposed (turns 13, 15, 22, 24, 26). Since they did not have ideas to share with the group, Iva 

contributed to the tasks by looking up articles related to their writing topic (e.g., turn 27) 

while Lini volunterred to be the scribe (turn 28).  

Active/passive/passive pattern 

An active/passive/passive pattern of interaction is characterised by a low level of both 

equality and mutuality. This pattern was frequently observed in the online mode in which 

only one student worked on the task and the others generally made no or minimal 

contributions or changes to the text created by the one group member. For example, when 

Group 10 comprising Rozi, Rifa and Rukmala worked on Task 1 via Google Docs, Rozi just 

briefly outlined the text (see Figure 4.8), but seemed disengaged from the subsequent drafting 

and editing process. Although the group had split the workloads in the FTF mode, Rozi and 

Rifa did not seem to have a strong commitment to complete their share in the online mode. 

At the beginning, there were occasions when Rukmala attempted to encourage her peers to 

work on their parts during the drafting stage, but the response was minimal, at most. 

Therefore, Rukmala assumed responsibility for drafting the text (Figure 4.9). Rifa (orange 

font) only made few simple changes on the draft. Overall, it was evident that Rukmala was 

active as she mostly drafted and revised the task. However, Rozi and Rifa, the passive 

members, contributed very little to the writing task, and also showed little engagement with 
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each others’ contributions. 

 

Figure 4.8 Screenshot of Google Docs ‘History’ of Group 10 – Rozi (Outlining) 

 

Figure 4.9 Screenshot of Google Docs ‘History’ of Group 10 – Rukmala (Drafting) 

Thus, with reference to the triangulated data sources (i.e., classroom and online 

observation, comment logs and Google Docs history), I distinguished five FTF and online 

interactional patterns (including dyadic and triadic interactions) that the students demonstrated 

across six blended collaborative writing tasks (see Table 4.1 and 4.2 below).  I also found some 

groups where only one group member worked individually, or even did not complete their joint 

written tasks either in FTF or online modes, and I labelled them as ‘individual activity’ and ‘no 

activity’ respectively. It is worth mentioning that the categorisation used to illustrate these 

various patterns of dyadic and triadic interactions are not closed classifications. Based on the 

data illustrated, these patterns share some of their correlated features. 
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Table 4.1 Patterns of FTF and online interaction across the writing tasks (Salam’s Class) 

 

Group Type 

Salam’s class 
Task 1 Task 3 Task 5 

FTF Online FTF Online FTF Online 
Pre-writing Drafting Revising Pre-writing Drafting Revising Pre-writing Drafting Revising  

 Dyad 
 
 4 – Atikah 
       Pipin 
 
 6 – Prabowo  
        Rizkya 
 
 7 – Ridho 
        Yogi 
 

 
 
Facilitative 
Cooperative 
 
Facilitative 
Cooperative 
 
Facilitative 
Cooperative 
 

 
 
Cooperative 
 
 
Cooperative 
 
 
Cooperative 
 
 

 
 
Cooperative 
 
 
Cooperative 
 
 
Cooperative 
 
 

 
 
Facilitative 
Cooperative 
 
Facilitative 
Cooperative 
 
Facilitative 
Cooperative 

 
 
Individual 
Activity 
 
Individual  
Activity 
 
Cooperative 
 
 

 
 
Individual 
Activity 
 
Individual 
Activity 
 
Cooperative 
 
 

 
 
Facilitative 
Cooperative 
 
Facilitative 
Cooperative 
 
Facilitative 
Cooperative 

 
 
Cooperative 
 
 
Cooperative 
 
 
Individual 
Activity 

 
 
Cooperative 
 
 
Cooperative 
 
 
Individual 
Activity 

 Triad 
 
 1 – Nadia 
       Rintan 
       Titis 
 
 3 – Rahmi 
       Ramita 
       Risa 
 
 5 – Iva 
       Lini 
       Regina 
 
 8 – Febrina 
       Khairun 
       Ummul 

 
 
 
Collaborative 
 
 
Cooperative 
Cooperative 
Facilitative 
 
Cooperative 
Cooperative 
Facilitative 
 
Facilitative 
Cooperative 
Cooperative 

 
 
 
Collaborative 
 
 
 
Cooperative 
 
 
Passive 
Passive 
Active 
 
 
Cooperative 
 

 
 
 
Collaborative 
 
 
 
Cooperative 
 
 
Passive 
Passive 
Active 
 
 
Cooperative 
 

 
 
 
Collaborative 
 
 
Cooperative 
Cooperative 
Facilitative 
 
Cooperative 
Cooperative 
Facilitative 
 
Facilitative 
Cooperative 
Cooperative 

 
 
 
Collaborative 
 
 
 
Cooperative 
 
 
Passive 
Passive 
Active 
 
 
Cooperative 
 

 
 
 
Collaborative 
 
 
 
Cooperative 
 
 
Passive 
Passive 
Active 
 
 
Cooperative 
 

 
 
 
Collaborative 
 
 
Cooperative 
Cooperative 
Facilitative 
 
Cooperative 
Cooperative 
Facilitative 
 
 
No activity 
 

 
 
 
Collaborative 
 
 
 
Cooperative 
 
 
Passive 
Passive 
Active 
 
 
No activity 
 

 
 
 
Collaborative 
 
 
 
Cooperative 
 
 
Passive 
Passive 
Active 
 
 
No activity 
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 9 – Rezi 
       Rizkid 
       Stephanie 
 
 10 – Rozi 
         Rifa 
         Rukmala 
 
 11 – Israul 
         Peragita 
         Rada 

 
Cooperative 
Cooperative 
Facilitative 
 
Cooperative 
Cooperative 
Facilitative 
 
Cooperative 
Cooperative 
Facilitative 

 
Passive 
Passive 
Active 
 
Passive 
Passive 
Active 
 
 
Cooperative 

 
Passive 
Passive 
Active 
 
Passive 
Passive 
Active 
 
 
Cooperative 

 
Cooperative 
Cooperative 
Facilitative 
 
Cooperative 
Cooperative 
Facilitative 
 
Cooperative 
Cooperative 
Facilitative  

 
Passive 
Passive 
Active 
 
Passive 
Passive 
Active 
 
 
Cooperative 
 

 
Passive 
Passive 
Active 
 
Passive 
Passive 
Active 
 
 
Cooperative 
 

 
Cooperative 
Cooperative 
Facilitative 
 
Cooperative 
Cooperative 
Facilitative 
 
Cooperative 
Cooperative 
Facilitative 
 

 
Passive 
Passive 
Active 
 
Passive 
Passive 
Active 
 
 
Cooperative 

 
Passive 
Passive 
Active 
 
Passive 
Passive 
Active 
 
 
Cooperative 
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Table 4.2 Patterns of FTF and online interaction across the writing tasks (Yati’s Class) 

 

Group Type 

Yati’s class 
Task 2 Task 4 Task 6 

FTF Online FTF Online FTF Online 
Pre-writing Drafting Revising Pre-writing Drafting Revising Pre-writing Drafting Revising  

 Dyad 
 
 4 – Atikah 
       Pipin 
 
 6 – Prabowo  
        Rizkya 
 
 7 – Ridho 
        Yogi 
 

 
 
Facilitative 
Cooperative 
 
Facilitative 
Cooperative 
 
Facilitative 
Cooperative 
 

 
 
Individual 
Activity 
 
Individual  
Activity 
 
Cooperative 
 
 

 
 
Individual 
Activity 
 
Individual  
Activity 
 
Cooperative 
 
 

 
 
Facilitative 
Cooperative 
 
Facilitative 
Cooperative 
 
No Activity 

 
 
Cooperative 
 
 
Individual  
Activity 
 
No Activity 

 
 
Cooperative 
 
 
Individual 
Activity 
 
No Activity 

 
 
No Activity 
 
 
No Activity 
 
 
No Activity 

 
 
No Activity 
 
 
No Activity 
 
 
No Activity 

 
 
No Activity 
 
 
No Activity 
 
 
No Activity 

 Triad 
 
 1 – Nadia 
       Rintan 
       Titis 
 
 3 – Rahmi 
       Ramita 
       Risa 
 
 5 – Iva 
       Lini 
       Regina 
 
 8 – Febrina 

 
 
 
Collaborative 
 
 
Cooperative 
Cooperative 
Facilitative 
 
Cooperative 
Cooperative 
Facilitative 
 
Facilitative 

 
 
 
Collaborative 
 
 
 
Cooperative 
 
 
Passive 
Passive 
Active 
 
 

 
 
 
Collaborative 
 
 
 
Cooperative 
 
 
Passive 
Passive 
Active 
 
 

 
 
 
Collaborative 
 
 
Cooperative 
Cooperative 
Facilitative 
 
Cooperative 
Cooperative 
Facilitative 
 
 

 
 
 
Collaborative 
 
 
 
Cooperative 
 
 
Passive 
Passive 
Active 
 
 

 
 
 
Collaborative 
 
 
 
Cooperative 
 
 
Passive 
Passive 
Active 
 
 

 
 
 
Collaborative 
 
 
Cooperative 
Cooperative 
Facilitative 
 
Cooperative 
Cooperative 
Facilitative 
 
 

 
 
 
Collaborative 
 
 
 
Cooperative 
 
 
 
No Activity 
 
 
 

 
 
 
Collaborative 
 
 
 
Cooperative 
 
 
 
No Activity 
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        Khairun 
        Ummul 
 
 9 – Rezi 
        Rizkid 
        Stephanie 
 
 10 – Rozi 
          Rifa 
          Rukmala 
 
 11 – Israul 
          Peragita 
          Rada 

Cooperative 
Cooperative 
 
Cooperative 
Cooperative 
Facilitative 
 
Cooperative 
Cooperative 
Facilitative 
 
Cooperative 
Cooperative 
Facilitative 

Cooperative 
 
 
Passive 
Passive 
Active 
 
Passive 
Passive 
Active 
 
 
Cooperative 

Cooperative 
 
 
Passive 
Passive 
Active 
 
Passive 
Passive 
Active 
 
 
Cooperative 

No Activity 
 
 
Cooperative 
Cooperative 
Facilitative 
 
Cooperative 
Cooperative 
Facilitative 
 
Cooperative 
Cooperative 
Facilitative  

Cooperative 
 
 
Passive 
Passive 
Active 
 
Passive 
Passive 
Active 
 
 
Cooperative 

Cooperative 
 
 
Passive 
Passive 
Active 
 
Passive 
Passive 
Active 
 
 
Cooperative 

No activity 
 
 
 
No Activity 
 
 
 
No Activity 
 
 
 
No Activity 
 

Cooperative 
 
 
 
No Activity 
 
 
Passive 
Passive 
Active 
 
 
Cooperative 
 

Cooperative 
 
 
 
No Activity 
 
 
Passive 
Passive 
Active 
 
 
Cooperative 
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Table 4.1 and 4.2 presents overall patterns of interaction that the ten 

participating groups demonstrated in six blended collaborative writing tasks. There were 

five distinctive patterns of dyadic and triadic interactions which were based on the level 

of mutuality and equality. These patterns showed how students in dyads and triads 

approached blended collaborative writing activities.  

While the cooperative pattern was predominant during the drafting and revising 

stages via Google Docs, the facilitative/cooperative and 

facilitative/cooperative/cooperative patterns were more frequently shown during FTF 

pre-writing activities in the classroom. Most groups also displayed shifting patterns of 

interaction across both modes. The following figure illustrates how their patterns of 

interaction shifted during the activities.  

 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
Figure 4.10 Shifting patterns of interaction across both modes 

As shown in Figure 4.10, the majority of the groups displayed variations with 

regards to their patterns of interactions in a blended setting across the tasks. For 

instance, Group 4, 6, and 7 shifted their patterns from facilitative/cooperative in the 

FTF mode to a cooperative pattern in the online mode. Other groups also showed 

Face-to-Face 

Collaborative 
 

Group 1 

Facilitative/ 
Cooperative 
 
Group 4, 6 & 7 

Cooperative 
 
 
Group 4, 6 & 7  

Facilitative/ 
Cooperative/ 
Cooperative 
 
 
Group 3, 5, 8, 
9, 10, & 11 

Online 

Collaborative 
 

Group 1 

Cooperative 
 
Group 3, 8 & 11  

Active/ 
Passive/ 
Passive 
 
Group 5, 9 & 10 
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dynamic patterns, for instance, Group 3, 5, 8, 9, 10, and 11 from a 

facilitative/cooperative/cooperative pattern to either cooperative (Group 3, 8 and 11) or 

active/passive/passive (Group 5, 9 and 10) patterns across both modes and tasks. Only 

one group (i.e., Group 1) displayed a consistent collaborative pattern during the blended 

writing activities. Briefly, dynamic patterns of interaction were evident in almost all the 

groups across the tasks in both settings. That is, the patterns of interactions were not 

static since most of the groups approached each task in both modes differently.    

Phases of Collaboration in the Blended Setting  

The preceding section identified five patterns of interaction of three dyads and 

seven triads during blended collaborative writing activities.  

In the following section, I addressed two sub-questions about which features 

associate with each pattern of dyadic and triadic interactions, in order to better describe: 

(1.1) How do the students negotiate blended writing tasks?  (1.2) How do the students 

co-construct their joint texts and provide feedback during the process? To answer these 

two sub-questions, I used a text mining tool (DocuViz) and content analysis along with 

descriptive statistics based on transcripts of their audiotaped verbal interactions, 

comment logs and revision histories in Google Docs, and field notes.  

To attain a closer understanding of how patterns of interaction may influence 

language learning process within the blended setting, I distinguished between two 

phases of collaboration identified during blended collaborative writing activities: task 

negotiation and text co-construction phases. Adapting Li and Kim’s (2016) taxonomy of 

language and writing change functions, I then examined salient features in both task 

negotiation and text co-construction phases. While the former was associated with the 

use of language functions during pre-writing activities in the FTF mode, the latter was 

characterised by writing change functions made and feedback provided when co-

constructing the joint texts in the online mode (see Figure 4.11). 
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          Figure 4.11 Phases of collaborative writing in the blended setting 

In particular, as indicated in Figure 4.11, in Phase 1 (task negotiation) regarding 

equality, I examined types and frequency counts of language functions, whereas for 

mutuality, I evaluated each group’s initiating (i.e., proposing new ideas) vs. responding 

(i.e., reacting to other’s ideas) language functions in the FTF mode. In Phase 2 (text co-

construction), for equality, I examined types and frequency counts of writing change 

functions and feedback (i.e., direct feedback, highlighted feedback, commentary 

feedback and affective feedback) provided, whereas for mutuality, I evaluated how each 

group member used writing change functions to self- or other-edit the drafts in the 

online mode (see Chapter 3 for the description of each unit of analysis). When they 

edited others’ work, I also evaluated focus of feedback (i.e., content, organisation, 

grammar, word choice, and mechanics) they provided. In addition, I used DocuViz to 

quantify and visualise their contributions during task co-construction. Significant 

Collaborative  
Writing  

Activities 
in the blended  

setting 

Phase 1: 
Task Negotiation 

Phase 2: 
Text Co-construction 

Face-to Face Setting 

Online Setting 

Pre-writing activities 
• Generating ideas 
• Clarifying task instructions 
• Outlining 
• Sharing reading resources or 

one’s experiences 
 

Drafting & revising activities 
• Composing texts  
• Reviewing texts 
• Reshaping ideas/content 
• Altering words/phrases 

 

Final joint texts 
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episodes were carefully selected from the data to represent each feature which is 

commonly shared across most of the groups.  

Phase one: Task negotiation 

In this section, I first present the analysis of types and frequencies of language 

functions used by each group to understand the level of equality. For mutuality, I then 

classify the language functions into two: initiating and responding acts (see Excerpt 9 

below). I finally compared the selected typical groups and discussed salient features of 

each interaction patterns based on language functions they frequently used during task 

negotiation in the FTF mode. 

Task negotiation was a common phase in group work. Task negotiation can be 

described as about-task episodes where group members discussed how to carry out a 

given task (Storch, 2001b). Task negotiation served different purposes including 

clarifying the writing task requirements and procedures or negotiating group member’s 

responsibilities.  

To investigate features of this phase, I analysed language functions used by the 

group members from their transcribed verbal interaction in FTF mode and comment 

logs on Google Docs. I adapted Li and Kim’s (2016) taxonomy of language functions to 

code the data with some amendments to the coding scheme based on the data that 

emerged from this study (see Chapter 3). Language functions relate to the mediating 

functions of the language (e.g., suggestions, questions, requests, and explanation). 

Specifically, to understand the level of contribution (equality), I examined types and 

frequency of language functions used in task negotiation. 

To closely understand the degree of group members’ joint contribution 

(equality) and their reciprocal response (mutuality), I further analysed language 

functions and categorised them into either initiating (i.e., introduce new ideas) or 

responding (i.e., acknowledge or respond to others’ ideas) (Li & Zhu, 2013, 2017b). 

These functions have been used in previous studies of peer interaction in both FTF (e.g., 

Storch, 2001a) and online-based writing (e.g., Cho, 2017; Li & Kim, 2016) as indicators 

of group members’ contribution and engagement.  
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To ensure the reliability of the coding scheme for language functions (Li & Kim, 

2016), I invited the same coder as mentioned in the previous section. We discussed the 

scheme, and then independently coded 30% of the data set (including the transcripts of 

verbal interactions and all Google Docs text chats). The inter-coder reliability reached 

94%. We resolved disagreements through discussion.  

As mentioned previously, the dyads and triads demonstrated dynamic 

interactions while performing the blended collaborative writing tasks. In other words, 

there was a shifting pattern of interaction throughout the writing activities (i.e., pre-

writing, drafting, and revision activities) across both modes. Due to the nature of the 

blended setting, for instance, all groups tended to negotiated writing tasks in the FTF 

mode, and later drafted and revised their texts in the online mode. Since task negotiation 

episodes mostly served as about-task episodes in which group members made decisions 

with regards to the pre-writing tasks (e.g., brainstorming topics, outlining) and the 

writing procedure (e.g., splitting the tasks), I found that these episodes occurred during 

the FTF interactions in the classroom. The group members employed language 

functions to manage the tasks or negotiate the writing tasks, involving initiating and 

responding acts. To illustrate, the following excerpt shows how members of Group 8 

used various language functions when brainstorming about selecting a topic for Task 3 

during FTF pre-writing activities 

Excerpt 9. Brainstorming – Selecting a topic (Group 8, Task 3, FTF) 

1 
 
2 
3 
4 
 
5 
6 
 
7 
 
8 
 
 
9 
10 
 
 

Febrina: 
 
Khairun: 
Febrina: 
Ummul: 
 
Febrina: 
Khairun: 
 
Febrina: 
 
Ummul: 
 
 
Khairun: 
Febrina: 
 
 

Jadi topik awak kini <so what is our topic for this task>? 
(Questioning)  
Tentang pemusik jalanan se  <about street buskers>. (Suggesting) 
Baa Mul <what do you think, Mul>? (Eliciting) 
Indak baa juo do <that’s okay>! (Agreeing) Rancak mah <good 
idea>! (Praising) 
Ado ide nan lain ndak <any other ideas>? (Eliciting) 
Hmmm (thinking) 
(The group remains silent for few minutes)  
Ayo, Irun, Mul. Semangat <come on, Irun and Mul>! 
(Encouraging) 
Awak cubo diskusian iko dulu <just discuss this first>. 
(Suggesting) Menarik kaya nyo mah <it’s quite interesting>. 
(Explaining) 
Iyolah kalau baitu <Alright>. (Agreeing) 
Okay. Cubo awak bahas kiro-kiro apo nan awak tulis di paragraf 
partamo <let’s talk about what to write in the first paragraph>. 
(Eliciting)  
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11 
 
12 
13 
 
14 
15 
 
16 

Ummul: 
 
Febrina: 
Khairun: 
 
Febrina: 
Ummul: 
 
Khairun 

Oiyo, bahasa inggris pemusik jalanan apo yo <what do we call 
‘pemusik jalanan’ in English>? (Questioning) 
Musician? Street Musician? (Suggesting) 
Mah lho, ndak itu gai do <I don’t think so>. (Disagreeing) 
(laughing) 
Hmmm…Busk…Busker maybe? (Suggesting) 
Betul itu, lebih pas bunyinyo <that’s right, it’s more appropriate>. 
(Agreeing) 
Iyo <yes>. (Agreeing) 

 Excerpt 9 shows instances of how Group 8 used language functions during FTF 

pre-writing activities, comprising 6 instances of initiating acts (questioning, eliciting, 

and encouraging) and 12 instances of responding acts (counter-suggesting, elaborating, 

agreeing, disagreeing, and praising). This exchange also indicated a moderate level of 

their engagement with the group discussion. Febrina initiated the group discussion by 

questioning the group about topics of their writing (turn 1). Khairun then responded by 

making a suggestion on the writing topic (turn 2). Febrina, who voluntarily acted as a 

facilitator, invited another group member (Ummul) to join the discussion and share her 

idea. Ummul seemed to agree with Khairun’s suggestion, and praised her idea (turn 4). 

Febrina further elicited more ideas from the group (turn 5), and encouraged her peers to 

talk (turn 7) since they went silent for a while. Ummul then suggested that the group 

focused on the topic as she thought it was interesting (turn 8). Both Khairun and Ummul 

agreed and continued to discuss the content of the first paragraph (turns 9-10).  

 The language functions identified in Excerpt 9 also reflected how the group 

members mainly used their local or first language, Minang, (L1) as a mediating tool to 

interact with one another during the FTF pre-writing activities. Based on my 

observation and the recorded verbal interaction data, like the majority of the groups 

(except Group 1) who were less proficient in English (L2), Group 8 heavily relied on 

the use of either Indonesian or Minang languages (L1s) during the interaction in both 

settings. They used L1s to accomplish different purposes, such as managing the task 

(e.g., selecting a topic (turns 1-10)), building interpersonal relations (e.g., by praising 

their peer’s idea  (turn 4) and encouraging them to participate in the discussion (turn 7)), 

solving language-related problems (e.g., making a correct lexical choice in L2 (turns 11-

14)). Thus, as shown in Excerpt 9, L1s played an important role for Group 8 to 

complete the writing task. The use of L1s as a facilitating factor in the blended 

collaborative writing activities will be further discussed in Chapter 6. 
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The findings about the distribution of initiating and responding acts for the ten 

groups across the six tasks are presented in Table 4.3 below. As shown in Table 4.3, 

there were clearly more language functions used by the collaborative group (Group 1) 

compared to the groups functioning in facilitative/cooperative (Group 4, 6, and 7) and 

facilitative/cooperative/cooperative (Group 3, 5, 8, 9, 10 and 11) patterns of interaction. 

There were also marked differences in how these language functions were distributed 

among members of the group. For example, on Task 2, the number of initiating and 

responding acts in the collaborative group, were well distributed among the group 

members: Rintan (27 & 24), Nadia (21 & 20), and Titis (27 & 28). In comparison, on 

the same task, the distribution of initiating and responding acts for the ten groups across 

the six tasks, such as Group 6 who formed a  facilitative/cooperative group were: 

Prabowo (9 & 4) and Rizkya (0 & 3), or in the facilitative/cooperative/cooperative 

group such as Group 3: Risa (13 & 11), Rahmi (1 & 10), and Ramita (0 & 7). The group 

member acting as a facilitator (e.g., Group 6 – Prabowo; Group 3 – Risa) made more 

initiating and responding acts than those who took a cooperative stance (e.g., Group 6 – 

Rizkya; Group 3 – Rahmi and Ramita). These particular initiating and responding acts 

also applied to other dyads (i.e., Groups 4 and 7) and triads (i.e., Groups 5, 8, 9, 10 and 

11) which formed facilitative/cooperative and facilitative/cooperative/cooperative 

patterns respectively.  

These findings confirm that the members of Group 1 displayed a moderate to 

high level of both equality and mutuality. They contributed collectively to the process 

of task negotiation including brainstorming about topic selections, task procedures and 

requirements by using various initiating and responding language functions.  

Unlike Group 1, other groups who formed facilitative/cooperative (e.g., Groups 

6 and 7) and facilitative/cooperative/cooperative (e.g., Group 3 and 5) patterns showed 

a low level of mutual engagement with each other. While one member played a role as a 

facilitator, the others took a cooperative stance by providing limited feedback, 

voluntarily being the scribe, or just accepting ideas from the facilitator. They exchanged 

information but did not really build on each other’s ideas during the interaction.  
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Table 4.3 The distribution of initiating (I) and responding (R) acts in FTF pre-writing tasks 

Group Members Task 1 Task 2 Task 3 Task 4 Task 5 Task 6 Subtotal 
I R I R I R I R I R I R I R 

1 Rintan 25 23 27 24 20 27 25 26 26 27 21 20 144 147  
Nadia 24 19 21 20 26 15 28 15 27 19 21 14 147 102  
Titis 25 21 27 28 22 16 22 18 21 26 23 13 140 122                 

3 Risa 10 18 13 11 8 19 11 21 9 18 8 13 59 100  
Rahmi 4 20 1 10 4 10 5 5 3 10 2 9 19 64  
Ramita 1 5 0 7 1 5 1 3 2 2 1 3 6 25                 

4 Atikah 10 16 8 14 7 13 8 14 13 17 0 0 46 74  
Pipin 1 12 0 6 2 11 1 9 1 2 0 0 5 40                 

5 Regina 9 12 10 21 4 12 11 21 8 20 8 18 50 104  
Iva 2 9 0 6 5 13 3 18 1 9 4 11 15 66  
Lini 0 3 0 4 1 4 2 6 1 2 1 2 5 21                 

6 Prabowo 8 14 9 4 10 11 10 14 8 18 0 0 45 61  
Rizkya 1 9 0 3 0 4 2 6 1 8 0 0 4 30                 

7 Ridho 20 27 19 14 11 27 0 0 20 29 0 0 70 97  
Yogi 2 20 1 8 3 17 0 0 3 19 0 0 9 64                 

8 Febrina 20 24 20 31 17 35 0 0 0 0 0 0 57 90 
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Khairul 9 24 3 14 6 26 0 0 0 0 0 0 18 64  
Ummul 2 13 4 2 1 10 0 0 0 0 0 0 7 25                 

9 Stephanie 8 21 10 17 13 21 17 23 13 17 0 0 61 99  
Rezi 3 12 2 10 5 8 4 16 5 8 0 0 19 54  
Rizkyd 1 5 1 4 1 3 1 5 2 4 0 0 6 21                 

10 Rukmala 10 14 12 15 15 17 12 16 10 18 0 0 59 80  
Rozi 3 15 5 12 4 6 4 7 3 12 0 0 19 52  
Rifa 2 4 1 4 3 6 2 8 1 2 0 0 9 24                 

11 Rada  9 12 12 21 11 28 12 27 10 25 0 0 54 113  
Israul 3 8 1 10 2 13 5 10 8 14 0 0 19 55  
Peragita 1 8 2 4 3 7 1 1 3 2 0 0 10 22 
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Descriptive statistics of all groups’ language functions comprising initiating vs. 

responding acts in FTF pre-writing activities across the groups is also presented in 

Table 4.4 below. 

Table 4.4 Descriptive statistics of all groups’ initiating and responding acts 

Group 
Initiating Responding 

M SD Min. Max. M SD Min. Max. 

1 
 
3 
 
4 
 
5 
 
6 
 
7 
 
8 
 
9 
 

10 
 

11 
 

143.67 
 

28 
 

25.50 
 

23.33 
 

24.50 
 

39.50 
 

27.33 
 

28.67 
 

29 
 

27 

3.51 
 

27.62 
 

28.99 
 

23.62 
 

28.99 
 

43.13 
 

26.27 
 

28.74 
 

26.45 
 

24.02 

140 
 

6 
 

5 
 

5 
 

4 
 

9 
 

7 
 

6 
 

9 
 

8 

147 
 

59 
 

46 
 

50 
 

45 
 

70 
 

57 
 

61 
 

59 
 

54 

123.67 
 

66.33 
 

57 
 

63.67 
 

45.50 
 

80.50 
 

59.67 
 

58 
 

52 
 

63 

22.54 
 

45.54 
 

24.04 
 

41.54 
 

21.92 
 

23.33 
 

32.71 
 

39.15 
 

28 
 

46.06 

102 
 

25 
 

40 
 

21 
 

30 
 

64 
 

25 
 

21 
 

24 
 

22 

147 
 

110 
 

74 
 

104 
 

61 
 

97 
 

90 
 

99 
 

80 
 

113 

As shown in Table 4.4, Group 1 displaying a collaborative pattern made the 

highest average of 143.67 initiating acts and 123.67 responding acts, followed by 

Groups 7 and 3 with 39.5 and 28 initiating acts, and 80.5 and 66.33 responding acts in 

average respectively. These findings confirm that the members of Group 1 reciprocally 

engaged with each other’s contributions which can be seen from the average frequency 

of initiating and responding moves (see Figure 4.12). However, it should be noted that 

the result of a nonparametric test (the Kruskal-Wallis test, with α value set at 0.05) 

showed that the differences between groups were not statistically significant (p-value = 

0.392, p > 0.05).    
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Figure 4.12 Average frequency of initiating and responding moves across groups in task 
negotiation phase 

 As indicated in Figure 4.12, most groups (except Group 1) had higher average 

frequencies of responding moves than initiating moves during task negotiation phase in 

the FTF mode. Thus, as Table 4.3 suggests, the level of participation of group members 

in most groups were not relatively equal and reciprocal. It was because in most groups, 

only one member took the initiative in deliberations whereas the others adopted a 

cooperative stance or tended to agree with their peers’ suggestions.  

In contrast, in the case of Group 1, the average frequencies of initiating moves 

were slightly higher than responding ones. Each group member in Group 1 took turns to 

initiate the discussion and respond to each other’s contribution. In other words, how 

each group member approached the task negotiation affected the average amount of 

initiating and responding language functions they used during task negotiation.  

Language functions used in each pattern of interaction 

In the next sub-section, I further describe three typical groups (i.e., Group 1, 7, 

and 3) for in-depth analysis, which represent three distinct patterns of interaction 

displayed in the FTF mode, namely collaborative, facilitative/cooperative, and 

facilitative/cooperative/cooperative. In particular, I evaluated equality (the types and 

frequencies of language functions) and mutuality (initiating vs. responding moves 

through various language functions) across three interaction patterns in task negotiation 
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phase. I decided to select these three groups as the cases because they could be 

illustrative of other similar groups in each pattern for task negotiation during FTF pre-

writing activities. Since language functions were largely used in task negotiation during 

FTF pre-writing activities, the patterns of interaction formed by the groups in the online 

mode such as cooperative and active/passive/passive patterns were excluded from the 

case studies.  

Collaborative pattern 

As explained in the preceding section, a collaborative pattern reflects a 

moderate to high level of both mutuality and equality when negotiating the writing 

tasks. Findings of the data analysis showed that, for example, Group 1 collaboratively 

contributed to the decision-making process of task orientation and writing outlines. The 

following excerpts describe the group members’ engagement in task negotiation 

through various language functions (i.e., the use of language for a specific purpose 

when interacting with others, such as elicitation, suggestion, agreement, and 

disagreement)  

Excerpt 10. Brainstorming – selecting topics (Group 1, Task 3, FTF) 

8 
 
9 
 
10 
 
11 
 
12 
13 
14 
 
15 
 
16 
17 
18 

Rintan: 
 
Titis:  
  
Nadia: 
 
Rintan: 
 
Nadia: 
Titis: 
Nadia: 
 
Rintan: 
 
Nadia: 
Rintan: 
Titis:  
 

Apa ya <so what topic>? Any topic with arguments we can 
develop? (Eliciting) 
Human trafficking yuk <what about human trafficking>? 
(Suggesting) 
Ah yes (Agreeing), what about penjualan organ <organ trade>? 
(Counter-suggesting)  
Are you sure other students won’t think about the same issue? 
(Confirming) 
Ya makanya apa <yes, so what>? (Eliciting) 
[So, Number 1, human trafficking? (Confirming) 
[So, Number 1, human trafficking? (Confirming) 
Hmmm then, what else? (Eliciting) 
I’m looking for the news at the LINE (an online application) 
today (while looking at her mobile phone). 
Investasi asing <foreign investment>? (Suggesting) 
I don’t understand about it. (Disagreeing) 
Me neither (Disagreeing), terlalu <too> complicated and boring 
(Explaining) 

As shown in Excerpt 10, Rintan initiated the task negotiation by inviting Titis 

and Nadia to provide topics to be developed in their joint text (turn 8). Titin responded 

to Rintan by suggesting a topic (turn 9). Nadia agreed with Titin’s idea and then 
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suggested a more specific topic (turn 10). Rintan was not sure about the idea because 

she assumed the topic was too common and would be used by other groups. While 

Rintan tried to look up alternative ideas online (turn 11 and 15), Nadia proposed another 

idea about ‘Foreign Invesment’ (turn 16). Rintan and Titis did not agree with the idea 

since they were not familiar with the topic, and they found it too complicated (turn 17-

18). 

Here in Excerpt 11, Rintan continued suggesting another idea (turn 25) and Titis 

clarified what she meant (turn 26). Rintan then justified her idea by substantiating her 

argument with a reason (turn 27). Nadia directed questions to herself before further 

reiterating Rintan’s earlier explanation, adding her viewpoint (turn 28). Self-directed 

question was a common strategy that Group 1 employed to direct their thinking process. 

Titis acknowledged Nadia’s turn. It seemed that every group member had a shared 

understanding of the task and reached an amicable agreement before advancing to the 

writing stage.   

Excerpt 11. Brainstorming – selecting topics (Group 1, Task 3, FTF) 

25 
 
26 
27 
 
 
28 
 
 
 
29 
30 
 

Rintan: 
 
Titis: 
Rintan:  
  
 
Nadia: 
 
 
 
Rintan: 
Titis: 
 

Ah, what about using,…pencarian bahan kertas alternative 
<…seeking alternative paper materials>? (Suggesting) 
Go green? (Confirming) 
Yes, because until now,… belum ada cara membikin kertas 
<there’s no method yet to make papers>… without cutting the 
trees. (Explaining)  
Jadi itu argumennya <so that’s the argument?> Solusinya <the 
solution>? Recycle? Or Banning? (Questioning)  
Of course, we need to provide an alternative solution to replace 
wood. Like,  reducing the use of paper. (Suggesting) 
Yes recycle, that’s it. (Agreeing) 
Okay (Agreeing). That’s good.  (Praising)   

As indicated in both excerpts, Group 1 put effort into their planning before 

proceeding with writing. Their communication was interactive and engaging. It is 

noticeable that each group member frequently used code-switching, mixing L1s and L2 

in interacting with their peers. They seemed to try to speak in L2, rather than heavily 

relying on the use of L1s. However, as in Titis’s case, for instance, the expression 

‘terlalu (too)’ she used in ‘terlalu complicated and boring’ (Excerpt 10, turn 18) seemed 

to be spontaneous, perhaps because of L1s transfer.   
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The excerpts also show that each group member was not only open to 

suggestions and respected them, but also mutually engaged with each other’s 

contributions. They felt comfortable enough to pool their ideas, to disagree, and to 

question different perspectives. Although disagreements were inevitable, group 

members learned how to reconcile with each other’s differing viewpoint, as Cho (2017) 

also found. In other words, conflict is not always negative. In particular, cognitive 

conflict (i.e., disagreements over content-related matters) can assist group members 

explore ideas critically and justify their options (Tocalli-Beller, 2003). As seen, Group 1 

resolved their differing viewpoints in an approachable manner, where no one felt 

intimidated or offended during the negotiation process. They demonstrated courtesy and 

promoted a good working relation. In addition, a self-directed questioning strategy, used 

by Nadia (Excerpt 11, turn 28), was employed to mediate her own understanding (Philp, 

Adams, & Iwashita, 2014).  

The percentage of language functions used by Group 1 across the six pre-writing 

tasks are presented in Table 4.5 as follows.  

Table 4.5 Language functions performed by Group 1 across six pre-writing tasks in FTF 
mode 

 

Language Functions 
Rintan Nadia Titis Subtotal 

Freq. % Freq. % Fre
q. 

% Freq. % 

Initiation 
 

Encouragement 
Request 
Question 
Elicitation 
Suggestion 
 
               Total 

5 
28 
46 
24 
41 

 
144 

1.2 
6.5 

10.7 
5.6 
9.5 

 
33.4 

 

8 
25 
51 
17 
46 

 
147 

1.9 
5.8 

11.8 
3.9 

10.7 
 

34.1 
 

4 
21 
60 
14 
41 

 
140 

0.9 
4.9 

13.9 
3.2 
9.5 

 
32.5 

 

17 
74 

157 
55 

128 
 

431 

3.9 
17.2 
36.4 
12.8 
29.7 

 
100 

Response 
 

Agreement 
Counter-Suggestion 
Explanation 
Praise 
Confirmation  
Disagreement 
 
               Total 

47 
19 
27 
15 
9 

30 
 

147 

12.7 
5.1 
7.3 
4.0 
2.4 
8.1 

 
39.6 

 

30 
14 
14 
10 
7 

27 
 

102 

8.1 
3.8 
3.8 
2.7 
1.9 
7.3 

 
27.5 

34 
18 
21 
11 
10 
28 

 
122 

9.2 
4.9 
5.7 
3.0 
2.7 
7.5 

 
32.9 

 

111 
51 
62 
36 
26 
85 

 
371 

29.9 
13.7 
16.7 
9.7 
7.0 

22.9 
 

100 

Total  291 36.3 249 31.0 262 32.7 802 100 
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Table 4.5 shows that Group 1 had 802 occurrences of language functions in total 

across the six pre-writing tasks. The three group members – Rintan, Titis, and Nadia – 

made relatively equal joint contribution to task negotiation, where each had 291, 262, 

and 249 occurrences of language functions respectively. They used a relatively high 

percentage of questions (36.4%), suggestions (29.7%), and agreements (29.9%) during 

task negotiation. Their collaborative interaction was also characterised by suggestions, 

counter-suggestions and explanations which allowed them to pool their ideas (e.g., 

Excerpt 10, turns 8-16), and agreements and praises that enabled them to construct 

positive social relations (e.g., Excerpt 11, turns 29-30) . Although there were instances 

of disagreements (22.9%) among group members, they successfully reached a 

consensus when making their decisions: 111 occurrences of agreement (29.9%). 

Conveying agreement, praise, and encouragement also showed that they established 

positive social relationships with each other. 

In general, these findings suggest that every member of Group 1 had relatively 

equal opportunities to voice their opinions during negotiation, was able to justify them, 

and respected other group members’ perspectives. In other words, the group members 

were mutually engaged in the deliberation and actively contributed to idea generation 

that assisted them to proceed from establishing a topic to their planning stage.  These 

findings confirmed what Li and Kim (2016) reported in their study that in a 

collaborative group as was the case in Group 1, members felt free to present their 

perspectives and appreciated one another’s views.  

It is also worth mentioning that while 431 occurrences of the language functions 

fell into the ‘initiating’ move, 371 occurrences were categorised as the ‘responding’ 

move. It seemed that Nadia (34.1%), Rintan (33.4%), and Titis (32.5%) indicated a 

fairly even distribution of initiations during the negotiation. They used distinct language 

functions, including question (36.4%), suggestion (29.7%), and request (17.2%) to 

invite others to provide opinions and comments on task orientations or writing 

procedures being discussed. Their responses were quite reciprocal. It can be seen from 

responding language functions they made, Rintan (39.6%), Titis (32.9%), and Nadia 

(27.5%). These findings suggest that they had extensive and mutual engagement as they 

built on each other’s ideas.  
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Facilitative/cooperative pattern 

A facilitative/cooperative pattern displays a moderate level of equality, yet mid-

low on mutuality. Group 4, 6, and 7 displayed such pattern across the tasks. Given that 

Group 4 and 6 spent more time in off-task talk during task negotiation, Group 7 was 

selected to be analysed in greater detail. Group 7 consisting of Ridho and Yogi, adopted 

this pattern across four pre-writing tasks, while in the other two tasks (Task 4 and 6), 

they did not show up in the classroom for unknown reasons. During task negotiation, 

Ridho voluntarily took the role of a ‘facilitator’ who tended to mediate the discussion, 

and Yogi, who had a low level of proficiency in writing, followed his peer’s input, and 

tended to be the scribe throughout the task negotiation (e.g., writing down possible 

topics to be discussed, or outlines). In particular, their involvement in text negotiation 

differed in quantity and quality. I present an excerpt below to illustrate how Ridho and 

Yogi negotiated a pre-writing task. 

Excerpt 12. Brainstorming – selecting topics (Group 7, Task 3, FTF) 

1 
2 
3 
 
 
4 
5 
 
 
6 
7 
 
8 
9 
 
10 
11 
 
12 

Ridho: 
Yogi: 
Ridho: 
 
 
Yogi: 
Ridho 
 
 
Yogi: 
Ridho: 
 
Yogi:  
Ridho: 
 
Yogi: 
Ridho: 
 
Yogi: 

Judul lah dulu <discuss a title first>! (Requesting) 
Okay. (Agreeing) 
Kalau ‘bahasa Inggris diajarkan dari sekolah dasar..yo, subjek 
bahasa Inggris <what about ‘English should be taught in 
elementary schools’, yes English subject>? (Suggestion) 
Bia awak catat yo <let me write it down>! (Requesting) 
Yo, karena bahasa Inggris sekarang udah dihapus di kurikulum 
<yes, as English subject is now omitted from the curriculum>. 
(Explaining) 
Alasannyo <what’s the reason>? (Questioning) 
English should be learned starting from elementary schools. 
(dictating what to write) (Explaining) 
“English should be…”(reading what has been written) 
Ya udah, argumen dulu, nanti aja thesis-nya <move to arguments, 
talk about the thesis statement later>. (Requesting) 
Yo <yes>. (Agreeing) 
Capeklah, cubo pikian apo argumen nyo, bisa mah <try to think 
of its arguments first, you can do it>. (Encouraging) 
Iyo <yes>. (Agreeing) 

As shown in Excerpt 12, Ridho initiated the negotiation, requested to first talk 

about the title (turn 1). Then, he suggested a topic sentence (turn 3). Yogi offered 

himself as the scribe, to write down what Ridho dictated to him (turns 4 and 7). Yogi 

sometimes asked questions to keep the talk going. Yogi mostly agreed to what Ridho 
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stated or suggested (turns 2, 10, and 12). Ridho tried to encourage Yogi to share his 

ideas as he generated only few ideas.  

This excerpt demonstrated that although this dyad completed the pre-writing 

tasks, they did not share expertise in terms of idea development. Ridho was the one who 

mostly initiated the negotiation, took the control, and generated most ideas. Yogi, on the 

other hand, tended to be the scribe as his main contribution to the task, and agreed to his 

partner’s decision. This dyadic working pattern shows evidence of unbalanced or non-

interactive interaction as they did not jointly build on ideas generated. As a result, there 

was no enhanced critical reflection on ideas since only one group member contributed 

to decision making during the pre-writing task. Table 4.6 presents the proportion of 

language functions employed by Group 7 during negotiation four writing tasks.  

Table 4.6 Language functions performed by Group 7 across four pre-writing tasks in 
FTF mode 

 

Language Functions 
Ridho Yogi Subtotal 

Freq. % Freq. % Freq. % 
Initiation 
 

Request 
Encouragement 
Elicitation 
Question  
Suggestion 
                    
                  Subtotal 

8 
31 

        16 
6 
9 
 

70 

10.1 
39.2 
20.3 
7.6 

11.4 
 

88.6 

1 
0 
0 
3 
5 
 

9 
 

1.3 
0 
0 

3.8 
6.3 

 
11.4 

9 
31 
16 
9 

14 
  

  79 

11.4 
39.2 
20.3 
11.4 
17.7 

 
100 

Response 
 

Agreement 
Confirmation 
Counter-suggestion 
Explanation 
Disagreement 
 
                  Subtotal 

11 
4 

32 
45 
5 
 

97 
 

6.8 
2.5 

19.9 
28.0 
3.1 

 
60.2 

31 
22 
6 
5 
0 
 

64 

19.3 
13.7 
3.7 
3.1 

0 
 

39.8 

42 
26 
38 
50 
5 
 

  161 

26.1 
16.1 
23.6 
31.1 
3.1 

 
100 

Total  167 69.6 73 30.4 240 100 

As shown in Table 4.6, there were a total of 240 language functions used by 

Group 7 across four pre-writing tasks. Ridho used a higher proportion of language 

functions (69.6%) than Yogi did (30.4%). Ridho generated 88.6% of initiating language 

functions whereas Yogi only made 11.4%. This percentage shows that Ridho controlled 

the flow of negotiation, like a facilitator who initiated a discussion. Ridho frequently 

encouraged (39.2%) and invited (20.3%) Yogi to share his ideas. Regarding responding 

moves, Ridho made 60.2% of such moves while Yogi made fewer reciprocal responses 
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(39.8%). That is, Ridho frequently attempted to make counter-suggestions (19.9%) and 

explain his ideas (28%). Yogi, in contrast, tended to agree with his peer’s suggestions 

(19.3%). These findings indicate a low to moderate level of individual contribution in 

this group, but a mid-low level of mutuality.  

Further, as presented in Table 4.6, the percentage of agreements (26.1%) was 

higher than disagreements (3.1%). As indicated in Excerpt 12, Yogi tended to agree 

with Ridho’s ideas perhaps to avoid conflicts. Yogi mainly contributed to the task by 

taking on the role of the scribe.  The other salient characteristic of this dyadic 

interaction was the instances of encouragement (39.2%), particularly made by Ridho.  

Facilitative/cooperative/cooperative pattern 

Similar to a facilitative/cooperative pattern, this triadic pattern shows a moderate 

level of equality, but mid-low on mutuality. While one group member assumed a 

facilitative role in the process of task negotiation, the other two group members 

contributed to the task to varying extent: one as the scribe who wrote the outline of their 

texts, another as an enthusiastic participant who tended to share information and ideas 

such as on writing topics and contents, but did not engage with other group members’ 

contributions. In terms of mutuality, the two group members who took a cooperative 

stance showed little engagement with each other’s suggestions – fewer reciprocal 

responses. They frequently had separate interactions with the group member acting as a 

facilitator. Four out of the ten groups (i.e., Group 3, 9, 10 and 11) formed this 

facilitative/cooperative/cooperative pattern. For instance, Group 3 consisting of Risa, 

Rahmi and Ramita adopted this pattern during the pre-writing task discussion. Excerpt 

13 illustrates how this triadic group negotiated the pre-writing tasks.  

Excerpt 13. Outlining (Group 3, Task 2, FTF) 

7 
 
8 
9 
 
 
 
10 
11 
12 

Risa: 
 
Rahmi: 
Risa: 
 
 
 
Ramita: 
Rahmi: 
Risa: 

Kini awak membahas tentang apo <so what are we going to discuss 
now>? (Eliciting) 
Ganti topik kan <change the topic right>? (Confirming) 
Iyo, baa caronyo pas di introduction nyo tu <yes (Agreeing), what 
are we going to write in the introduction>? (Questioning)  
Tuh awak jalehan ‘Tiger Parenting’ tu apo lu nak <firstly, we 
explain what ‘Tiger Parenting’ is, don’t we>? (Suggesting) 
Iyo <yes>. (Agreeing) (while writing it down) 
Tu apo lai <then what else>? (Questioning) 
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13 
 
 
14 
 
15 
16 
 
17 
 
 
18 
19 
 
 
20 
 
21 
22 
 
23 
 

 
 
Rahmi: 
 
 
Risa: 
 
Ramita: 
Rahmi: 
 
Risa: 
 
 
Rahmi: 
Risa: 
 
 
Ramita: 
 
Risa: 
Ramita: 
 
Risa: 

Awak jelaskan ‘Tiger Parenting’ itu kini sedang terjadi dima 
mungkin  <we then explain where ‘Tiger Parenting’ commonly 
takes place, maybe>. (Suggesting) 
Baru awak jelaskan pengertian dari ‘Tiger Parenting’. Apo nan 
salah dari ‘Tiger Parenting’ <then we define ‘Tiger Parenting’. 
what is wrong with ‘Tiger Parenting’>? (Suggesting) 
Ramita baa? sampean se nan ado dulu <Ramita? just share any 
ideas you have in mind>. (Encouraging) 
Hmmm. (while thinking)  
Buek thesis statement ndak, Ami <what about thesis statement, 
Ami>? (Confirming) 
Batua, tuh dima awak mambuek thesis statement nyo <that’s 
right, (Agreement) where do we write the thesis statement>? 
(Questioning) 
Di paragraf partamo <in the first paragraph>. (Suggesting) 
Okelah kalau baitu <alright then> (Agreeing) Mita, ado 
tambahan di paragraf partamo <Mita, any suggestion for the first 
paragraph>? (Eliciting) 
Sa, bara paragraf awak buek ancak <Sa, how many paragraphs 
do we need to write>? (Questioning) 
Tigo sampai limo mungkin <three to five maybe>? (Suggesting) 
Banyak bana mah, kalau tigo se baa <that’s too long 
(Disagreeing), why not just three>? (Counter-Suggesting) 
Awak cubo se dulu bara bisa, yang penting tulis se dulu <just try 
what we can, just write> (Encouraging)  

In Excerpt 13, the negotiation was led by Risa by inviting others to participate 

(turns 7 and 14). She acted to keep the group functioning smoothly via questions (turns 

9 and 17) and suggestions (turns 9 and 12). The invitation seemed to work on Rahmi as 

she responded to Risa’s ideas by making several counter-suggestions (turns 13, 16, and 

18). However, Ramita volunteered to act as the scribe, and was not really involved in 

the process of negotiation. As a result, Rahmi mostly interacted with Risa and ignored 

Ramita. It was evident when Risa attempted to invite Ramita to participate in the 

discussion (turn 14), Rahmi did not allow her to take some time to think and express her 

ideas. Rather, Rahmi made a direct move by proposing a suggestion for the text outline 

(turn 16). Rahmi and Ramita frequently had separate interactions with Risa during the 

task negotiation (e.g., turns 16-18 between Risa and Rahmi, and turns 19-21 between 

Risa and Ramita). Thus, Ramita had little engagement with Rahmi’s contributions.  

In addition, during the process of negotiation, there were only a few occurrences 

of disagreement. Rahmi and Ramita tended to assume a cooperative stance, expressing 

agreement with most ideas suggested by their peer which was another distinguishing 

trait of cooperation. On one hand, this tendency to readily agree with each other helped 
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this group reach consensus quickly and complete the joint tasks while keeping the group 

harmony. On the other hand, they did not have an opportunity to explore and assimilate 

different ideas in the decision-making process. Li and Kim (2016) also reported that in 

their study group members tended to readily agree during the process of negotiation, 

primarily in order to avoid conflict and confusion. Table 4.7 displays the language 

functions used by Group 3 across five tasks.  

Table 4.7 Language functions performed by Group 3 across five pre-writing tasks in 
FTF mode 

Language Functions 
Risa Rahmi Ramita Subtotal 

Freq. % Freq. % Freq. % Freq. % 
Initiation 
 

Question 
Request 
Encouragement 
Elicitation  
Suggestion 
 
               Subtotal 

9 
3 

26 
12 
9 
 

59 
 

10.7 
3.6 

31.0 
14.3 
10.7 

 
70.2 

5 
1 
0 
8 
5 
 

19 
 

6.0 
1.2 

0 
9.5 
6.0 

 
22.6 

0 
0 
0 
5 
1 
 

6 
 

0 
0 
0 

6.0 
1.2 

 
7.2 

14 
4 

26 
25 
15 

 
84 

16.7 
4.8 

31.0 
29.8 
17.9 

 
100 

Response 
 

Agreement 
Confirmation 
Counter-suggestion 
Explanation 
Praise 
Disagreement 
 
               Subtotal 

21 
24 
23 
22 
6 
4 
 

100 

11.1 
12.7 
12.2 
11.6 
3.2 
2.1 

 
52.9 

 

20 
17 
14 
6 
5 
2 
 

64 

10.6 
9.0 
7.4 
3.2 
2.6 
1.1 

 
33.9 

10 
9 
4 
0 
1 
1 
 

25 

5.3 
4.8 
2.1 

0 
0.5 
0.5 

 
13.2 

51 
50 
41 
28 
12 
7 
 

189 

27 
26.5 
21.7 
14.8 
6.3 
3.7 

 
100 

Total  159 58.2 83 30.4 31 11.4 273 100 

As Table 4.7 displays, across the five blended tasks, the group members made 

contributions to task negotiation, with Risa performing 58.2% of language functions, 

Rahmi 30.4% and Ramita 11.4%.  A larger proportion of the language functions (189) 

occurred during the response acts. It seems that Risa took the role as a facilitator by 

encouraging (31%) and eliciting (14.3%) others to participate in the negotiation. While 

Rahmi made fairly frequent moves during the discussion, Ramita tended to have limited 

engagement with other group members’ contributions and preferred to be the scribe.    

Summary 

The analysis of the task negotiation phase showed differences between the three 

patterns of dyadic and triadic interactions: collaborative (COL), facilitative/cooperative 

(FAC/COP), and facilitative/cooperative/cooperative (FAC/COP/COP). In particular, I 

identified the proportion of initiating and responding language functions which were 
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frequently used during task negotiation (about-task episodes) across the three patterns of 

peer interaction. Table 4.8 and 4.9 present the percentage of the most frequent language 

functions used by the three case study groups for initiating and responding in task 

negotiation episodes across the tasks.  

Regarding initiating language functions, as indicated in Table 4.8, in the case of 

the collaborative triad (Rintan, Nadia & Titis), they used questions (19.6%) and 

suggestions (16%) to initiate negotiation on task. Here, as each group member used 

some form of questions and suggestions, they demonstrated their willingness not only to 

work together in the decision-making episodes, but also to explore alternative 

viewpoints, and to help other group members understand the joint tasks. Using 

questions and suggestions, the members built on each other’s ideas and organised them, 

thereby generating solutions to complete the writing tasks. Furthermore, suggestions 

and questions served not only to encourage involvement in the activity (Storch, 2001b), 

but also to stimulate group members’ deeper thinking about the given task (Lee & 

Ertmer, 2006), or to direct their focus on tasks (Li & Kim, 2016), and to assist their 

comprehension of tasks(Walsh, 2006).   

        Table 4.8 Proportion of initiating language functions in FTF mode 

Pattern Group Members 
Initiating 

QUE SUG ENG ELI 
COL 
 
 
 
 
FAC/ 
COP/ 
COP 
 
 
FAC/ 
COP 

1 
 
 
 
 
3 
 
 
 
 
7 
 
 

Rintan 
Nadia 
Titis 
  Subtotal 
 
Risa 
Rahmi 
Ramita 
  Subtotal 
 
Ridho 
Yogi 
  Subtotal 

10.7% 
11.8% 
13.9% 
36.4% 

 
10.7% 
6.0% 

0 
16.7% 

 
7.6% 
3.8% 

11.4% 

9.5% 
10.7% 
9.5% 

29.7% 
 

10.7% 
6.0% 
1.2% 

17.9% 
 

11.4% 
6.3% 

17.7% 
 

1.2% 
1.9% 
0.9% 
4.0% 

 
31% 

0 
0 

31% 
 

39.2% 
0 

39.2% 

5.6% 
3.9% 
3.2% 

12.7% 
 

14.3% 
9.5% 
6.0% 

29.8% 
 

20.3% 
0 

20.3% 
 

         Note: QUE = Question   SUG = Suggestion   ENG = Encouragement   ELI = Elicitation 
 

In contrast, Group 3 and 7 forming facilitative/cooperative/cooperative and 

facilitative/cooperative used encouragement (31% and 39.2%) and elicitation (29.8% 
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and 20.3%) functions to initiate task negotiation episodes respectively. Only 16.7% and 

11.4% of questions were used to initiate the episodes. For instance, in the case of Group 

7, there was an attempt by Ridho to encourage Yogi’s involvement in the negotiation, 

and to share his ideas by encouragement (39.2%) and elicitation (20.3%). The same was 

true for Group 3 in which Risa initiated by encouraging (31%) and eliciting (14.3%) 

others to get involved in the decision-making process, whereas Rahmi and Ramita 

tended to wait and agree with their peers.  

With regards to responding moves, as shown in Table 4.9 below, it can also be 

seen that there was a link between responding moves and the patterns of dyadic and 

triadic interaction during FTF pre-writing activities. In the case of collaborative triad, 

there were relatively frequent instances of agreement (13.8%), disagreement (10.6%), 

explanation (7.7%) and counter-suggestion (6.4%). These figures indicated evidence of 

greater involvement by Rintan, Nadia, and Titis in the resolution episodes initiated by 

other group members. They collectively resolved emerging disagreement and 

anticipated difficulties (e.g., in outlining the text structure) via some form of counter-

suggestions and explanations.   

          Table 4.9 Proportion of responding language functions in FTF mode 

Pattern Group Members 
Responding 

AGR DIS EXP CSG 
COL 
 
 
 
 
FAC/ 
COP/ 
COP 
 
 
FAC/ 
COP 

1 
 
 
 
 
3 
 
 
 
 
7 
 
 

Rintan 
Nadia 
Titis 
  Subtotal 
 
Risa 
Rahmi 
Ramita 
  Subtotal 
 
Ridho 
Yogi 
  Subtotal 

12.7% 
8.1% 
9.2% 

30.0% 
 

11.1% 
10.6% 
5.3% 

27.0% 
 

7.3% 
19.3% 
26.6% 

8.1% 
7.3% 
7.5% 

22.9% 
 

2.1% 
1.1% 
0.5% 
3.7% 

 
6.7% 

0 
6.7% 

 

7.3% 
3.8% 
5.7% 

16.8% 
 

11.6% 
3.2% 

0 
14.8% 

 
28.0% 
3.1% 

31.1% 

5.1% 
3.8% 
4.9% 

13.8% 
 

12.2% 
7.4% 
2.1% 

21.7% 
 

19.9% 
3.7% 

23.6% 
 

   Note: AGR = Agreement  DIS = Disagreement  EXP = Explanation   CSG = Counter-suggestion 
 

In contrast, in the case of the facilitative/cooperative/cooperative triad (Risa, 

Rahmi, and Ramita), there was a substantial percentage of agreement (27%), counter-
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suggestion (21.7%), and explanation (14.8%); but a small proportion of disagreement 

(3.7%). These figures indicate one or two members actively participated in initiating 

and in responding moves while the other tended to agree to whatever their peers had to 

say and avoided conflicts with other group members. This made the interaction to be 

one way only.  

In summary, each group member in the collaborative triad (Group 1) actively 

participated in discussion and shared their understanding of the given task via the use of 

a number of language functions (e.g., questions and suggestions). This result confirms 

previous studies that also found questions were frequently used in pair or small group 

work forming collective or collaborative relationships to establish joint understanding 

and co-construct new knowledge (e.g., Li & Kim, 2016; Storch, 2001b). On the other 

hand, in Group 3 (the facilitative/cooperative/cooperative triad) and 7 (the 

facilitative/cooperative dyad), one member acted as the facilitator who focused more on 

how to encourage other group members to engage and manage the flow of the 

discussion through the use of elicitation and encouragement language functions. 

There were also a larger and relatively more balanced number of responding 

moves via the use of agreements, disagreements, explanations and counter-suggestions 

in the data of collaborative triad (Group 1) than in the other two patterns of dyadic 

(Group 7 with facilitative/cooperative pattern) and triadic (Group 3 with 

facilitative/cooperative/cooperative pattern) interaction. Each group member in Group 1 

actively engaged with other members’ contributions. They could resolve any 

disagreement emerging via explanations and counter-suggestions. 

In contrast, in the case of Group 7 and 3, only a member acting as the facilitator 

mainly generated explanations and counter-suggestions. The other group member 

tended to agree (a cooperative stance) as shown by the high number of agreements and a 

low number of disagreements which were found in the data of facilitative/cooperative 

dyad (Group 7) and facilitative/cooperative/cooperative triad (Group 3).  

As mentioned earlier, these language functions were used by the majority of the 

groups in the L1s, compared to previous studies (e.g., Li & Kim, 2016; Li & Zhu, 

2017a) in which the participants greatly used L2 during their interactions. In this study, 
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although the teachers encouraged them to use L2, the students tended to resort to L1s 

during FTF pre-writing activities.  

Phase two: Text co-construction 
 

In this section, I first present the frequency of edits and contributions, and types 

of feedback provided by each group member across the ten groups in the online mode. 

Secondly, I provide a visual history chart over specific time points before further 

describing self vs. other writing change functions and focus of feedback performed by 

several typical groups. I finally compare the selected typical groups and discuss salient 

features of each interaction pattern based on writing change functions they frequently 

used, and the most common feedback provided during task co-construction in the online 

mode.   

Once each group negotiated their writing task, group members co-constructed 

their joint texts across the six different writing tasks: narrative, explanation, analytical 

exposition, hortatory exposition, discussion, and review texts in the online mode 

utilizing Google Docs as a tool. The drafting and revising activities (e.g., adding, 

deleting, replacing, and correcting) in the online mode were relatively interweaved. This 

could be potentially due to the editing function of Google Docs. Since it was difficult to 

identify distinctive activities of collaborative writing on Google Docs (Strobl, 2014), I 

considered both activities as part of text co-construction phase. As mentioned 

previously, there was a shifting pattern from task negotiation phase (FTF pre-writing 

activities) to task co-construction phase (online drafting and revising activities). Apart 

from the collaborative pattern which was also manifested by Group 1 in the online 

interaction, two distinct interactional patterns were primarily shown during the drafting 

and revision activities in the online mode: cooperative (Group 3, 4, 6, 7, 8 and 11), 

active/passive/passive (Group 5, 9 and 10).  

To examine contributions of each group member during collaborative writing on 

Google Docs, I used DocuViz – a text mining tool specifically for quantifying user 

contributions and visually representing collaborative writing patterns on Google Docs 

based on its tracking changes and revision histories (Wang et al., 2015; Yim, Wang, 

Olson, Vu, & Warschauer, 2017). Triangulated with qualitative data analysis, this 

computational tool which automatically generated usage statistics regarding 
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collaborative writing and revising processes provided more findings. In addition, 

integrating these two analytical approaches can attain higher reliability and 

interpretative capacity (Yim & Warschauer, 2017).  

Once again, the inter-coder reliability for the coding of writing change functions 

was conducted. I invited the same coder, and then independently coded 30% of the data 

set (including the students’ final joint texts and text chats on Google Docs). The inter-

coder reliability reached 91%. Further discussion between the coders resolved 

discrepancies about writing change function coding.  

Table 4.10 displays proportions of self- and other-edits, and contributions for 

each group across six writing tasks. While the former comprises the number of 

characters inserted and deleted in total during the process of self- and other-editing, the 

latter consists of the amount of characters left in the final draft after revisions on Google 

Docs.  

Table 4.10 Proportions of group member total edits and contribution in the online mode 
(character count) 

Group Members Edit of self Edit of other Total Edits Contribution 

1 Rintan 20666 (38%) 9977 (36%) 30643 (37%) 14179 (35%)  
Nadia 15301 (28%) 8970 (32%) 24271 (29%) 12345 (31%)  
Titis 18848 (34%) 9066 (32%) 27914 (34%) 13934 (34%)   

54815 28013 82828 40458 
      

3 Risa 18686 (46%) 1512 (49%) 19686 (47%) 10619 (41%)  
Rahmi 10912 (27%) 784 (25%) 10912 (26%) 6438 (25%)  
Ramita 10700 (27%) 821 (26%) 11521 (27%) 8893 (34%)   

40298 3117 42119 23950 
      

4 Atikah 24077 (55%) 4128 (73%) 28205 (57%) 12341 (53%)  
Pipin 20058 (45%) 1538 (27%) 21596 (43%) 10997 (47%)   

44135 5666 49801 23338 
      

5 Regina 19376 (90%) 1897 (82%) 21273 (89%) 19342 (96%)  
Iva 1132 (5%)  234 (10%) 1366 (6%) 398 (2%)  
Lini 1023 (5%) 178 (8%) 1201 (5%) 401 (2%)   

21531 2309 23840 20141 
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6 Prabowo 24512 (48%) 6242 (84%) 30754 (52%) 4598 (46%)  
Rizkya 26860 (52%) 1232 (16%) 28092 (48%) 5371 (54%)   

51372 7474 58846 9969 
      

7 Ridho 32207 (65%) 981 (20%) 33188 (61%) 10946 (74%)  
Yogi 17143 (35%) 3962 (80%) 21105 (39%) 3945 (26%)   

49350 4943 54293 14891 
      

8 Febrina 21826 (40%) 9530 (64%) 31356 (46%) 10619 (36%)  
Khairun 15172 (28%) 2321 (16%) 17493 (25%) 9864 (34%)  
Ummul 17047 (32%) 2953 (20%) 20000 (29%) 8880 (30%)   

54045 16804 70849 21763 
      

9 Stephanie 15657 (80%) 3897 (92%) 19554 (82%) 17777 (95%)  
Rezi 1876 (10%) 230 (5%) 2106 (9%) 440 (2%)  
Rizkyd 1982 (10%) 127 (3%) 2109 (9%) 548 (3%)   

19515 4254 23769 18765 
      

10 Rukmala 30773 (91%) 1988 (82%) 32761 (91%) 19192 (95%)  
Rozi 1401 (4%) 181 (7%) 1582 (4%) 630 (3%)  
Rifa 1714 (5%) 279 (11%) 1993 (5%) 330 (2%)   

33888 2448 36336 20152 
      

11 Rada  24644 (49%) 7934 (52%) 32578 (50%) 10614 (51%)  
Israul 13898 (27%) 2705 (18%) 16603 (25%) 5989 (28%)  
Peragita 12107 (24%) 4532 (30%) 16639 (25%) 4437 (21%) 

  50649 15171 65820 22040 

 

As shown in Table 4.10, compared to cooperative and active/passive/passive 

groups, Group 1 forming a collaborative pattern made the highest number of total edits 

(82,828 characters). Each member edited not only their own work, but also their peers’ 

work.  In particular, the proportion of other-edits made by Rintan (36%), Nadia (32%), 

and Titis (32%) was well distributed in the group. In addition, when they made changes 

on their peers’ work, Group 1 frequently used the comment window to discuss the 

revisions made, or just highlighted sentences or phrases they changed to draw their 

peers’ attentions. Group 1 also showed balanced individual contributions, Rintan (35%), 

Nadia (31%), and Titis (34%). These findings suggest that each group member in Group 

1 displayed a high level of reciprocal engagement with each other’s work as well as 
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individual contributions to the tasks. Such findings can be attributed to the fact that they 

generally drafted and revised their joint texts simultaneously.   

Unlike the collaborative group, the groups forming cooperative pattern of 

interaction in the online mode showed a mid-low level of engagement with each other’s 

work, but a moderate to high degree of contributions to the tasks. For instance, in Group 

4, Atikah (73%) made many more other-edits than her peer, Pipin (27%). This perhaps 

could be related to the nature of cooperation they assumed. During online interaction, 

Group 4 divided not only the workloads (the horizontal-division), but also the roles (the 

stratified-division). Since Atikah assumed the role as a language editor, she focused on 

language editing, and made more other-edits than her peer assuming the role as the 

reviewer of the content and text organisation. Unlike Group 1, the members of Group 4 

did not interact with each other when making changes. Rather, they tended to make 

direct changes on the texts without deliberations. In terms of equality, Atikah (53%) and 

Pipin (47%) made relatively equal contributions to the tasks as the split the tasks into 

discreet units prior to drafting online.  

In the case of active/passive/passive groups, the groups showed a low level of 

both mutuality and equality. It was clear that only one member made substantial number 

of other-edits and contributions to the tasks. For instance, in Group 9, Stephanie made 

92% of other-edits, as opposed to Rezi (5%) and Rizkyd (3%). In total, Stephanie made 

95% of contribution to the joint tasks. Others tended to write small parts of the joint 

texts and made minimal amendements in the final draft. As seen Figure 4.13 below, 

Rezi (orange font) deleted some words and inserted few phrases, whereas Rizkyd 

(purple font (paragraph 2, line 4) revised very few language errors. This finding 

indicates that Rifa and Rozi showed less participation in online activities.  
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Figure 4.13 Screenshot of Google Docs of Group 9 (Task 1) – revised by Rezi & 
Rizkyd 

Thus, the findings showed that there were differences between groups in terms 

of the proportion of edits and contributions each group member made in their joint 

tasks. Such variations may be due to each group approaching drafting and revising 

activities differently in the online mode (group dynamics). However, it should be noted 

that the result of a nonparametric test (the Kruskal-Wallis test, with α value set at 0.05) 

showed that the differences between groups were not statistically significant (p-value = 

0.148, p > 0.05).    

In addition to analysing text-construction process by each group in the online 

mode, I also looked closely at the type of feedback received within each group. I 

adapted an online feedback analysis framework from Zheng et al. (2015) drawing on the 

work of Ellis (2009) (see Chapter 3). This framework consisted of four types of 

feedback: direct, highlighted, commentary and affective feedback. According to Zheng 

et al. (2015), direct feedback refers to the correct form provided within the text. Next, 

commentary feedback relates to when group members indicate there is an error in the 

text by identifying it and asking for clarification (without providing correction). 

Highlighted feedback pertains to highlights provided to locate an error without 

indicating the nature of the error. Lastly, affective feedback refers to encouragement or 

emotional response (e.g., praises) to the text provided by group members.   
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Again, my colleague and I coded 30% of the data independently and reached 

92% agreement. Discrepancies were resolved through further discussion. Descriptive 

statistics of feedback types are presented in Table 4.11.  

          Table 4.11 Types of feedback received on Google Docs across the tasks 

 

Group 

Types of Feedback 

Corrective Non-
corrective Total 

Direct Highlighted Commentary Affective 
Freq. % Freq. % Freq. % Freq. %  

1 
 
3 
 
4 
 
5 
 
6 
 
7 
 
8 
 
9 
 

10 
 

11 

1303 
 

849 
 

611 
 

346 
 

279 
 

446 
 

915 
 

239 
 

753 
 

1140 
 

75 
 

100 
 

99 
 

94 
 

100 
 

99.1 
 

99.8 
 

91.2 
 

99.5 
 

99.3 
 

196 
 
 
 

4 
 

16 
 
 
 

3 
 

1 
 

14 
 

2 
 

6 
 

11.3 
 
 
 

0.6 
 

4.3 
 
 
 

0.7 
 

0.1 
 

5.3 
 

0.3 
 

0.7 

181 
 
 
 

2 
 

1 
 
 
 

1 
 

1 
 

3 

10.4 
 
 
 

0.3 
 

0.3 
 
 
 

0.2 
 

0.1 
 

1.1 

57 
 
 
 
 
 

5 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

6 
 

2 
 

3.3 
 
 
 
 
 

1.4 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

2.3 
 

0.3 
 

 

1737 
 

849 
 

617 
 

368 
 

279 
 

450 
 

917 
 

262 
 

757 
 

885 
 

Subtotal 6881 89.1 242 3.23 189 2.5 70 0.95 7421 

As indicated in Table 4.11, within the ten groups, they collectively provided 

7421 instances of feedback. Direct feedback made up the highest percentage for Group 

3 and 6 (100% each), followed by Group 8 (99.8%), Group 10 (99.5%), Group 11 

(99.3%), Group 7 (99.1%), and the rest ranged from 75% to 99%. In the case of Group 

1 which was the only group forming a collaborative pattern, the next most frequent 

feedback types were highlighted feedback (11.3%) and commentary feedback (10.4%). 

In the case of cooperative (e.g., Group 11) and active/passive/passive (e.g., Group 5) 

groups, highlighted feedback was also the second most frequent, but much less than the 

collaborative group provided (which only ranged from 0.7% to 4.3%). Interestingly, 
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both collaborative and active/passive/passive groups provided non-corrective feedback 

– affective feedback. The percentage of affective feedback across these groups was 

nevertheless relatively very small, less than 3.3%. Further, it should be noted that the 

result of a nonparametric test (the Kruskal-Wallis test, with α value set at 0.05) showed 

that the differences between groups were statistically significant (p-value = 0.041, p < 

0.05).    

The following figure illustrates the distribution of online feedback provided 

within each group.  

 

         Figure 4.14 Percentage of online feedback provided within each group 

Figure 4.14 indicates that direct feedback was the most common feedback 

provided by each group. With regard to the number of direct feedback, the finding 

suggests that each group made relatively substantial contributions to their joint texts in 

the online mode. In contrast, only few groups provided commentary feedback and 

affective feedback (e.g., Group 1, 5, and 9). Based on my observation, the online mode 

(i.e., via Google Docs) seemed convenient for all the groups during the process of 

drafting and revising as they could easily and directly make additions and corrections 

within the text, but only few groups provided comments on each other’s work.  
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However, the majority of the groups did not engage with each other’s 

contributions. Rather, they tended to directly correct the errors within the text (direct 

feedback) with a very low level of engagement and mutual assistance with each other. 

Despite its small percentage, it was evident that Group 1 as a collaborative group 

provided commentary (10.4%) and affective (3.3%) feedback, thereby displaying a 

moderate level of mutuality with regard to feedback provision. They took turns to make 

comments on the drafts and provided encouragement to each other’s suggestions using 

the comment feature on Google Docs.  

Few other groups also provided these types of feedback, but it was less than 

2.3%. In particular, in the case of the active/passive/passive groups (i.e., Group 5, 9 and 

10), one of the group members provided affective feedback to encourage passive 

members to actively contribute to the text construction, or to acknowlegdge and praise 

what they did. The following excerpts illustrate how one member of Group 9 

(Stephanie) encouraged her passive peers and praised their work. 

Excerpt 14. Drafting – encouraging passive members (Task 2, Google Docs) 

1 
2 
 
3 
 
4 
5 
 
 

Stephanie: 
Rizkyd: 
 
Stephanie: 
 
Rezi: 
Stephanie: 
 
 

Ejiiii (calling Rezi) 
Katanya dia tadi mau online. statusnya tuh available <she said 
she wanted to come online, her status is available> 
Eji mana Eji <where is she>? 
(After quite sometime, Rezi came online and replied her chat) 
Hadiirrrrrr cikgu <Here, teacher> (making a joke) 
Nah sekarang kerja ye, kalau tak cikgu cubit <Now please work 
on the draft, otherwise I’ll pinch you>  (joking) 

Excerpt 15. Drafting – praising peer’s work (Task 1, Google Docs) 

3 
 
 
4 
 

Rezi: 
 
 
Stephanie 
 

Tems, coba diperiksa dulu resolution nya <guys, please check the 
resolution>.  (‘smile’ emoticon) (highlighting a sentence in the 
text)  
Very good ji (‘thumb up’ emoticon) 
 

 Excerpt 14 shows how Stephanie encouraged her peer, Rezi, to participate in 

drafting on Google Docs while making a joke. Although Rezi’s status was online she 

did not seem to work on the draft or reply to her peers’ comments. Excerpt 15 illustrates 

how Stephanie praised the work done by Rezi. Group 9 seemed to have set the time to 

work online synchronously.  
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Writing change functions and feedback provided in each pattern of interaction 

In the following sub-section, I further present three typical groups (i.e., Group 1, 

6, and 9) for in-depth analysis, which represent three distinct patterns of interaction 

displayed during text co-construction phase in the online mode, namely collaborative, 

cooperative, and active/passive/passive. In particular, drawing on the primary data 

source of Google Docs revision histories, I evaluated equality (the types and frequencies 

of writing change functions) and mutuality (self vs. other moves through writing change 

functions and focus of feedback) across three interaction patterns in task co-construction 

phase. Writing change functions (e.g., deletion, addition, correction, substitution) can 

show how the group members interact while co-constructing their texts within their 

groups, in the online mode (Li & Kim, 2016; Mak & Coniam, 2008). Based on my 

observations and the data collected from Google Docs, these three groups could be 

illustrative of other similar groups in each pattern for task co-construction during online 

interaction. A visual history chart over specific time points generated by the DocuViz 

application (which indicated time, writers, their writing portion) in each pattern is also 

presented. 

Collaborative pattern 

Using the DocuViz application – a text mining tool (Wang et al., 2015), I 

visualise each group member’s participation in the writing and revising process. I then 

discuss the evidence of group members’ writing change functions in Group 1 (Rintan, 

Nadia, and Titis) which took place when completing their tasks (e.g., Task 2). Figure 

4.15 illustrates the writing and editing process in a collaborative pattern. Vertical bars 

are the portions with writers represented in different colors – the size of each group 

member’s contribution. In particular, while the size of the stripe shows length of 

contribution, different portions indicate when in time they were written. 
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Figure 4.15 An illustration of a collaborative pattern (Group 1, Task 2) 

Figure 4.15 shows the visualisation of timeline history of Group 1 forming a 

collaborative pattern on Google Docs when co-authoring Task 2. Beginning late 

afternoon on September 13, Rintan (green) started writing her short piece from scratch 

in the first slice, the outline of the text. Nadia (red) developed the outline by adding 

several sentences in the next day. A few hours later, Rintan inserted more sentences in 

the outline, deleted and replaced a few of Nadia’s sentences which can be seen from the 

white gap in the yellow circle. The third member of the group, Titis (orange), together 

with Rintan (green) continued drafting the text and adding new paragraphs. There were 

a few occasions when they worked simultaneously (e.g., on 14 and 15 September). They 

also edited each other’s work, particularly on a word or sentence level, which can be 

seen from individual strands of color.  
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If they revised on a larger level (e.g., paragraph levels), there would be larger 

chunks of color variation. Before making revisions, they seemed to highlight particular 

words or sentences, and provide comments on the small window to confirm or to clarify 

with other group members as illustrated in Figure 4.16 below. Figure 4.16 shows how 

Rintan highlighted two sentences in their draft and asked Titis’s opinion if they needed 

changing. Titis then said ‘dicek bentar yak (let me check first)’ and agreed with 

Rintan’s idea to provide alternative phrasing and rewrite the highlighted sentences.  

Figure 4.16 Screenshot of Google Docs during drafting (Task 1) 

Prior to the final draft, most revisions started taking place from the beginning of 

the drafting process which depicted a recursive writing style. Other revisions were made 

toward the end of task completion. All group members got involved in the revision 

cycles. These findings suggest that Group 1 collaboratively built on each other’s 

contribution and got involved in deliberations via text chats in the online mode. In other 

words, they had relatively equal contributions and showed mutual engagement with 

each other, which can be also reflected from the frequency of self vs. other writing 

change functions they used. Table 4.12 below presents the percentage of writing change 

functions which Group 1 used while completing Task 2.   

Table 4.12 Self vs. other writing change functions by Group 1 (Task 2)  

 

Function 
Rintan Nadia Titis Total 

Self Other Self Other Self Other Self Other 
Addition 
Deletion 
Correction 
Move 

11  
2  
8  
1  

8  
1 
8 
0 

10  
3  
6  
0 

7  
1  
7  
1 

10  
2  
7  
0 

8  
2  
8  
1 

31 
7 

21 
1 

23 
4 

23 
2 

    Subtotal 22 
(56%) 

17 
(44%) 

19 
(54%) 

16 
(46%) 

19 
(50%) 

19 
(50%) 

60 
(54%) 

52 
(46%) 

 39 35 38 112 
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As can be seen in Table 4.12, Group 1 employed four types of writing change 

functions in Task 2: addition, deletion, correction, and move. Among the total of 112 

instances of changes including both self- and other-edit, they made a large portion of 

addition (54), followed by correction (44), deletion (11), and move (3). From the table 

regarding the distribution of writing changes, it can be seen that each group member 

focused on not only on drafting and editing their own work, but also simultaneously 

building on and revising other’s work. The finding suggests evidence of a constant 

interweaving of drafting and revising activities since both emerging text and already 

edited text concurrently existed in the same document (Strobl, 2014). This also indicates 

that they showed their commitment to the collaborative writing process.  

Regarding individual contributions, Rintan performed 56% of self-edit and 44% 

of other-edit instance, Nadia 54% and 46%, and Titis 50% and 50% respectively. These 

figures indicate that they were active and had relatively equal participation while 

mutually engaged with each other’s texts.  

Further, since the group members had access to each other’s text in real-time, 

the interaction in the online mode using a Google Docs as a tool provided them with 

increased opportunities for writing practice (Suwantarathip & Wichadee, 2014). Using 

AuthorViz (i.e., a visualisation tool to reflect the process of collaborative writing) (Yim 

& Warschauer, 2017), I found that Group 1 did not have to wait for revising the text 

while the other group member was still engaging in the drafting process. As illustrated 

in Figure 4.17, Rintan (noted in orange font) began drafting the joint text for Task 3. 

Meanwhile, Nadia (red font) and Titis (green font) made some revisions regarding 

grammar and vocabulary, on the draft written by Rintan. It was evident that they were 

constructing each paragraph together while negotiating and providing comments on the 

small window. They supported each other throughout the process of drafting and 

revising.  
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Figure 4.17 Screenshot of AuthorViz view of drafting and revising process by Group 1 

In addition to the content analysis of co-authoring process, I also examined the 

focus of feedback each group member in Group 1 provided in the online mode. Adapting 

Zheng’s et al. (2015) coding scheme, I identified five broad categories: content, 

organisation (i.e., sentence and text level), grammar (e.g., subject-verb agreement, tenses, 

articles, conjunctions, etc.), word choice, and mechanics (i.e., spelling, punctuation, and 

capitalisation). The following table presents focus of feedback provided by Group 1 in 

the online mode when co-authoring Task 2.  

                  Table 4.13 Focus of feedback provided by Group 1 on Google Docs 

 

As shown in Table 4.13, it can be seen that the most common feedback provided 

by Group 1 was grammar (48% of the total), followed by word choice (20%), 

mechanics (14%), content (11%), and organisation (7%). Most errors in grammar, word 

choice, and mechanics were revised directly within the text. In few cases, the group 

members also provided highlighted feedback along with commentary feedback to 

indicate each other’s grammar and word choice errors. They frequently provided 

highlighted feedback and commentary feedback when they wanted to discuss about the 

Focus of Feedback Rintan Nadia Titis Total 
Content 
Organisation 
Grammar 
Word Choice 
Mechanics 

2 (5%) 
1 (2%) 

7 (17%) 
4 (10%) 
2 (5%) 

1 (2%) 
2 (5%) 

6 (14%) 
3 (7%) 
1 (2%) 

2 (5%) 
0 

8 (18%) 
2 (5%) 
3 (7%) 

5 (11%) 
3 (7%) 

21 (48%) 
9 (20%) 
6 (14%) 

 
                   Subtotal 16 (36%) 13 (30%) 15 (34%) 44 (100%) 
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text organisation and its content as shown in Figure 4.16 above. This is probably 

because text organisation and content required them to engage in deep thinking and 

deliberate on how to improve the text. It was also noticeable that through the process of 

providing feedback for other group members, they seemed to develop their skills not 

only as writers, but also as readers. It was evident, for instance, when they deliberated 

about the use of grammar or alternative phrasing on the small window during the 

process of drafting and revising. This finding is supported by Zheng’s et al.’s (2015) 

study suggesting that students improved their abilities as a reflective writer and an 

active reader through the process of providing feedback in collaborative work.  

Cooperative pattern 

Figure 4.18 below visualises how Group 6 forming a cooperative pattern co-

authored their Task 2 on Google Docs. Unlike the collaborative group (i.e., Group 1), 

Group 6 consisting of Prabowo and Rizkya displayed a division of labour in terms of 

roles. While Rizkya (orange) mainly acted as the scribe and wrote the text, Prabowo 

(green) took the role of the language editor – revising the emerging text. The 

visualisation depicted that Rizkya cut and pasted his individual contribution (two 

paragraphs) from a word document to Google Docs at the beginning of the writing 

activity. He later continued composing the draft on Google Docs. Rizkya provided very 

little feedback for what Prabowo added and revised as seen in the red rectangle. 

Prabowo, on the other hand, had very limited contributions to the content of the text as 

he only added several sentences at the final phase of the writing process (see the slices 

in the yellow circle).  This finding indicates that although both group members 

contributed to different phases in co-constructing the text, they did not engage with each 

other’s contributions. In particular, Group 6 displayed a medium level of equality, but 

low mutuality. This behavior can also be seen from the type and frequency of writing 

change functions they used during text co-construction shown in Table 4.14. 
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Figure 4.18 An illustration of a cooperative pattern (Group 6, Task 2) 

As seen in Table 4.14 below, I identified three types of writing change 

functions: addition, deletion and correction. Group 6 made a total of 61 instances of 

self- and other-edit functions which included correction (27), addition (22), and deletion 

(12). Unlike the collaborative group, Group 6 made fewer changes in their writing. As 

mentioned previously, Rizkya focused more on composing his own draft (89%) than on 

revising Prabowo’s contributions (11%). On the other hand, Prabowo made some 

changes in Rizkya’s work (78%), and only wrote 22% of the text. These figures show 

there was evidence of a division of labor in terms of the roles (the stratified-division) 

between them. They also had limited engagement with the contributions made. That is, 

they did not provide any explanation about the changes they made within the text. This 

finding was consistent with the previous study reported in Rouhshad and Storch (2016), 

that a cooperative pattern is not unusual on Google Docs. Of ten groups participating in 

the current study, six groups (i.e., Group 3, 4, 6, 7, 8 and 11) formed a type of 

cooperative pattern of interaction.  
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             Table 4.14 Self vs. other writing change functions by Group 6 (Task 2) 

Function 
Rizkya Prabowo Total 

Self Other Self Other Self Other 
Addition 
Deletion 
Correction 

19  
9  
5  
 

1 
0 
3  
 

1  
1  
2  
 

1  
2 

17 
 

20 
10 
7 

2 
2 

20 

      Subtotal 33 (89%) 4 (11%) 4 (22%) 20 (78%) 37 (61%) 24 (39%) 
 37 24 61 

In terms of the focus of feedback provided by Group 6, as shown in Table 4.15 

below, mechanics (41%) was the most frequent provided, followed by grammar (33%), 

and word choice (26%). Unsurprisingly, they did not provide any feedback focusing on 

two aspects: content and organisation. Part of the reason was because they had already 

agreed on the structure and the content of the text during FTF pre-writing task activities. 

Moreover, this appears to suggest that they found it easier to provide direct feedback for 

mechanics, grammar, and word choice within the text than for content and organisation 

that probably needed further discussions in the online mode. In other words, group 

members of Group 6 tended to correct language errors directly without deliberations in 

the online mode.  

 Table 4.15 Focus of feedback provided by Group 6 on Google Docs 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Active/passive/passive pattern 

The following visualisation depicts how Group 9 forming an 

active/passive/passive pattern co-authored Task 2 on Google Docs. As shown in Figure 

4.19, Stephanie (orange) acted as the main author, while the other two members, Rezi 

(green) and Rizkyd (red), seemed to make very little contribution to the text. Although 

Stephanie encouraged Rezi and Rizky to make more contributions (which was 

evidenced from the communication via the small window on Google Docs), they did not 

really respond to it, and still tended to assume a passive stance. Like the cooperative 

Focus of Feedback Rizkya Prabowo Total 
Content 
Organisation 
Grammar 
Word Choice 
Mechanics 

0  
0 

2 (7%) 
4 (15%) 
2 (7%) 

0 
0 

7 (26%) 
3 (11%) 
9 (33%) 

 

0 
0 

9 (33%) 
7 (26%) 

11 (41%) 
 

                   Subtotal 8 (30%) 19 (70%) 27 (100%) 
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group, Stephanie did not start her fragment from scratch. Rather, she wrote it offline and 

cut and pasted to Google Docs. Rezi started making very few changes on word and 

sentence levels on timestamps 3, deleted few sentences written by Stephanie in the first 

paragraph (as shown in the yellow circle), and substituted with her own sentences on 

timestamps 4. Stephanie later made minor changes on the sentences written by Rezi, 

deleted and inserted new sentences (as marked by a triangle of white space between 

timestamps 5 and 6). Rizkyd participated in the activity when the writing process nearly 

ended. She inserted several new sentences in the last paragraph (as seen in the green 

circle). This finding suggests that Group 9 displayed a low level of both equality and 

mutuality.   

 

Figure 4.19 An illustration of an active/passive/passive pattern (Group 9, Task 2) 

This pattern was also characterised by the type and frequency of writing change 

functions they employed in the writing process. As indicated in Table 4.16, Group 9 

made a total of 53 instances of changes including addition (25), correction (23), and 

deletion (5). Most of the writing changes were self-edits by Stephanie (80%), followed 

by Rezi (20%) and Rizkyd (6%). They rarely made changes to each other’s text. While 

Rezi and Stephanie made a small number of changes to the others’ work, Rizkyd did not 

revise her peers’ writing. 
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Table 4.16 Self vs. other writing change functions by Group 9 (Task 2) 

Function 

Stephanie Rezi Rizkyd Total 

Self Other Self Other Self Other Self Other 

Addition 
Deletion 
Correction 
 

18  
1  

13 
 

2  
1  
5  

1  
1  
0  
 

2  
1  
5  
 

2  
1  
0 
 

0 
0 
0 
 

21 
3 

13 

4 
2 

10 

    Subtotal 32  
(80%) 

8  
(20%) 

2 
(20%) 

8 
(80%) 

3 
(6%) 

0 37 
 (70%) 

16  
(30%) 

 40 10 3 53 

Regarding the focus of feedback, the most common feedback provided by Group 

9 was mechanics (48%), followed by word choice (30%) and grammar (22%) as shown 

in Table 4.17 below. Like the cooperative group, they did not attend to content and 

organisation of the text. This was probably because only one group member, Stephanie, 

was the main author of the text whereas the others tended to be the follower or passive 

who seemed to hesitate to participate in the discussion. As noted previously, correcting 

errors in relation to mechanics, word choice, and grammar could be done directly within 

the text without deliberations. They tended to focus more on these three aspects than 

content and organisation.  

Table 4.17 Focus of feedback provided by Group 6 on Google Docs 

 
Summary 

Triangulating the qualitative content analysis with a text mining tool – DocuViz 

application – for visualising and quantifying contributions from Google Docs revision 

history, I identified three distinct interaction patterns which were evident in the process 

of drafting and revising the joint tasks in the online mode. Of the three groups discussed 

in this section, Group 1 forming a collaborative pattern displayed more recursivity 

throughout the drafting and revising activities. This finding accords with what Strobl 

(2014, p. 13) found that “online collaboration naturally stimulates recursive writing”. 

Focus of Feedback Stephanie Rezi Rizkyd Total 
Content 
Organisation 
Grammar 
Word Choice 
Mechanics 

0 
0 

4 (17%) 
6 (26%) 
8 (35%) 

0 
0 

1 (4%) 
1 (4%) 

3 (13%) 
 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
0 

5 (22%) 
7 (30%) 

10 (48%) 
 

                   Subtotal 18 (78%) 5 (22%) 0 23 (100%) 
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As shown in this study, this was only the case when learners formed a collaborative 

pattern of interaction. Group 1 also showed that they had a strong commitment to work 

together in the process of collaborative writing. It was seen from the number of 

contributions they made and how they got involved with each other’s suggestions. 

These findings are similar to those reported in previous studies (e.g.,  Abrams, 2016) 

that when students formed a collaborative pattern, they tended to build on each other’s 

contribution and also provide each other with feedback.  

However, this was not the case for the other two groups who displayed 

cooperative and active/passive/passive pattern during task co-construction phase in the 

online mode. Both interaction patterns showed a rather linear process with little 

engagement with each other’s work in the joint writing process.  In the case of the 

cooperative group, Group 6, for instance, there was a clear division of labor in terms of 

roles or ‘stratified division’(Lowry et al., 2004) . While one member acted as the main 

author, the other was as the language editor. During the process of drafting, Group 6 

showed limited engagement with the suggestions made by their peers. This pattern was 

quite common during the interaction in the online mode, as Tan et al. (2010) and 

Rouhshad and Storch (2016) also found. Unlike the nature of cooperation in the current 

study and Rouhshad and Storch’s (2016) study, Tan et al. (2010) found that each group 

member was in charge of their own share (horizontal division), taking turns when 

composing a sentence. Such a cooperative pattern of interaction found in Tan et al.’s 

(2010) study can be influenced by the available feature of the tool used in computer-

mediated communication, namely MSN messenger, not a collaborative writing 

platform.  

Slightly different from Group 6, in Group 9 forming an active/passive/passive 

pattern, only one group member wrote and revised the text in the online mode, while the 

other two members took a passive stance as they rarely contributed to the text. In most 

cases, they just made simple amendments within the text (e.g., spelling and punctuation) 

or added few sentences. 

These distinct patterns of interaction can also be reflected from the writing 

change functions they used and feedback they provided during text co-construction 

phase. For instance, unlike Group 6 and 9 forming cooperative and 

active/passive/passive patterns respectively, the collaborative group (Group 1) had 
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relatively equal participation while mutually engaging with each other’s texts. In other 

words, they took turn to compose their own texts while editing their peer’s work. In 

terms of the type of feedback, they provided not only direct feedback, but also 

highlighted, commentary and affective feedback. In particular, by providing affective 

feedback when working together online, they could build a good social relationship and 

communication by expressing sympathy and acknowledgment for their peers’ work (see 

also Zheng et al., 2015). In few cases, affective feedback was also provided by one 

member in Group 9 forming an active/passive/passive pattern to invite and encourage 

the passive group members to get involved in the group work. However, the passive 

members did not really respond to the invitation. In the case of the cooperative group 

(Group 6), the group members only provided direct feedback without deliberations 

about the suggestions made by their peer. 

In addition to feedback types, I examined focus of feedback provided by each 

member in the group, and identified five categories: content, structure, grammar, word 

choice, and mechanics. In Group 1, I found that grammar was the most common 

feedback provided by the group members, followed by word choice, mechanics, 

content, and organisation. In Group 6 and 9, on the other hand, it was mechanics (e.g., 

spelling and capitalisation), followed by word choice and grammar aspects. Unlike 

Group 1 which was still deliberating about the organisation and content of their writing 

although the feedback on these aspects seemed quite minimal, Group 6 and 9 did not 

attend to these two aspects. These findings were in contrast with previous studies 

claiming that collaborative writing in the online mode via Google Docs results in an 

emphasis on content and organisation (e.g., Abrams, 2016; Kessler et al., 2012; Strobl, 

2014). One possible explanation is that when the students met FTF during pre-writing 

activities in the classroom, they had agreed on content and organisastion aspects. The 

FTF planning component seems to be the biggest difference between this study and 

other previous studies. However, of the ten groups in the current study, Group 1 was the 

only group which continued to consider content and organisation when composing 

online by providing feedback for content and organisation of their joint texts, while the 

majority of the groups had very little to no deliberation on these two aspects. It was 

unclear why most groups did not deliberate on these aspects. Part of the reasons is 

perhaps due to the complexity of simultaneously drafting and deliberating through the 

small window on Google Docs .  
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Overall, in this chapter, I addressed the first research question, namely “what 

patterns of interaction do each group form during the blended collaborative writing 

activities?” I also investigated how each group negotiated the writing tasks and 

completed their joint writing in the blended setting. Although each pattern of interaction 

shared several salient features during their collaborative writing process, they showed 

marked differences regarding the level of contributions to the tasks and the level of 

engagement with each other’s contribution across the modes.  

In the next chapter, I discuss L2 learner perception of collaborative writing 

activities in the blended setting. 
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Chapter 5. Student Perceptions of Blended Collaborative 
Writing 

 

In the previous chapter, I discussed how the students approached six various 

writing tasks in the blended setting. In particular, I explained how the students 

negotiated the writing tasks in FTF mode before proceeding to the drafting and revising 

activities in the online mode.  

This chapter addresses the second research question regarding how the students 

perceived their experience during collaborative writing activities in the blended setting. 

The primary sources of data to address the second research question include: 

transcriptions of audiotaped semi-structured post-study interviews which were 

administered in two approaches (i.e., focus groups and one-on-one interviews), and 

observations.  

After interviewing three dyads and seven triads (27 interviewees in total) at the 

end of the semester, there were 37 interviews recorded in total that lasted about 12-28 

minutes each. I begin with briefly reporting on the views elicited from all the informants 

across the ten groups. Having said that, I considered Group 1 (Rintan, Nadia & Titis), 

Group 7 (Ridho & Yogi), Group 8 (Febrina, Khairun & Ummul), and Group 10 

(Rukmala, Rozi & Rifa) as focal cases for the study. Moreover, the interview data of the 

four groups were representative of the various patterns of dyadic and triadic interactions 

which were evident across the ten groups. As mentioned in Chapter 3, I conducted 

thematic content analysis I used NVivo 12.0 application to manage the interview data 

for subsequent analysis.  

Thus, in this chapter, I first present overall findings across the ten groups with 

reference to the main themes. To gain an in-depth insight into the student perception of 

the blended collaborative writing, I then report the findings regarding four case studies 

in connection with the themes emerging from the interview data. I use relevant 

interview responses of the informants to substantiate particular critical incidents from 

the data. The quotes used and reported in this study were translated from Indonesian, 

and the translation was made as closely as possible to the informants’ original 

responses. To establish agreement on the correct translation of the interview data, I 

employed a back translation technique (Temple & Young, 2004). I invited an external 
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translator to translate 20% of the data set from English to Indonesian, which was 

randomly selected. Again, using Miles and Huberman’s (1994) equation, I calculated 

the inter-translator reliability index, and it reached 93%.  

Overall Student Perceptions 

 To establish to what extent the informants were familiar with the blended 

collaborative writing activities, I asked the informants if they ever got involved in 

collaborative writing as well as whether they were familiar with the blended course 

mode, the given writing tasks, and their peers in the group. In terms of familiarity with 

their peers, all the informants responded that they have known each other quite well 

since their first year of university. However, regarding other variables including their 

previous experience and knowledge of collaborative writing, the blended course mode, 

and the writing tasks, the informants’ responses were varied.  

Relating to collaborative writing, unsurprisingly, all informants responded that it 

was their first experience to write in groups. They generally did not have any experience 

to compose a text together. If they were assigned to work in groups, the tasks generally 

included gap-filling activities in grammar classes, oral presentations in speaking classes, 

and reading comprehension activities. Rukmala, Rozi, and Rifa (Group 10), for 

instance, reported that: 

“I think I’ve never done any group writing. What I usually did was like 
grammar exercises, filling the gaps together…or like reading assignments, 
not for writing tasks. For this semester, I had the experience to write 
together in the group.” [Rukmala, Interview 20/11/16] 

“So far, I only worked in groups for speaking class. We did oral 
presentations, picked a topic, made a presentation about it. We presented in 
front of the class. That’s it. I think writing itself is already hard, group 
writing was even more difficult.” [Rozi, Interview 20/11/16] 

“I generally did group work for reading comprehension tasks. My first time 
this semester to write in a group. Very confusing. My writing skill is bad” 
[Rifa, Interview 20/11/16] 

 From their statements, it is apparent that they had no prior experience in 

collaborative writing. Rozi and Rifa, for instance, found collaborative writing difficult 

and confusing because they had neither any experience, or a good level of writing 

proficiency. 
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While having no previous experience in true collaborative writing, Titis (Group 

1) had been involved in group writing when she was in senior high school. She reported 

that she worked in pairs to write short descriptive and argumentative texts. She thought 

that her prior experience influenced the process of writing with her group mates. That is, 

her prior group writing experience shaped her conception of how collaborative writing 

functioned effectively in the group. She explained: 

“When I was in Grade 11, I did sort of group writing… We wrote a 
descriptive text. And also like an argumentative text… Not too long 
though. But from that experience, I at least knew what to expect when 
assigned to complete the writing tasks collaboratively. But at that time, we 
tended to split the tasks, not really talked to each other. For this semester, I 
learned how to work together in each writing stage from the start to 
finish…brainstormed and revised each other’s work. I think it was much 
easier and quicker when we did it together” [Titis, Interview 18/11/16] 

In her view, what she had experienced in group writing at senior high school 

was different from what she did during blended collaborative writing activities. While 

she used to assume a cooperative pattern (i.e., a clear division of labor among group 

members) during group writing at senior high school, she noted that she “learned to 

work together in each writing stage” when taking the essay writing course at the 

university. She felt that practicing a true collaborative writing increased the joint writing 

productivity. She seemed to develop a new perspective on writing in collaboration with 

her fellow peers. 

All of the informants also mentioned that they had no prior experience working 

in a blended setting. They also did not have a good understanding of what a blended 

course mode was until they were involved in this course. The informants usually did in-

class writing activities. Traditionally, after their teacher provided writing instructions, 

they worked individually within the allocated time. Once the allocated writing time 

passed, the teacher allowed them to exchange their writing with each other in the 

classroom to give feedback on each other’s work before class ended. Otherwise, they 

could finish the task at home if required. They reported: 

“I got no idea about the blended course mode. Just knew it this semester… 
My first time to use Google Docs for writing subjects after class.” 
[Rukmala, Interview 20/11/16] 
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“No blended course… What I did was just to work in classroom. Once we 
finished our individual writing, we exchanged with our classmates to get 
feedback. That’s it.” [Febrina, Interview 17/11/16] 

“Never done blended writing tasks before… just in the classroom, no 
online writing outside of the classroom. After the teacher explained about 
the writing tasks, and then write the tasks individually… We could do it at 
home if not finished.” [Ridho, Interview 17/11/16] 

“I don’t think I’ve done something like this before. I usually did traditional 
writing tasks, writing in the classroom individually…If not finished, I did it 
as a homework.” [Rintan, Interview 18/11/16] 

Next, when questioned if the informants were familiar with the writing tasks, 

their responses were quite mixed. While 37% (10 out of 27) of the informants had prior 

experiences to work on all genres of the assigned writing tasks, 63% of them were only 

familiar with several writing genres prior to the study. As mentioned previously in 

Chapter 3, there were six genre-based writing tasks (including narrative, explanation, 

analytical exposition, hortatory exposition, discussion, and review texts) each group 

completed during blended collaborative writing activities. For instance, Rozi and Rifa 

(Group 10) noted that they never learned about explanation, exposition, and review texts 

before. In general, they found it difficult to complete tasks as they were not familiar with 

some writing genres. They reported: 

“This semester was my first time to write explanation and review 
texts…Not easy for me. I usually did descriptive, narrative, or discussion 
texts. But still, I’m struggling with writing in general.”  [Rozi, Interview 
20/11/16] 

“I had no idea about exposition texts, like analytical or hortatory 
before…and I think it was difficult to see the differences between the two. 
Another one was a review text, it was new to me…. What I usually did at 
school was narrative, descriptive, or procedure texts.” [Rifa, Interview 
20/11/16] 

Similarly, Nadia (Group 1) and Ummul (Group 8) had limited prior knowledge 

of some writing genres. They explained: 

“I’ve written some text types… in high school, I wrote narrative, 
descriptive, procedure and discussion texts. This semester, I learned new 
ones… I wrote analytical and hortatory exposition, review, and explanation 
texts. And I guess, some texts had some things in common, like discussion 
and exposition texts.  They’re basically related to each other, like how to 
argue, pros and cons. I used few things from discussion to write an 
exposition text.”  [Nadia, Interview 18/11/16] 
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“Few texts reminded me what I did in high schools, like narrative and 
discussion. But other texts like review and exposition were new…never 
written these texts before. It was easier to write a narrative text, a common 
task in high school, more informal.” [Ummul, Interview 17/11/16] 

Although they were only aware of some of writing genres assigned during the 

activities, Nadia and Ummul identified similarities among few different writing genres 

regarding rhetorical conventions of each genre. For instance, Nadia drew from her prior 

knowledge of how to write a discussion text in high school. She then adapted and 

applied the knowledge to a new academic writing genre at the university – an exposition 

text. However, Nadia did not mention explicitly how she used her prior genre resources 

to compose the new writing task. She just named particular genres she was reminded of, 

“…like discussion and exposition texts”, and associated them with defining purposes 

(“how to argue”) and developing ideas (“pros and cons”) of the genres. In a similar 

sentiment, Ummul found it easy to write a narrative text since she felt that the task was 

frequently given in high school.  

Rintan (Group 1), on the other hand, responded that she was familiar with all the 

writing genres assigned this semester. She noted: 

“I ever wrote all the six tasks before, in high school…but not as intensive 
as now. I wrote not too long ones back then… I felt quite confident about 
the tasks. As we worked in the group for this semester, it became easier to 
discuss about the text types… I liked sharing my experience…. We 
exchanged information of what we knew about the tasks. Besides, the 
teachers explained them clearly, the aim of the activities, so yeah. That 
helped too.” [Rintan, Interview 18/11/16] 

From her statement, she generally expressed a good level of confidence in 

approaching the six writing tasks based on her pre-existing genre knowledge. She then 

added that group work enabled her to share her experience and to exchange information 

regarding the tasks if necessary. She also highlighted that the teachers provided a clear 

idea of the purpose of the tasks and explained how to complete the tasks. Put another 

way, she found her prior genre knowledge helpful as it gave her confidence to contribute 

to the group work.  

The importance of students’ prior genre knowledge and resources in writing 

activities is also reported by Reiff and Bawarshi (2011). In their study, students made 

use of their prior genre knowledge as useful strategies to perform new writing tasks. 
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Thus, students’ familiarity with the writing tasks could play a vital role in shaping their 

perspectives about the tasks and fostering their engagement with acquiring new 

knowledge and writing skills (Limbu & Markauskaite, 2015).  

I questioned them further whether they benefited from their experiences of 

blended collaborative writing, which relates to the first theme in this study – learning 

gains.  Eighteen informants (68%) thought that the blended approach to collaborative 

writing enhanced their ability to produce good academic writing, particularly in several 

aspects of writing (e.g., generating ideas, topic and content development) and language 

learning (e.g., grammar and vocabulary). In terms of writing ability, the informants 

provided a range of answers. While 74% of the informants felt that the activities helped 

them generate ideas for writing, the others (63%) considered the activities as an 

invaluable opportunity to learn linguistic features (e.g., grammar and vocabulary) from 

their peers (see Appendix 10). 

Regarding the second theme (i.e., group interaction), the responses from the 

informants across the groups were generally positive (59%). In particular, 74% of the 

informants believed that the blended approach to collaborative writing activities allowed 

them to share information and resources within the groups effectively. Fifteen 

informants (56%) also felt that the activities promoted peer assistance. However, only 

thirteen informants perceived the activities as enabling them to engage in teamwork. 

That is, 48% mentioned that they learned how to work together in teams during the 

activities. 

As to the next theme, challenges, 76% of the informants believed that the 

blended approach to collaborative writing activities posed several challenges 

surrounding the successful completion of the writing tasks, particularly in the online 

mode. The majority of the informants (96%) perceived internet connectivity as the main 

issue they had to overcome during the activities, specifically in the online mode. At least 

nineteen informants (70%) felt that they had difficulty in time management, which 

negatively affected the group productivity. For instance, they found it hard to manage 

the time during FTF pre-writing tasks, and to find the suitable schedule for each group 

member to meet online at the same time since they generally expected timely responses 

from their peers when working online. For many of the students, this activity was even 

more challenging since they also had to complete a number of individual tasks from 
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other courses. In one semester, they needed to take 22-24 credit-hours (around eight 

courses including compulsory and elective courses).  

In respect of the last challenge – receiving and providing feedback, many 

informants (63%) felt uncertain of what to comment on or to correct on their peers’ 

work. In other words, the informants did not feel confident about whether their feedback 

was correct and useful. When receiving feedback from their peers, they also thought the 

feedback given was frequently less convincing than teacher feedback. 

The last theme in this study was related to individual preferences. When the 

informants were asked about their preferences after experiencing collaborative writing 

activities in the blended setting, their responses were mixed. Only 44% of the informants 

preferred to write in groups. Regarding the mode of interaction, more than half of the 

informants (52%) felt comfortable working in the blended setting since such an 

approach provided efficiency and flexibility in terms of the time, place, pace, or method 

in completing the writing tasks. The rest of the informants, however, said that they 

would rather write the tasks individually (56%) and complete them in the classroom 

(48%), without incorporating the online activities during the process.  

In the following section, I discuss the findings across the four case study groups, 

explaining each group member’s perceptions of their blended collaborative writing 

experiences in relation to the four themes emerging from the data: learning gains, group 

interaction, challenges, and individual preferences. 

Case Study 1 (Group 1) 
 
 Group 1 consisting of Rintan, Nadia, and Titis, was a close-knit group. This 

group consistently demonstrated a collaborative pattern during the six blended writing 

activities. In other words, they worked collaboratively not only during the FTF pre-

writing tasks, but also during the online activities. They not only collectively 

contributed to the task, but also engaged with each other’s contribution. In the 

interviews, perhaps not surprisingly, the group members were very positive about their 

experiences in blended collaborative writing activities throughout the semester.  
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Learning gains 

 As mentioned earlier, learning gains refer to the perceived value that a student 

assigned to blended collaborative writing for enhancing several aspects of writing (e.g., 

generating ideas, topic and content development) and language learning (e.g., grammar 

and vocabulary).  

When asked regarding the first aspect (i.e., writing ability), all members of 

Group 1 felt that they benefited from the activities. In their view, the blended approach 

to collaborative writing could help them generate ideas when they were brainstorming 

about topics for their writing in FTF interaction. They also found it easier to develop a 

topic and content of their writing in the online mode because they could do it together 

after the class. Rintan reported:  

“I think I can learn how to develop my ideas when we met in the 
class…develop the content of my writing. I always have problems in 
generating ideas and in writing them down. When I wrote online, I got my 
friends who shared their ideas though we were not in the classroom. We 
learned from each other...also helped each other” [Rintan, Interview 
18/11/16]  

Nadia and Titis also added: 

“I feel my friends helped me a lot in writing. I know what to write. It’s 
much easier to write a text online using Google Docs when we collected 
our ideas, and chose the good one to be the topic of our writing.”  [Nadia, 
Interview 18/11/16] 

“In the group, we can share ideas in the class and online, and know what to 
write if we got stuck. I feel like I got someone to consult with whenever I 
needed. It became easier to develop the content. If I’m alone, it takes time 
to think about the topic and the content of my writing. I enjoyed working 
with them. [Titis, Interview 18/11/16] 

Their statements confirmed that the activities were considered beneficial for 

their writing ability. Their reported experiences indicated that blended collaborative 

writing provided them with opportunities to generate ideas during FTF interaction, and 

proceed to develop selected topics and content of their joint writing in the online mode. 

The findings of this study were generally in line with those reported in previous 

studies conducted in the FTF and the online modes (e.g., Abrams, 2016; Aydin & 

Yildiz, 2014; Edstrom, 2015; Fernández Dobao, 2012; Kost, 2011; Li, 2013; Storch, 
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2012) that collaborative writing activities supported idea generation, and topic and 

content development as group members pooled their resources and scaffolded each 

other. Further, working in the online mode allowed group members to extend 

collaboration outside the classroom. In other words, they could contribute to the tasks 

without any time and space constraints, which is also supported by earlier research (e.g., 

Aydin & Yildiz, 2014; Chao & Lo, 2011). Chao and Lo (2011), for instance, found that 

the CMC setting supported student-centered writing practices outside the classroom, 

increasing their engagement with content creation.   

In addition, Rintan’s response showed that they had reciprocal gains, as evident 

in her repetitive use of ‘each other’. The use of the first plural pronoun ‘we’ by Rintan, 

Nadia, and Titis reflected the perspective of mutual rather than individual gains. Titis 

further noted about opportunities to have ‘someone to consult with’. Briefly stated, they 

perceived the activities as providing them with an opportunity to learn how to write 

various writing genres through active participation and mutual engagement in both 

settings, thereby enhancing their writing abilities.  

The second aspect was related to language gains which also included greater 

mastery of grammar and vocabulary. For instance, Rintan and Nadia noted that they 

received feedback about grammar, and learned new vocabularies from their peers. They 

reported: 

“My friends corrected my grammar when writing in the online mode...or I 
asked them if it was confusing. From their feedback, I learned about 
subject-verb agreement and the use of tenses…Then when we wrote, we 
discussed about vocabulary choices…How to express in a sentence… That 
added my vocabulary collection.” [Rintan, Interview 18/11/16] 

“…I can tell that I improved a lot in grammar and vocabulary. If I made a 
mistake in my sentence like grammar-related errors, my friends told me the 
right one… When writing, we learned how to use vocabulary that suited for 
the task types…If I had problems about synonyms, or when to use certain 
words, I just asked my friends.” [Nadia, Interview 18/11/16] 

As Rintan and Nadia described, the activities made mutual language learning 

possible. They learned from the feedback provided by their peers. They could 

immediately ask their peers questions or request explanations that allowed them to gain 

knowledge of grammar conventions and vocabulary. These results are consistent with 

those reported in some earlier work (e.g., Ducate et al., 2011; Yeh, 2014), suggesting 
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that when learners engaged in web-based collaborative writing activities, they had 

opportunities to expand their knowledge of grammar and vocabulary. Given that Group 

1 was the only group who largely used English (L2) during their interaction, they 

thought that the activities also allowed them to practice the target language regarding 

grammar (e.g., revising grammatically incorrect sentences) and vocabulary (e.g., trying 

to use different words or phrases to reflect their intended meanings).   

Group interaction 

 The second theme, group interaction, refers to the informants’ beliefs that the 

blended approach to collaborative writing activities promote assistance, information and 

resource sharing, and teamwork.  

 The responses from Group 1 regarding providing assistance, were generally 

positive. They felt satisfied with their group interaction. They felt that they were quite 

successful working on the tasks collectively. They reported: 

“I didn’t have any substantial issues when interacting with my team 
mates… We assisted each other…like If I didn’t know about a particular 
word in English, they would help me find it out on the online dictionary.” 
[Rintan, Interview 18/11/16] 

“I personally think that…we could manage to help each other. They helped 
me when I got stuck with ideas of what to write. Not only that, I also got 
help like when organising my sentences in a paragraph… or exploring 
grammar usage online.” [Nadia, Interview 18/11/16] 

“I got no problem with them working. We all worked very hard on the 
tasks... They helped me develop my ideas. I loved working with them.” 
[Nadia, Interview 18/11/16] 

 As seen, Group 1 suggested that they assisted each other during the activities. If 

necessary, they offered help to each other such as looking up online dictionaries for 

meaning of words and exploring grammar usage via web-browsing. Each group 

member played complementary roles (Philp et al., 2014). When one group member 

encountered a problem and sought help, others tried to resolve the problem. That is, 

they took advantage of group members’ different strengths in joint writing. This is 

consistent with a previous study reported by Chao and Lo (2011) which showed that 

collaborative writing activities allowed learners to provide mutual assistance. For 

instance, in their study during peer editing stage, the group members could assist each 
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other regarding their linguistic problems. However, Chao and Lo’s (2011) findings were 

slightly different from this study. Unlike Chao and Lo’s (2011) study, the members of 

Group 1 in this study provided mutual assistance from the pre-writing activities in the 

FTF mode until the drafting and revising activities in the online mode.  

The second aspect of this theme is related to resource sharing. Group 1 

highlighted that blended collaborative writing was conducive for them to share 

resources they had, especially when working online and retrieved information from the 

websites. They could share resources by sending them via the small window on Google 

Docs. This was the additional value they felt they derived from working collaboratively 

online. For instance, Rintan noted that she liked collaborative writing because she was 

exposed to different ideas and resources from her peers. She reported: 

“I learned lot of things from my friends…They liked to share many 
resources from the internet related to our writing topics, like reading 
articles. The resources helped me develop our writing content…The point 
is we found it easier to exchange information especially when we worked 
online using Google Docs.” [Rintan, Interview 18/11/16] 

In a related manner, Nadia and Titis also responded positively regarding resource 

sharing. They added: 

“My friend gave me many examples on how to write our tasks… I mean, 
like the structure of particular text genres, such as expository and 
argumentative texts. So, I could organise our joint texts… If I got some 
new and important information to improve the content of our tasks, I also 
would share them with my friends when we met in the class, or just sent 
them links online. Loved working with them.” [Nadia, Interview 18/11/16] 

“I like sharing things with my group mates, such articles or examples of 
essays. I just sent the website links to them, and let them read… And we 
discussed if things were not clear. Just chat online. Simple as that.” [Titis, 
Interview 18/11/16] 

In general, the informants from Group 1 enjoyed the group work since they had 

opportunities to pool resources and learn new ideas from their peers in both modes. In 

particular, Nadia could share information whenever she met her peers in the classroom 

or on the online mode. Nadia also reported that she learned “the structure of particular 

text genres” based on the examples given by her peers. Titis also added that they 

deliberated about the resources using the comment feature on Google Docs if required. 
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Thus, the members of Group 1 seemed to make effective use of Google Docs when it 

came to share resources within their group.  

Lastly, blended collaborative writing was believed to engage learners in 

teamwork. Group 1 mentioned that they learned how to work together in teams during 

the activities. To illustrate, Nadia felt that they successfully co-constructed their joint 

writings. She also thought each group member played a vital role, as part of teamwork. 

She learned how to resolve language- and nonlanguage-related problems emerging 

during the group work. In particular, she highlighted that although disagreements 

occurred, they could address them successfully. She reported: 

  “I think we did it as a team. I learned about teamwork during the 
activities. we shared ideas and expertise, and exchange information with 
each other…If problems emerged regarding language use or just about the 
technical issues, we tried to resolve them together. Conflicts happened as 
we held different views, but we could deal with them. No one was left 
behind.” [Nadia, Interview 18/11/16] 

In a related manner, Rintan and Titis also responded that they accomplished the 

six blended writing tasks after working together intensively. They added: 

“I liked the idea of writing together. Although writing in teams was not 
easy, but we finally made it.” [Rintan, Interview 18/11/16] 

“I feel that we learned so much as a team. We learned how to collaborate, 
how to solve problems, how to provide feedback for others…and reflected 
from feedback we received from the group mates. We monitored each 
other’s work, and respected their contributions.” [Titis, Interview 18/11/16] 

As indicated from their responses, Group 1 generally felt comfortable working 

with each other. They showed a balanced reciprocity, supportive and collaborative 

manner, respected one another and valued each other’s suggestions. If disagreements 

occurred among them, they were able to reconcile different views in a constructive 

manner. They also seemed to enjoy negotiating and evaluating arguments until they 

reached a resolution. That is, they had issues working in group, particularly in relation 

to the personal characteristics of each group member. Group 1 highly valued the group 

success, and put the best effort for completing the blended collaborative writing tasks 

together. 
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Challenges 

 The theme, challenge, refers to the perceived issues the informants overcame 

during the blended collaborative writing activities, and which may have affected the 

production of their joint writing. While other groups reported difficulties in terms of 

time management and receiving and providing feedback, Group 1 only mentioned 

internet connectivity as the main issue in completing the writing tasks, particularly 

during the online activities. They did not have access to reliable internet connection. 

They found it difficult when using wireless network for on-campus use and using their 

mobile phone internet connection when working from home. Rintan and Titis 

commented that:  

“I can’t use the internet on campus… Very slow.” [Rintan, Interview 18/11/16] 

“My phone internet connection isn’t that good. It was difficult to work 
online.” [Titis, Interview 18/11/16] 

To solve the internet connectivity problem, this group sometimes worked 

together on the tasks at the same place, such as in cafés or in one of group members’ 

home (i.e., Nadia’s home) where the bandwidth of internet connection was quite 

reliable. Rintan and Nadia reported: 

“Because of the bad internet access, we decided to pick a place like a café 
in a shopping mall, or just went to Nadia’s home… I preferred to work at 
Nadia’s place. She installed a good internet facility at home. We worked 
together there.” [Rintan, Interview 18/11/16] 

“I had problem with the internet connection here… In my group, we just 
worked in my place, or in a café... Just tried our best to work on the tasks. 
[Nadia, Interview 18/11/16] 

Regarding time management, Titis felt that her group could manage the time 

effectively. She explained that after each group member pooled their ideas, they tried to 

explore the ideas which were more appropriate or relevant to the given tasks. To keep to 

the allocated time, they avoided spending too much time arguing and negotiating in the 

classroom. If the group could not reach consensus, they would continue the discussion in 

the online mode. This is perhaps one of the advantages of a blended approach to 

collaborative writing activities in which the group could extend their deliberation in the 

online mode. Titis commented: 
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“I think my group could keep the time when negotiating the tasks in the 
class…Once we finished sharing our ideas, we just limited the discussion 
to the ideas which were likely to be used in our tasks…Trying not to argue 
a lot... If we still had disagreements, but the time was over, we just talked 
about them online.” [Titis, Interview 18/11/16] 

In addition, unlike the majority of the groups, Group 1 generally mentioned that 

they did not have any issue with time management as they set a regular time to work 

online every week. Thus, they could work on the tasks synchronously. As mentioned 

previously, if they had problems with internet connection, they arranged to meet at the 

same place such as in a café or Nadia’s home. Group 1 reported: 

“We didn’t have any problem with time to work on Google Docs… We 
organised everything, talking about the time for online writing when we 
met in the class. If one of us could not make it, we just texted in our 
Whatsapp (texting application) group.” [Rintan, Interview 18/11/16] 

“Not a big problem for us to meet online. We met at the same time and 
worked simultaneously. Sometimes we worked in my house… We 
happened to take same courses this semester, so yeah…easy for us to 
coordinate.” [Nadia, Interview 18/11/16] 

“I think it was not a big deal for us. We already set the schedule every 
week and worked together online…If I could not make it or late, I just 
messaged them, either reschedule or just came online later.” [Titis, 
Interview 18/11/16] 

As indicated from their statements, Group 1 had good communication with each 

other and were well organised, which was basically missing from other groups. If one 

member, for instance, could not come online as scheduled, they let others know by 

texting. Thus, having good communication among group members, the group work 

could be accomplished productively. 

Group 1 had positive perceptions towards receiving and providing peer feedback. 

Interestingly, they reported that they did not find any problem when receiving and 

providing feedback regarding language aspects (e.g., vocabulary and grammar) and 

writing (e.g., content and organisation), particularly from their peers during the group 

work. For instance, Rintan felt that the group members could complement and learn 

from each other by receiving and providing feedback during task negotiation and text 

co-construction. In particular, she thought that peer feedback was necessary to improve 

their joint writing. However, while she received peer feedback in both modes, she 
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expected the feedback from the teacher during text construction in the online mode. She 

noted: 

“I think peer feedback was useful for our group tasks, to improve our joint 
writing… I also learned from my peers’ feedback, such as grammar, 
vocabulary to improve my writing skills…But I still hoped that I could get 
feedback from the teacher online. I didn’t get any comment from the 
teacher via Google Docs. I feel like I lost direction during online writing. 
The teacher just gave comments during pre-writing tasks, or after we 
finished the texts.” [Rintan, Interview 18/11/16] 

Further, from Rintan’s statement, it was evident that she appreciated feedback 

both from their peers and teachers since they perceived feedback was useful for them to 

improve their writing skills. Rintan, nevertheless, added that teacher’s feedback was 

absent during task co-construction in the online mode. Thus, she felt that she lost 

guidance when drafting the texts online.  

Individual preferences 

 The last theme, individual preference, refers to the modes the informants would 

choose after experiencing the blended collaborative writing activities. The options could 

be whether they still preferred collaborative writing to individual writing, or whether 

they would rather work FTF in the classroom than online or the blend between the two.  

 When members of Group 1 were asked this question, unsurprisingly, they felt 

inclined towards collaborative writing in the blended setting. For instance, Rintan and 

Titis felt that the integration of FTF and online writing activities in groups enriched their 

writing experience. They thought that the blended course mode not only offered flexible 

time frames which could be personalised to each group member in completing the tasks, 

but also provided more opportunities for longer collaboration outside the classroom. 

Thus, they felt less stressed and more comfortable when completing their writing tasks. 

They stated: 

“My experience this semester was great…I enjoyed it…I learned so much, 
and not feeling worried if I couldn’t complete my work in class. I still had 
time and my friends who worked with me to write after class. I really want 
to do the blended writing activities in the future if possible.” [Rintan, 
Interview 18/11/16]  

“I liked working both in class and online. It was fun and 
enjoyable…Besides, my friends were so helpful… Easy to access the group 
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work online via Google Docs, and to track our progress… we still could 
work outside together longer. Nothing to worry about although the internet 
connection here was not good. I wish every subject could be done like 
this.” [Titis, Interview 18/11/16] 

In addition, Nadia thought the online writing complemented the FTF activities in 

the classroom especially when providing feedback during text composition. She found 

some features (e.g., synchronous peer-editing, easy resource sharing, and automatically 

saved changes) in Google Docs very useful to promote collaborative writing outside the 

classroom. She reported: 

“I enjoyed the blended collaborative writing… I really liked it when I had 
to correct my peers’ work. It was convenient…We could correct our work 
at the same thing, and saved automatically. We could track the changes… 
It was easy to share article links we needed. I felt like the online writing 
was the extension of the in-class writing activities.” [Nadia, Interview 
18/11/16] 

From their statement, it is evident that they had positive perceptions towards the 

blended course mode. They enjoyed the blended collaborative writing experience 

despite the internet connection problem. Interestingly, they felt motivated and confident 

about the writing tasks. This finding can be attributed to the flexible writing mode and a 

good collaboration among group members as indicated in Group 1, which consistently 

displayed a collaborative pattern in both FTF and online modes.  

Case Study 2 (Group 7) 

 Unlike Group 1, Group 7 comprising of Ridho and Yogi tended to assume a 

facilitative/cooperative pattern in the FTF mode. They then shift to a cooperative 

pattern in the online mode. While Ridho acted as a facilitator during the FTF 

interactions and was more active to initiate the discussions, Yogi tended to assume the 

role as a scribe, and made some contribution to the tasks. In the online mode, although 

they divided the workloads, Yogi sometimes did not finish his part. Ridho eventually 

completed the group work. It was also evident that they did not engage with each 

other’s contribution.  

Learning gains 

Like Group 1, Group 7 shared similar perspectives about blended collaborative 

writing activities. Ridho, for example, thought that although it was not easy when 
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initially working in their groups, they could exchange ideas and developed topics and 

content of their writing in the FTF mode. Ridho said: 

“…At the beginning, it was difficult to talk with my group mate. I usually 
talked more than he did. But after some time, he proposed his ideas. Even 
though I usually initiated the discussion, I think we could manage to 
choose our topics for the tasks. I feel like I enhanced my ability, hmm..like 
to choose the right topics or write the contents. He gave me some inputs 
about the topics. Although not much, he helped me to sort things out.” 
[Ridho, Interview 17/11/16]   

Yogi echoed Ridho’s view, he stated: 

 “I think I was lucky to work with Ridho. He encouraged me to share my 
ideas. I was not sure about my ideas if they were good or not. He helped 
me to generate ideas for our writing, or gave me ideas how to develop the 
content. I learned a lot from him. I guess my writing improved a bit, but I 
still felt I’m so weak in writing.” [Yogi, Interview 17/11/16]   

Both felt that they improved their skills in writing to some extent. Although 

Ridho was more active and largely contributed to the tasks, he thought that Yogi’s 

suggestions about the writing topics allowed him to keep going with the tasks. On the 

other hand, Yogi felt that he learned a lot from Ridho, thereby improving his writing 

ability. However, he still felt unconfident about his writing skill. He tended to remain 

silent, acted as the scribe while waiting for Ridho to initiate the discussions. It was also 

evident during my classroom observations that Ridho was the one who initiated the 

deliberations in his group and invited his group mate, Yogi, to think of alternative topics 

for their writing. I discuss this point in the ‘group interaction’ section below. 

Yogi then continued with his explanations. He noted that the collaborative 

writing activities expanded his knowledge of grammar and vocabulary. His peer, Ridho, 

helped him when he did not understand about a sentence structure (grammar) or when he 

could not find the appropriate word in the writing. He said:  

“He (Ridho) fixed my sentences…I learned from his correction. He also 
suggested some new words when writing…I think…I feel that I understand 
a bit more about grammar, and vocabulary.” [Yogi, Interview 17/11/16]  

 Unlike Yogi, Ridho thought that the activities did not improve his grammar 

knowledge and his vocabulary size. He reported that when he faced difficulties 

regarding grammar and vocabulary, he did not receive any assistance from his peer, 
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Yogi. He felt that he was the one who mainly contributed to the tasks. For instance, if he 

had problems in constructing a sentence, his peer could not offer him help. Ridho said: 

 “I felt like I was working alone, developed the paragraphs. No one helped 
me if I had issues in writing a sentence, like grammar. I felt my grammar 
and vocabulary did not improve much. He (Yogi) was just as the scribe, 
occasionally shared his ideas.” [Ridho, Interview 17/11/16] 

Group interaction 

 Regarding to group interaction, the responses of Group 7 were mixed. While 

Yogi had positive remarks about the group work, Ridho felt that the interaction was 

mostly one way. He initiated and facilitated the discussions, and provided assistance to 

his peer to keep the group moving forward. On the one hand, Yogi reported that his peer 

encouraged and helped him in the process of writing. Although his participation was not 

extensive, Yogi felt that the workload was easier when working in the group. He noted: 

 “Honestly, I wasn’t that active in my group. But, I think I contributed 
something. It was because my group mate always encouraged me to voice 
my opinions…The whole process became easier for me. I liked it” [Yogi, 
Interview 17/11/16] 

 On the other hand, Ridho thought he did not get much assistance from Yogi, 

particularly in drafting and revising the texts in the online mode. Rather, Yogi only 

focused on his role as the scribe during the FTF pre-writing tasks. Ridho said: 

 “Although it was okay to work with him (Yogi). I spent my time to keep 
him talk. He contributed to the tasks little, not that much…I felt I didn’t get 
enough support from him.” [Ridho, Interview 17/11/16] 

As stated, Ridho felt disappointed working with his peer. He remarked that “I 

didn’t get enough support from him”. It implies that he also expected some support 

from his peer.  Fung (2010) argues that mutual assistance is important to promote 

complementary contributions in the process of collaboration. That is, mutual assistance 

is one of essential features in group interaction so that each group member may benefit 

from their experience of collaboration. 

Despite unequal participation in their group, Ridho also thought that he also 

learned how to work in teams, in particular to facilitate the discussion, encourage his 

peer to participate in the activities, and remind him to do his fair share. He said: 
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“I got a lesson learned during the group work, like how to initiate and 
manage the discussion. Though it wasn’t smooth, but I could handle it. I 
did my best for the group.” [Ridho, Interview 17/11/16] 

From Ridho’s statement, Ridho felt that he gained from the collaborative writing 

activity mainly in terms of learning on how to work in team. He learned that he could 

not rely too much on his peer, Yogi. Thus, Ridho took the initiative to be a facilitator in 

his group, particularly in the FTF mode.  

Challenges 

 Like other groups, Group 7 reported that they relied on using university wireless 

network as they lived on-campus. If they used their mobile phone network, it would 

cost them a lot due to the expensive internet data. They also added that they could not 

use the internet due to unstable connectivity or very slow internet speeds. This situation 

caused frustration as they were unable to work synchronously with their peers, or even 

to use Google Docs. They stated: 

“I think the internet connection made things harder to work online. I 
expected to work online at the same time. But it rarely happened. Very 
slow most of the time… Or sometime disconnected. I live around campus, 
I rely much on free Wi-Fi. And it was quite expensive for me if I bought 
internet data for my phone” [Ridho, Interview 17/11/16] 

“I found it hard to connect to the internet. Just to open Google Docs, it took 
a while. Although I live nearby the university, the Wi-Fi is often 
disconnected. I much relied on free Wi-Fi, too expensive to buy internet 
data for me.” [Yogi, Interview 17/11/16] 

 Another challenge for Group 7 was to manage the time to work online. Ridho 

commented:  

 “It was difficult to arrange the schedule for online writing,… to match our 
time…We had different schedules…We didn’t have regular time to meet 
online...So I often just did it on Word Docs and cut and pasted it to Google 
Docs. I asked him to look at it. He could add or revise if he had time. Up to 
him. I’ve done my job, especially with the writing content.” [Ridho, 
Interview 17/11/16] 

 Then, Yogi added: 

 “Not only because of the internet access, but also I had a lot of assignments 
to do. I frequently skipped the online activities, let him do it. I was 
confused with all this writing. That’s why I didn’t do much online.” [Yogi, 
Interview 17/11/16] 



 180 

 From their statements, both had issues with time management to work online. 

They had different timetables. Yogi also admitted that he felt perplexed about the 

writing tasks. He often neglected the online activities and mostly let his peer do the 

work. In the case of Ridho, since he faced difficulties to work online, he tended to write 

the tasks on Word documents, and cut and pasted them onto Google Docs. Ridho then 

asked Yogi to revise the drafts.  

 However, Yogi often felt uncertain of what to comment or to correct on his 

peer’s work. He was hesitant to revise his peer’s work in the online mode since he 

thought that he was not proficient in writing. He usually focused on correcting the 

mechanics aspect, such as spelling and punctuation. He reported: 

“I think I learned something when receiving feedback from my group 
mates, but when I had to make comments or to correct my peer’s writing, I 
was not really sure what to do…I didn’t give much feedback… What I did 
was just to correct spelling or punctuation… My writing skill is poor, so I 
just corrected the simple errors.” [Yogi, Interview 17/11/16] 

 Thus, Group 7 did not do much revision on their writing tasks in the online 

mode. Yogi did not make changes to the content, rather only focused on the mechanics 

aspects. It was evident that Ridho largely contributed to the tasks. Yogi, on the other 

hand, played his role as the scribe during the FTF pre-writing tasks, and made some 

contribution during the drafting and revising stages online.  

 As mentioned earlier, Ridho expressed having a hard time working with his 

peer, particularly during the online activities. Even though he always attempted to 

encourage Yogi to engage with the activities and helped when required, Ridho admitted 

that he did not enjoy working with Yogi during the activities. He tended to complete the 

tasks alone. Ridho explained: 

 “I honestly didn’t want to work with Yogi. He sometimes contributed only 
to the tasks in face-to-face activities. If online, he rarely showed up. I tried 
to motivate him to participate, but he tended to keep silent during the 
deliberations. He made very little contribution to the tasks, and mostly 
acted as the scribe. That’s it. And I usually did the rest.” [Ridho, Interview 
17/11/16] 

 When asked whether he had difficulties working with his peer, Yogi did not 

seem to have problems with Ridho personally. Since he felt that he was not proficient in 

writing, Yogi explained that he had less contribution to the tasks than what Ridho did. 
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His main contribution to the group work was his role as the scribe during the FTF 

interactions. He said: 

 “I had no issues working with Ridho. Ridho helped me a lot. It was just me 
who didn’t actively participate in the activities. Honestly, I was not good at 
writing. I mostly took the role as the scribe. In the online mode, I didn’t 
contribute in terms of content. Maybe very little.” [Yogi, Interview 
17/11/16]  

 As frequently as Ridho encouraged his peer to participate actively, there were 

occasions when Ridho felt uncomfortable and lost his interest to work collectively in the 

group. From Ridho’s reflection, he expected Yogi to contribute ideas instead of only 

being the scribe. It was evident that Ridho’s source of frustration was his unfulfilled 

expectation in the group which impacted on his sentiment toward Yogi. 

Individual preferences 

 Having experienced working with his peer, Ridho often felt he worked 

individually without significant support from his peer, especially when drafting the texts 

online. He also thought that collaborative writing posed challenges when working with 

a less active peer. Considering the unequal contribution in his group and lack of support 

from his peer as discussed previously, he preferred solitary writing. He explained that: 

 “If I had to choose, I think I’d rather work alone, especially in writing. 
What was the point working in the group If I ended up writing all alone? I 
didn’t get much support from him.” [Ridho, Interview 17/11/16] 

He then added to his explanation about the blended approach implemented in the 

writing class over the semester. He said: 

“The idea was good, to mix between face-to-face and online learning. But 
I’m not sure if the university is ready for a blended course mode like this. 
Lacking infrastructure to support the process, like internet access and 
computers. The outcome eventually would not be good. Probably just to do 
the blended course for one or two tasks, not throughout the semester. So I 
just like it when writing is done in the classroom, or do it at home if not 
finished” [Ridho, Interview 17/11/16] 

 Yogi also shared a similar perspective about his blended collaborative writing 

experience and stated his preference. He reported: 

 “I got no experience with the blended course mode… But if I had to 
choose, I would go for in-class writing activities only, and do the tasks 



 182 

alone…I also can complete them whenever I’m free. Not complicated, 
doesn’t need internet data to complete the tasks online.” [Yogi, Interview 
17/11/16] 

 Their statements suggest that Group 7 members are likely to choose to work on 

the writing tasks in the classroom individually, without incorporating online activities 

during the writing process. Group 7 thought that solitary writing in the classroom was 

straightforward as they did not have to encounter the difficulties, such as internet 

access, group and time management. 

Case Study 3 (Group 8) 

 Group 8 consisted of three members – Febrina, Khairun and Ummul. Like 

Group 7, this group displayed a facilitative/cooperative/cooperative pattern in FTF 

mode, then shifted to a cooperative pattern in the online mode. During the FTF pre-

writing tasks, Febrina voluntarily acted as a facilitator, Khairun as the scribe and 

Ummul focused on sharing her ideas regarding the writing content. During online 

interaction, they clearly divided not only the workload, but also roles in some stages. 

Similar to Group 7, they did not show extensive engagement with each other’s 

contribution. If any, it would be only limited to changes on mechanics aspects (e.g., 

spelling, punctuation, and capitalisation) 

Learning gains 

 Similar to Group 1 and 7, Group 8 generally thought that they benefited from 

the blended collaborative writing activities to some degree. Although they first 

struggled to work in the group, they could share information and pool their ideas to 

select topics and develop the content of their writing. For instance, Febrina stated: 

“I actually like writing in groups, especially when I wrote online. I realised 
my peer did not say much when we met in the classroom. I tried to 
encourage them. We then started exchanging our ideas after few meetings. 
It was awkward at first… But I think I learned a lot from them. We helped 
each other out to develop our chosen topics… When I wrote the content 
online, my peer provided some inputs. I learned from them how to develop 
a topic… I feel my writing skill has been improved during the activity.” 
[Febrina, Interview 17/11/16] 

 As illustrated, Febrina seemed to be able to work with her group members. 

Although her group members did not seem to get involved in the group discussion in 

the FTF mode, Febrina thought that her group worked together in the online writing 
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process. She felt that she enjoyed writing in the online mode as she received feedback 

from her peers on developing the content of their writing. 

 In a related manner, Ummul found that the activities enabled her to understand 

more about the use of particular tenses in different writing genres. She said: 

“Grammar is my weakness. I usually made more errors in grammar while 
writing…I got some corrections from my friends when I wrote online. 
From their corrections, I learned something like subject-verb agreement, 
tenses for specific writing tasks, transitions and more. We also checked an 
online dictionary for vocabulary…or from our reading. We learned new 
words when writing.  [Ummul, Interview 17/11/16]  

 Khairun then added that she felt some improvement in her writing, particularly 

in developing a topic. She also reported that she learned new vocabulary from her peers 

during the interaction. She stated: 

 “I think my writing got better. I know now how to develop a topic to write. 
Also, I gained new vocabulary from my friends when we discussed the 
content.” [Khairun, Interview 17/11/16] 

 From their statement, it can be seen that each member of Group 8 emphasised a 

different learning gain. For instance, while Febrina  

Group interaction 

 When asked regarding group interaction, the responses of Group 8 were 

positive. For instance, Khairun felt that she received support from her peer when 

completing the tasks. She reported: 

“I feel that she (Febrina) helped me a lot. She motivated me to present my 
ideas…Although I was not so sure my ideas, she tried to clarify what I 
said. I enjoyed working with her.” [Khairun, Interview 17/11/16]  

Other group members, Febrina and Ummul felt comfortable to work in the 

group despite disagreements occurring during the interaction, at the beginning of the 

semester. They acknowledged that when writing in the group, they could share 

resources and exchange information. They sometimes did such resource sharing while 

writing in the online mode. However, they would rather share information when 

meeting FTF than online. They thought that they could directly discuss the information 

they shared before proceeding to writing their tasks in the online mode. They 

responded: 
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“I realised that it was easy to share information online…But I liked to talk 
about it when met in the class… Clearer and way much easier. So, I mostly 
shared the articles or any supporting materials in the class.” [Febrina, 
Interview 17/11/16] 

“Yes, we shared many things, but I generally did that when we were in the 
classroom. I seldom did that online.” [Ummul, Interview 17/11/16] 

  Another aspect mentioned under this theme was related to teamwork. Group 8 

perceived that the activities promoted teamwork. They learned how to work in teams. 

For instance, Febrina said that she learned how to initiate and facilitate the discussion. 

When other group members tended to remain silent or less talkative, Febrina tried to 

encourage them to share their ideas and to actively engage with the activities. She 

noted: 

 “I feel we did our project as a team. I learned how to facilitate discussions, 
to keep the group working, share ideas and workload. I also learned how to 
resolve disagreements in the group. It was difficult at the beginning, but we 
could make it.” [Febrina, Interview 17/11/16] 

 Ummul also shared this view. She thought that she learned how to reach 

consensus in the group. She said: 

 “Initially, I had issues working in group. Conflicts took place when I 
couldn’t accept my friends’ ideas. I often had disagreements with Khairun. 
But after few meetings, I learned that we could finish the tasks as a team, 
otherwise, we got stuck with the conflicts and wasted our time. So, I tried 
my best to solve disagreements within my group.” [Ummul, Interview 
17/11/16] 

 Their statements suggest that they were generally able to work well in their 

groups regardless of problems arising during the interaction. They felt that the group 

work allowed them to share resources which eased the writing process. Over time, they 

also learned how to negotiate different ideas and to make decision which was the best 

for the group.  

Challenges 

 Similar to Group 1 and 7, Group 8 was also susceptible to network connection 

issues either at the university or at home.  Febrina, for instance, reported that she 

experienced slow internet access while attempting to connect to Wi-Fi network at the 

university. Such situations made her feel frustrated. Febrina said:   
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 “The WiFi at the university is so slow. I even can’t access my email. It 
took a while to load…It gave me headache…. I tried using my phone 
tethering for internet, and it was just the same.” [Febrina, Interview 
17/11/16] 

 To cope with the internet connection issue at the university, Khairun and 

Ummul used their mobile internet data to stay connected from home. However, since 

they lived in a rural area, they felt that the internet speed was reduced during the peak 

hours. Thus, they had to stay up late at night or get up early in the morning to work on 

the tasks online. They stated: 

 “I couldn’t rely on the Wi-Fi at the university, really bad connection. So I 
just used my internet data from my phone. The internet connection was still 
slow as I lived far from the city. I usually worked on the tasks after 
midnight. It helped. The traffic wasn’t that bad.” [Khairun, Interview 
17/11/16] 

 “I frequently worked after praying at dawn, around 4.30 am. The 
connection wasn’t slow compared to Wi-Fi in campus. Enough for me to 
work on the tasks.” [Ummul, Interview 17/11/16]   

 Another challenge was related to time management. Group 8 thought they spent 

too much time in the FTF pre-writing tasks, particularly for sharing ideas. When the 

class was over, they did not have a final outline to be developed later in the online mode. 

Group 8 struggled to manage their time during FTF interaction. To illustrate, Khairun 

reported that her group usually ran out of time particularly when planning the tasks 

before proceeding to compose the texts online. This aspect negatively affected the group 

productivity. She said: 

 “My group spent too much time sharing their own stories… too many 
ideas. We got stuck with what to choose. Often, we talked something out of 
topics. The time was running out… We still planned our tasks in the 
following week while others had started drafting.” [Khairun, Interview 
17/11/16] 

 Regarding the last challenge, providing and receiving feedback, Group 8 

perceived it differently. Ummul thought that she did not have any substantial issue when 

receiving and providing feedback. In particular, she felt feedback from her peers helped 

improve her writing skill. However, she believed that she still needed some feedback 

from the teachers to evaluate their group work. She commented: 
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 “I think feedback was important for the improvement of our group writing. 
We could learn from each other to improve our writing skills. But I still 
needed some justification or comments from the teacher about our work, 
like the content or how to organise the text…or to justify the revisions 
made by my peers. No feedback at all from the teacher when we worked 
online.” [Ummul, Interview 17/11/16] 

 Different from Ummul, Khairun found that providing feedback to her peers was 

challenging. She often felt uncertain of the feedback she provided. She also thought the 

feedback from her peers was not convincing. Thus, she tended to ignore the comments 

provided by her peers and would rather receive feedback from the teachers, which was 

missing during the online activities. She said: 

 “I wasn’t really convinced with the comments from my friends, I preferred 
the feedback from the teachers. But the teachers didn’t show up on Google 
Docs. As I wasn’t good at writing, I was hesitant to give feedback on my 
group work, maybe limited to just revise spelling or punctuation. If not, I 
just focused on my part. I didn’t really think comments from my friends.” 
[Khairun, Interview 17/11/16]  

Regarding challenges when working with their peers in the group, Febrina in 

particular revealed her frustration with working her peers, Ummul and Khairun, who 

were resistant to different ideas from each other. Febrina said:  

 “Sometimes I felt like working with them was too difficult. Each of them 
(Ummul and Khairun) had their own ideas. If Ummul expressed her 
opinions, Khairun confronted her. Khairun tended to turn down her ideas. 
She only imposed her ideas to the group, and vice versa. The time was 
wasted just to resolve their disagreements. Sometimes, they didn’t talk 
each other if their ideas were rejected. Ummul occasionally refused to 
work in the group. I always tried to be a mediator, and made sure the work 
flow smoothly. But it wasn’t easy for me to see my group members like 
that. Thank God, it didn’t happen for the rest of the semester, just the first 
half of the semester, like the first four weeks. If not, I wasn’t sure if we 
could complete the tasks on time.” [Febrina, Interview 17/11/16] 

 Despite having no issues in receiving and providing feedback, Ummul admitted 

that she had hard times working with Khairun on some occasions. She explained: 

 “I was struggling to work with her (Khairun). We had a lot of conflicts 
during the discussions. She didn’t accept my ideas, and me neither. 
Sometimes, especially at the beginning of the semester, we got stuck as we 
spent time opposing each other’s ideas. We had long silence if we had 
conflicts. I just let them work, just watch and did nothing. But then, I just 
tried to loosen up a bit because I understood that this was all about the 
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group task, not my personal feeling. So I managed to work with the group.” 
[Ummul, Interview 17/11/16] 

 On the other hand, Khairun did not seem to realise the impact of her resistance 

during the group work. She said: 

 “I personally think it was difficult for me to work with the group. I felt my ideas 
were good enough. But she didn’t like my ideas. I wasn’t so sure about her. 
Ummul tried to impose her ideas to me, which I didn’t like. I just ignored her 
ideas. Just kept doing my own thing.” [Khairun, Interview 17/11/16] 

As seen, Group 8 appeared to have difficulties working with each other, 

particularly Ummul and Khairun. Both Ummul and Khairun were resistant. There was 

frequent tension between them at the beginning of the semester. At first, the substantive 

conflicts raised between them were due to differing viewpoints (e.g., regarding the task 

procedure, see Excerpt 17). However, such conflicts could not be resolved in the group, 

and led to affective conflicts since Khairun in particular had doubts about her peer’s 

ideas. Khairun had a strong confidence in her ideas, even if they were contrary to the 

general consensus in the group. Although Febrina often tried to mediate the discussion, 

it did not work effectively. It caused Ummul to become less active, remaining silent – 

resisting to work with her peers since her ideas were generally not accepted. Given that 

she was aware that she was part of the group and had to complete the joint tasks, Ummul 

tried to become more understanding and tolerate her peer’s attitude. She eventually 

managed to work with the group by either negotiating or completely agreeing with the 

general consensus.  

Individual preferences 

 In respect of this theme, Group 8’s responses were varied. Febrina and Ummul, 

for instance, noted that although it was their first experience, they enjoyed the blended 

approach to collaborative writing better than conventional writing – solitary writing in 

the classroom. Compared to blended collaborative writing, they felt that individual 

writing tasks in the classroom were restricted by time and the classroom situation (i.e., 

the noise in the classroom). The noise in the classroom distracted them to focus on 

writing. If they wrote individually, they may find it difficult to come up with viable 

ideas. In case of any confusion, they thought that they would not get help and have to 

solve it on their own. They explained: 
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“I had no prior experience in blended collaborative writing tasks, but I 
liked the mix between the two. If the work was not finished in the class, we 
could still work on it online. It was enjoyable and flexible for me… But if 
the work was only in the class, hmm...I think, I didn’t have any enough 
time to generate ideas and write my tasks. No one would help me if I got 
stuck… Plus, I couldn’t stand the noise when writing, too loud when other 
students discussed. It was good if we could continue our writing process 
online.” [Febrina, Interview 17/11/16]  

“The thing I liked about the blended collaborative writing tasks was that 
we could continue the drafting online. I got more time to write online, no 
pressure…I also got help from my friends. If we just did the tasks in class 
individually, not much I could do in the class. It was too noise in the class. 
I was having trouble concentrating…made me difficult to work and took 
longer time to complete the tasks by myself.” [Ummul, Interview 17/11/16] 

 Both Febrina and Ummul thought incorporating online into in-class 

collaborative writing activities allowed them to be more flexible regarding the 

availability of place and time. They felt that it would enable them to write productively 

as they could work at their own pace while getting suggestions from their peers.  

 While Febrina and Ummul appreciated the blended collaborative writing, 

Khairun felt inclined towards conventional writing tasks. She found conventional 

writing tasks simpler than the group writing. She could decide how to go about the tasks 

without needing approval from their peers. She also felt that individual writing was 

more convenient. She could concentrate properly as there were less interruptions. She 

said: 

 “After experiencing the activities this semester, I would prefer work alone. 
No conflicts. If in a group, I could get easily carried away while talking. 
For me, it was less productive as the group tended to digress from the tasks 
– gossiping about something unimportant. Considering the bad internet 
access, I think working offline is preferable for now. I do appreciate the 
idea of mixing between offline and online activities. But the system isn’t 
completely ready yet.” [Khairun, Interview 17/11/16] 

 As illustrated, while she liked the idea of the blended approach to collaborative 

writing activities, she preferred to write individually in the classroom. Since the 

network system in the university had not fully supported the blended approach to 

collaborative writing activities yet, she thought that it would be better to complete the 

writing tasks in the classroom only.  
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Case Study 4 (Group 10) 

 Group 10 consisted of Rukmala, Rozi and Rifa. Like Group 8, Group 10 

displayed a facilitative/cooperative/cooperative pattern during the FTF pre-writing 

tasks. While Rukmala voluntarily acted as a facilitator, Rifa and Rozi shared their ideas 

and pooled resources. There were also times Rifa and Rozi did not express their ideas 

even though Rukmala tried to encourage them to talk. In the online mode, their 

interactional pattern shifted to active/passive/passive. In this case, while Rukmala 

contributed to the tasks, Rozi and Rifa were hesitant to participate in the online 

activities, and only made minimal contributions to the tasks. Also, there were occasions 

when they disengaged from the online activities.  

Learning gains 

When questioned if they benefited from the activities, unlike Group 1, 7, and 8, 

Group 10 made negative remarks. For instance, Rukmala did not feel any significant 

improvement in her writing skills. In her view, regardless of the fact that they were 

assigned to work in groups, she felt that she worked alone particularly in the online 

mode. She said: 

“I think I didn’t improve much in my writing skills… I didn’t really enjoy 
working with my group as I mostly wrote the tasks in the online 
mode…and yes, they commented on the topics I proposed and share their 
ideas in the classroom, but frequently, they just followed what I said. I tried 
my best to involve them. They just said they don’t know. So, I just did 
what I could.” [Rukmala, Interview 20/11/16] 

Further, she reported that she generated more ideas during task negotiation in the 

classroom, compared to other group members regarding the development of content of 

the joint writing. Thus, she did not feel like she was working in a group. She also 

thought that the activities did not enhance her writing skills. Such a finding confirms 

previous studies (e.g., Suwantarathip & Wichadee, 2014), which also found that many 

students did not think that they gained knowledge in writing and improved their writing 

skills during the process of collaborative writing. 

In a related manner, Rifa and Rozi felt little to no improvement in their writing 

skills. They commented: 
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 “I didn’t feel any difference in my writing ability before and after the 
activities. Probably very little improvement. It was more to do with how to 
develop a topic. I learned a bit from my peers.” [Rifa, Interview 20/11/16] 

“I think I made little improvement in my writing skill. Still feel the same 
like before. I’m not good at writing.” [Rozi, Interview 20/11/16] 

When questioned if the blended collaborative writing activities influenced their 

language skills, Rukmala also believed that the activities did not provide significant 

improvement on her knowledge of grammar, nor on her vocabulary. She reported that 

she did not receive much feedback from her peers regarding grammar. Rather, they 

tended to focus on correcting spelling and punctuation. Such a finding is consistent to 

Kessler et al. (2012), in that learners frequently corrected superficial errors (e.g., spelling 

and punctuation) more than grammatical ones.  

Rukmala also said she had problems in expressing her ideas in writing, given her 

lack of vocabulary. Her peers were not able to give suggestions on word choices or 

phrases. She felt that other group members did not engage well during the group work 

although she attempted to encourage them multiple times.  

“I feel like I worked alone on Google Docs…My friends only corrected 
spelling or punctuation in my writing. I was expecting they also could 
check my grammar more...But they didn’t say much about grammar. And I 
just used familiar vocabularies when writing. My friends relied so much on 
me. I don’t think the activities really helped me improve my grammar or 
vocabulary. [Rukmala, Interview 20/11/16] 

Like Rukmala, her peers, Rozi and Rifa, felt that they received little benefit from 

the activities in terms of grammar and vocabulary. Both Rozi and Rifa felt their 

knowledge of grammar was still low even after participating in the activities. Therefore, 

they chose to correct simple errors such as spelling and punctuation. They also learned a 

very small number of new words. They noted: 

“I’m not confident about my language skills… often making grammar 
mistakes. I also had problems in expressing my ideas in writing…When 
working with them, I seldom corrected grammar, only a few… just spelling 
or punctuation.” [Rozi, Interview 20/11/16] 

“I just let Rukmala did the writing since I was afraid to make mistakes…I 
got low scores in grammar subjects. She seemed to know better than me. I 
just made few sentences…if I finished, I didn’t really check on grammar. 
Just let her (Rukmala) revise the writing. I also had limited vocabulary. 
[Rifa, Interview 20/11/16] 
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As indicated in their statements, both Rozi and Rifa had problems in their self-

confidence to provide feedback regarding grammar and vocabulary. They were worried 

to make mistakes in their writing. As consequence, they lacked confidence to actively 

participate in the joint writing in the online mode, in particular to edit each other’s 

contributions. This finding is in line with Aydin and Yildiz’s (2014) study, showing that 

learners’ self-confidence in their language skills inhibited them from correcting 

grammatical mistakes in the online mode.  Briefly, Group 10 did not show mutual 

willingness to learn during the task co-construction phase; thus, they were not able to 

benefit (e.g., a better knowledge of certain grammatical forms and enriched vocabulary 

size) from the activities.  

Group interaction 

 As mentioned earlier, Rukmala did not feel like she was working in a group. She 

reported that the other group members provided her with no support in the activities. 

Despite contributions from her peers during FTF pre-writing activities, she felt that she 

worked individually, particularly when drafting in the online mode. She explained: 

“I wrote most of the tasks online, no support from them. They made little 
contribution. Frequently, they just disengaged from the tasks. I already 
tried to give them help and motivate them to engage in the activity, but the 
progress was too slow,… no willingness. [Rukmala, Interview 20/11/16] 

 It was evident that she did not receive sufficient support from her peers. Though 

she encouraged their participation in the group work, she remarked that they showed 

“no willingness” to actively contribute to the tasks and tended to “disengage” from the 

group work. This may be attributed to her peers’ lack of motivation. As pointed by 

Arnold et al. (2012), lack of motivation to get involved may lead to withdrawing from 

the activities, thereby creating issues in group work.  

Complaints about unbalanced participation of group members were also 

highlighted in few previous studies (e.g., Arnold et al., 2012; Kessler & Bikowski, 

2010). Arnold et al. (2012), for example, claimed that unequal contribution can be 

attributed to group size, smaller groups created more equal contribution to the tasks. 

However, the findings in the present study show that group size may not be the only 

factor of unequal contribution in the group work. Group members’ level of L2 writing 
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proficiency and task familiarity can also lead to the occurrences of passive members in 

the group work. 

Rozi and Rifa, were aware of their situation while working in group. They noted: 

“For me, writing is a difficult subject…Hmm..I didn’t know much about 
the topics and I didn’t really understand the tasks. Besides, I still have 
problems in organising my ideas in a paragraph, like to develop a topic. 
That’s why I wasn’t that active.” [Rozi, Interview 20/11/16] 

“I think I’m still learning how to write a paragraph... like organising my 
ideas or choosing a topic. I just let my peer work on the task. It was 
confusing sometimes. I didn’t do much in the group. I tried to share my 
ideas. But I wasn’t sure if my ideas were good enough for our tasks. That’s 
all.” [Rifa, Interview 20/11/16] 

Both Rozi and Rifa faced some difficulties in writing. They did not understand 

the tasks, and were not sure if their ideas were good enough for their writing. As a result, 

they had uneven and limited participation in the group work, and most of the time, let 

their peer work alone. This finding may explain how Rozi and Rifa approached the 

collaborative writing tasks in their group. In other words, their perceptions of their L2 

writing abilities affected their behaviour – they seemed to have limited participation and 

did not engage with other group members’ contributions. 

Further, Rukmala reported that her peers “did not seem to commit themselves” 

to full participation (Interview 20/11/17). She felt that they were reluctant to carry on 

the tasks, let alone to provide assistance for other group members. Commitment is 

deemed to be as one of facilitating affective factors for collaborative writing to function 

effectively (Fung, 2010). In this study, her peers did not reflect a strong commitment to 

the group work.  

In contrast, Rozi and Rifa had positive remarks about the group work. They 

reported that Rukmala kept encouraging and assisting them in the writing process. 

Although their participation was minimal, they felt that the workload was easier when 

working in the group. They noted: 

“I wasn’t sure if I enjoyed the activities. But if I worked alone, it would be 
difficult for me… Here, I got support from my group mate. Things got 
easier during the group work.” [Rozi, Interview 20/11/16] 
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“If I should do all the tasks all alone, I must not finish them. I was thankful 
that the work was done in group.” [Rifa, Interview 20/11/16] 

Regarding the second aspect under this theme (i.e., resource sharing), Rukmala, 

Rozi, and Rifa, did not tend to share resources either in FTF or in the online mode. One 

explanation for this finding can be attributed to the fact that only one student (i.e., 

Rukmala) did the tasks extensively while the others took more passive roles, with 

limited participation. Rukmala said: 

“I could not say much about my group. They (Rozi & Rifa) had very little 
contribution to the tasks. So, we didn’t not share information… almost 
nothing. Just in the classroom, we just share our ideas… The only thing I 
did was to encourage them to participate. And it wasn’t easy. For me, it 
was like working alone” [Rukmala, Interview 20/11/16] 

From her statement, it can be seen that she was not satisfied with her group. She 

also could not expect her peers to exchange resources during the activities. Therefore, 

she generally completed the tasks by herself while attempting to encourage their peers to 

participate. 

The situation in Group 10 also suggests that they did not work as a team. Rozi 

and Rifa admitted that they did not work well for their group. They found it difficult to 

work as a team since they felt unconfident about their language proficiency which 

prevented them to contribute to the group work. They reported: 

“I think I didn’t perform well in my group. I didn’t do much. I just didn’t 
know what to do…I felt hesitant to contribute.” [Rozi, Interview 20/11/16] 

“I was not active in my group. Too many assignments made me confused. 
Sometimes, I felt my contribution was not good enough…That’s why I just 
let my peer do the task.” [Rifa, Interview 20/11/16] 

In their views, they did not come to group work knowing how to function in 

groups effectively. They took a more passive stance during the group interaction. Rozi 

simply noted that he felt “hesitant to contribute” because he had no idea what to expect 

from his group. In a similar vein, Rifa felt her contribution “was not good enough” 

which probably implied that her group mates did not completely consider her individual 

contribution to the tasks, as also shown in their recorded verbal interaction. Her 

contributions were frequently ignored either when her group discussed the writing 

content in the FTF mode or when she tried to provide feedback on their joint texts in the 
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online mode. Such a finding confirms what Ducate et al. (2011) found in their study, in 

that some learners thought that their respective contribution was not positively 

recognised by their peers. 

Challenges 

 Like other groups, Group 10 shared similar perspectives with reference to the 

internet connection issue. For instance, Rukmala commented that slow access to the 

internet caused her frustration when working online. She said: 

 “My biggest problem was when working online, difficult to connect to the 
internet here. Even I used my phone, still I got the same problem. So 
stressful. It was hard to work together even after we made appointments to 
work at the same time…. Sometimes, the internet connection was good 
around 5 a.m.… That’s when I worked on the assignments.” [Rukmala, 
Interview 20/11/16] 

 Another challenge was related to poor time management, particularly during 

task negotiation in the classroom. Rozi felt that his group spent too much time to talk 

about off-task topics. When the time for pre-writing tasks was over, they still had not 

finalised their outline. Rozi commented:  

 “I think our group was too relaxed…too much time wasted for jokes. We 
were frequently left behind compared to other groups. Sometimes, we got 
no idea what to write… I felt like I didn’t understand about the tasks, not 
sure what to do in the group.” [Rozi, Interview 20/11/16] 

 Adding to Rozi’s comment, Rukmala also felt that although the group had 

already set the time to meet online with her group, they frequently did not come online 

at the appointed time. She eventually worked alone in the online mode. She said:  

“It was difficult to arrange the time to work online…We set the time, but it 
was useless, still no one showing up and no news…Too many excuses like 
they forgot, out of internet data, or too many assignments…So I just did it 
myself and let them do what they could, whenever they were online.” 
[Rukmala, Interview 20/11/16] 

 Similar to Group 7 and 8, Group 10 encountered difficulties in providing and 

receiving feedback. To illustrate, Rozi found providing feedback for his peers 

challenging. He was not confident whether his feedback was correct and useful. He said: 

“I was trying to give little feedback, but I wasn’t confident enough about 
my feedback. I was worried if I made the wrong correction, or good one for 
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the tasks. It was hard for me if I had to correct others.” [Rozi, Interview 
20/11/16] 

Related to Rozi’s response, Rukmala explained that her peers tended to 

provide little and vague feedback. If her peers made some changes, Rukmala 

thought that the changes were not correct. Thus, Rukmala expected feedback from 

her teachers during the drafting and revising stages in the online mode. However, 

her teachers did not provide any feedback in the online mode. She commented: 

“Getting feedback from my group mates was good, but I think I liked the 
feedback from the teacher better than my peers…More reliable as the 
teacher knows better…My peers didn’t provide clear feedback, no detailed 
explanation…Sometimes the correction was not right. So, I just kept my 
ideas or my own version. The problem was that I didn’t get any feedback 
online from the teacher…Just when we were in the classroom, at the 
beginning of each task, or when we had whole-class feedback upon the task 
completion.” [Rukmala, Interview 20/11/16] 

In her view, although she welcomed and acknowledged her peers’ feedback, she 

preferred the teacher’s feedback to her peers’. She thought that the teacher was more 

convincing and knowledgeable about writing than her peers. She sometimes ignored her 

peers’ comments or did not use their changes in the final joint texts. 

As mentioned earlier, like other groups who struggled to work with their group 

peers, feelings of frustration were also part of Rukmala’s experiences during the group 

work since she worked with less communicative and passive peers in her group. As she 

reported, both Rifa and Rozi were less communicative during the FTF negotiations, and 

they tended to be passive in the online mode. Rukmala felt that her peers’ characteristics 

influenced the work progress in the blended collaborative writing activities. Rukmala 

stated: 

 “For me, my friends really affected the flow of the group work. How can I 
work with less talkative and passive members? Like Rifa who tended to 
remain silent, not easy for her to express her ideas during in-class 
activities. If I didn’t encourage her to speak up, she wouldn’t talk. The 
same was true with Rozi. In the online mode, Rozi was more passive than 
Rifa, and he often disengaged from the activities. They didn’t seem 
enthusiastic with the tasks. It was so difficult to maintain their motivation 
and keep going with the tasks. As a facilitator, I did my best, but it 
sometimes didn’t go as expected. That’s why I mostly worked online, 
especially on Google Docs.” [Rukmala, Interview 20/11/16] 
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 When questioned further if they faced difficulties working in the group, Rifa and 

Rozi explained:  

 “I think I had no issues other than the lack of internet access and the 
absence of teacher assistance. Rukmala helped me a lot to make things 
clear for me, like what I should do in the group. I just did what I could. I 
just didn’t enjoy working online since it took a lot of effort.” [Rifa, 
Interview 20/11/16] 

 “My group did a lot to keep going with the tasks, especially Rukmala. I 
know I did not contribute much to the group work. At least I tried to do my 
part although not much compared to Rukmala. I sometimes was not so sure 
what I did. It made me discouraged to participate in the activities. On top 
of that, it was difficult to come online due to the bad internet access. Also, 
as I said previously, I was not good at writing.” [Rozi, Interview 20/11/16] 

 Based on their explanations, it can be seen that Rukmala was the only group 

member who struggled working with her peers. While Rukmala had encouraged them to 

actively participate in the tasks, her peers, Rifa and Rozi felt demotivated to get 

involved either in the FTF discussions or online activities. Rukmala also felt her peers 

lacked enthusiasm and were reluctant to work. Despite their little contribution, at least 

there were occasions they contributed to the tasks. 

Individual preferences 

 Having experienced blended collaborative writing, Group 10 stated their 

preferences for individual writing. For example, Rozi and Rifa preferred to write 

individually. They also prefer to work on the writing tasks only in the classroom. They 

justified their responses by reference to their experiences when working in blended 

collaborative writing: 

“My first time to work in blended collaborative writing, and I didn’t enjoy 
it that much. I liked the old style in doing writing, just in the classroom. 
Too much hassle to coordinate with others, or organise the schedule to 
meet online…And I had to pay more for the internet connection.” [Rozi, 
Interview 20/11/16] 

“I think the blended collaborative writing wasn’t effective for me. I just 
liked the traditional writing task, just in the class, and do it all by myself. 
Not difficult. No need to rely on unstable internet connection.” [Rifa, 
Interview 20/11/16] 

In their view, the blended collaborative writing was too difficult since it required 

them to be organised and collaborative with their peers, and to connect with the internet 
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in order to complete their tasks. Thus, they preferred to work in the classroom, better yet 

individually as remarked by Rifa. Their attitudes towards the blended collaborative 

writing perhaps explained how they performed during the activities. Based on my 

observation, these informants generally had relatively low motivation, thereby 

contributing minimally to the group work. They had limited writing skills and language 

knowledge. As a result, they relied too much on their peers during group work. Such 

findings align with an earlier study (i.e., Challob et al., 2016), indicating that a few 

students would rather write in the traditional FTF classroom which was simpler, than do 

the task in the online mode. 

Rukmala echoed the sentiment of her peers. She did not enjoy working in the 

group and preferred individual writing in the classroom. If not finished, she could 

complete the writing task at home. She said: 

 “I think, I preferred to work alone after all the experiences this semester. I 
didn’t need to wait them to work on the tasks…and I found it difficult to 
get things done in the group. I just want to complete the tasks in the class, 
or work at home. So, no need to come online to write.” [Rifa, Interview 
20/11/16] 

Summary 

In this chapter, I addressed the second research question regarding the students’ 

perceptions of blended collaborative writing activities. Having examined the interview 

data through thematic content analysis, I generated four major categories of the emerged 

themes including their sub-themes: 1) learning gains in terms of writing and language 

aspects); 2) group interaction in respect of promoting assistance, resource sharing, and 

teamwork; 3) challenges regarding internet connectivity, time management, and 

feedback; and 4) individual preferences regarding two conditions: collaborative writing 

vs. solitary writing and the FTF activity only in the classroom vs. the blended activity 

including online activities. These four themes addressed the student perceptions towards 

not only collaborative writing activities in the blended mode, but also collaborative 

writing and doing so in the two modes. 

Overall, the majority of the informants were very positive about the blended 

approach to collaborative writing activities. For example, the groups which displayed 

collaborative (i.e., Group 1), facilitative/cooperative – cooperative (e.g., Group 7), and 

facilitative/cooperative/cooperative – cooperative (e.g., Group 8) patterns thought that 
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they gained from the activities. They felt that the activities not only enhanced their 

writing abilities (e.g., idea generation, topic and content development), but also 

expanded their language knowledge (e.g., vocabulary and grammar). Other informants 

who adopted the role of a facilitator in their group also learned how to manage the 

group or how to work in teams.  

Further, just over half of the informants thought that the activities promote 

assistance, information and resource sharing, and teamwork. For instance, they could 

offer help to each other such as looking up online dictionaries for meaning of words and 

exploring grammar usage via web-browsing. These opportunities to share and pool 

resources with each other were mentioned particularly in the online mode. They also 

learned how to work productively with others in teams. Thus, 7 out of 27 informants 

felt that the workload became easier when writing in the group, compared to work 

individually.   

However, five informants displaying a facilitative/cooperative/cooperative – 

active/passive/passive pattern (e.g., Group 10) during the blended collaborative writing 

activities reported that they did not feel any improvement in both their writing skills and 

knowledge of grammar and vocabulary. Part of the reason for this situation is that the 

group members did not show mutual willingness to contribute during the activities. 

Some noted that they were less proficient in writing which led to lack of confidence to 

participate in the process of collaborative writing. It prevented group members from 

expressing themselves during the group work. Others also highlighted that their group 

members did not provide mutual assistance since they had lack of motivation and 

commitment to group participation.  Such factors may hinder smooth collaboration and 

writing progress. Hence, the success of group work relies not only on the language 

proficiency of each group member, but also on several factors, such as their motivation 

and commitment to participate in the group work and to provide mutual assistance.   

Apart from their positive attitudes towards the blended collaborative writing 

activities, most of the informants reported several challenges they encountered during 

the completion of the tasks, such as slow internet connectivity, poor time management, 

and issues in providing and receiving feedback. Perhaps, the major challenge was 

related to relatively unreliable internet connection. They found it difficult to work 

online. To deal with this barrier, some informants decided to work in a convenient café 
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nearby or in one of group members’ house (e.g., Group 1). Another issue was time 

management, particularly when they attempted to set the suitable schedule for each 

group member to meet online at the same time. The last challenge was when they 

received and provided feedback during the activities. 

 While the informants were generally positive about receiving and getting 

feedback in order to improve their joint writing, at least seven informants remarked that 

they were uncertain of what to comment or to correct on their peers’ work. Part of the 

reason they claimed was because they felt they were not proficient in writing and 

apprehensive if their feedback was correct and/or important. Moreover, even though 

they made some comments or changes to the texts, they thought that their feedback was 

not incorporated into the texts by other group members. This could be attributed to the 

fact that some of the informants tended to reject their peers’ ideas and imposed their 

own. 

Since it was the first time for all the informants experiencing to work in a 

blended setting, it was important to elicit their reflections about the blending of FTF and 

online modes in collaborative writing activities. While less than half of the informants 

preferred to work FTF in the classroom due to the difficulty to get internet access, 

others enjoyed the integration of online writing which allowed them to be more flexible 

regarding the availability of place and time. For instance, the informants from Group 1 

felt that the combination of FTF and online writing activities enriched their writing 

experiences. They thought that the online writing activities complemented the FTF 

activities in the classroom which allowed longer collaboration outside the classroom.  

In addition, just over half of the informants expressed reservation about group 

work, and  preferred to work individually. This was due to negative experiences of 

working with members in their groups,. They felt that when working in groups, they  

spent more time to discuss the content of their writing and to reach a consensus 

regarding the content. They also thought they could not express their opinions freely as 

they still needed to wait for other group members’ approval upon their opinions during 

the discussions.   

In the following chapter, I discuss factors influencing collaborative writing 

activities in the blended setting. 
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Chapter 6. Factors Influencing Blended Collaborative 
Writing 

 

In the preceding chapter, I discussed how the students perceived their 

experiences during collaborative writing in the blended setting. I primarily described 

three main themes emerging from the interview data of four representative groups, 

which displayed various patterns of dyadic and triadic interactions.  

 This chapter addresses the third research question regarding factors affecting 

the student interaction during collaborative writing activities in the blended setting. The 

primary sources of data to address this last question include transcriptions of audiotaped 

semi-structured interviews supplemented by audiotaped verbal interactions, comment 

logs, and observations. 

As previously illustrated in Chapter 5, in the current study, there was a total of 

37 audio-recorded interviews of 27 informants. I analysed the interview data by using a 

qualitative approach of thematic content analysis. To manage the large amount of 

interview data, I used NVivo 12.0 application during the process of analysis (See 

Chapter 3 for futher details). This analysis identified two facilitating factors: use of L1s 

and positive affect. The participants in this study largely used their L1s when 

completing the CW tasks. The second facilitating factor was positive affect. Affect or 

emotion refers to “multicomponent response tendencies (e.g., facial expression, 

subjective experience, cognitive processing, and physiological changes) that unfold over 

relatively short time spans which begins with an individual assessment of the personal 

meaning of some antecedent event” (Fredrickson, 2001, p. 219). Positive affective 

factors (e.g., commitment, trust, understanding, respect, encouragement, and 

acknowledgement) were found to be important to facilitate the process of the blended 

CW activities. For the hindering factors, I found two sub-themes: accessibility and 

teacher assistance. 

I first present the overall findings briefly across the ten groups with reference to 

each factor. To obtain in-depth understanding of these factors, I then selected groups 

which provided rich sources of data (information rich cases) to the point of saturation 

(Patton, 2015). I considered Group 1 (Rintan, Nadia & Titis), Group 7 (Ridho & Yogi), 

Group 8 (Febrina, Khairun & Ummul), and Group 10 (Rukmala, Rozi & Rifa) as focal 
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cases for the study. The four groups were also representative of the various patterns of 

dyadic and triadic interactions which were evident across the ten groups. To substantiate 

particular incidents from the data, I used relevant responses from the informants, which 

were translated into English, verbatim. Similar to the procedures followed in Chapter 5, 

I calculated the inter-coder and -translator reliability using Miles and Huberman’s 

(1994) formula to check the analysis of facilitating and hindering factors. I found that 

inter-coder and -translator reliability were 97% and 92% respectively.  

Facilitating Factors 

 This section delineates the informants’ views on factors contributing to 

successful blended collaborative writing. As mentioned earlier, this category is divided 

into two main sub-themes: use of first languages (L1s) and positive affect. 

 The first contributing factor to the success of blended collaborative writing is the 

use of L1s, which was mentioned by the majority  of the informants’ views during the 

interviews  (24 out of 27, i.e. 89%).  This was based on their reflections on the 

collaborative writing experiences in the blended setting (see Appendix 11). As a 

cultural-semiotic artefact, L1 shaped and mediated the process of blended collaborative 

writing activities of the ten groups in this study to varying extent. Findings of this study 

indicate that the use of L1s (i.e., Indonesian and Minang languages) by the group 

members to complete six writing tasks, which were cognitively demanding tasks, was 

unavoidable. Since they shared similar L1s, almost all groups frequently used their  L1s 

when completing collaborative writing, either during FTF or online activities. They 

used L1s not only for off-task talk, but also for on-task deliberations (Field notes, 7/9-

15/12/2016). Although the use of L1s may have negative effects on students’ language 

learning if used excessively (Guk & Kellogg, 2007; McDonough, 2004), it helped group 

members in enhancing their deliberations about their writing tasks.  

Based on my observations and the interview data, it appeared that the students 

found it difficult to express or verbalise their thoughts with confidence and accuracy 

when they discussed the content of their joint texts in English (L2). Their conversation 

did not flow smoothly as they tended to pause during the discussions. Many group 

members tended to talk less as they struggled to communicate in L2. Only one or two 

group members who had a higher level of L2 proficiency would talk. For those 

members who could not express themselves well in L2 or lacked L2 competence, 
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tended to remain silent or just listen to other members talking in the first FTF session. 

This could be related to the level of their English proficiency, which was generally low 

intermediate. As a result, it prevented the group to work on the tasks. 

 In fact, at the first meeting in the classroom, most of the groups largely used 

English when brainstorming about topics they would write until Rintan, from Group 1, 

posed a question to the teacher about what language can be used during the discussion 

as shown in Excerpt 13 below (turn 6). 

Excerpt 13. Brainstorming (Group 1, Task 1, FTF) 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
 
 
7 
 
8 
9 
10 
 
11 
 
12 
13 

Rintan: 
Nadia: 
Rintan: 
Titis: 
Nadia: 
Rintan: 
 
 
Teacher A: 
 
Rintan: 
Titis: 
Nadia: 
 
Rintan: 
 
Nadia: 
Titis: 

So what we discuss, Titis, Nadia? 
Do you understand what is our assignment today? (smiling) 
Hmm … Little bit know but I’m not really sure… 
Hmm…About narrative. 
Anyway, should we speak in English? 
I don’t know.  
(calling out the teacher) 
Sir, sir, excuse me Sir…Should we discuss in English? 
You can discuss in Indonesian or Minang, it’s okay ya. 
English is better. (while talking to the whole class). 
Let’s get to work. So, we write about narrative right?  
What about ‘Frozen’ movie? Have u watched it? 
Yeah I have, Hmmm…but forgot some part…part of the 
story.. 
Should we review about it? Or…we make our own story based 
on it? 
Not sure.  
How about kita <we> review another film? 

 As seen, the teacher allowed the group members to discuss writing topics and 

content using their L1s although he still encouraged them to use English (turn 7). After 

the teacher told them they could use the L1s, unlike Group 1 which still used L2 in their 

deliberations (turns 8-11), most groups switched to either Indonesian or Minang 

languages, and each group member started talking about their tasks enthusiastically. 

Most groups contributed to the tasks by using L1. 

 The second facilitating factor is positive affect which represents 70% (19 out of 

27) of the informants’ responses during the interviews. The informants reported that 

positive affect prompted them to engage in the collaborative writing activities. Positive 

emotions (e.g., commitment, trust, understanding, respect, encouragement, and 

acknowledgement) facilitated the process of collaborative writing to function 
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successfully. That is, these positive affects had an impact how well the students 

interacted in their groups when completing their joint tasks.  

 In the following section, I discuss the findings across the four case study groups, 

explaining each group member’s views in relation to two factors (i.e., the use of L1s 

and positive affect) which influenced the success of blended collaborative writing 

activities.  

Case Study 1 (Group 1) 

 Group 1 consisted of three students: Rintan, Nadia, and Titis. This was a close-

knit group. What differentiated this group from the other groups was that they 

consistently displayed a collaborative pattern of interaction in both FTF and online 

modes across the six writing tasks.  

Use of L1s 

My observations and the recorded verbal interaction indicated that Group 1 tried 

to consistently use English during the group work, although they sometimes spoke 

Indonesian or on a few occasions they spoke Minang (see Excerpt 14). When asked 

about  what language they preferred to use during the activities, the members of Group 

1 provided a range of answers. To illustrate, Rintan said: 

“…I preferred to use English because this is English major, so we should 
practice speaking in English. This is my chance, why not using it? Not 
everyone wants to speak English. My group members are committed to use 
English as much as possible. We just used Indonesian or Minang if needed, 
such as related grammar issues.” [Rintan, Interview 18/11/16] 

Nadia and Titis added: 

“I think the tasks allowed us to speak in English. Our opportunities to use it 
while writing in group with my friends. But when we found a new 
vocabulary…like a difficult word of new phrases,  the content we needed 
to clarify or like constructing a complex sentence, we used our mother 
tongue.” [Nadia, Interview 18/11/16] 

“The tasks gave me a chance to improve my English speaking skill when 
writing together with my friends. That’s one of my goals to study in this 
department. I don’t have anyone else outside or at home to practice my 
English.” [Titis, Interview 18/11/16] 
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From their statements, Rintan, Nadia and Titis confirmed their preference to use 

L2 frequently, particularly while writing collaboratively with their peers. In general, 

they were aware that they should use the blended collaborative writing activities as 

opportunities to enhance their L2 speaking skill. Group 1 also reported that they had a 

strong commitment to use English at least during the group work since they lacked 

chances to speak in English outside the class.  

Occasionally, they used L1s when they found difficulties in verbalising their 

thoughts, such as if they dealt with new vocabulary (e.g., explaining abstract meanings) 

or phrases, clarified the writing content during brainstorming, or constructed a complex 

sentence. The following excerpt shows one member in Group 1 using L1 when 

discussing the content of their second supporting paragraph for Task 3. 

Excerpt 14. Outlining (Group 1, Task 3, FTF) 

10 
 
11 
12 
 
 
13 
 
14 
15 
 
 
16 
17 
 
18 
19 
 
20 

Nadia: 
 
Rintan: 
Titis: 
 
 
Nadia: 
 
Titis: 
Nadia: 
 
 
Rintan: 
Nadia: 
 
Titis: 
Nadia: 
 
Rintan: 

Our topic is “Basic regulation for social media users in 
Indonesia”. 
Yes.  
So, for the third paragraph, we will talk about ID card scanning 
before signing up in social media…Hmm… for avoiding the 
bad effects of social media.  
I see. Why not writing about controlling access for children in 
that paragraph? 
What do you mean? 
I mean like mengontrol anak di bawah umur mengakses hal-
hal negatif…<controlling under-age users to access something 
negative…> 
To download bad content? 
Yes, I mean…materi-materi yang tidak pantas gitu…<like 
inappropriate content…> 
Ah..you meant inappropriate content right? 
Yes, that’s it. Inappropriate content, yang merusak 
gitu…<something damaging…> 
Okay then. What else? 

 When Titis talked about what to write for the third paragraph (turn 12), Nadia 

proposed an idea (turn 13). Titis did not seem to understand what Nadia meant when she 

mentioned ‘controlling access for children’. Nadia then tried to explain in Indonesian 

language (L1) what she actually meant (turn 15). Rintan extended Nadia’s suggestion to 

make it more specific (turn 16). Using L1, Nadia further clarified what she was 

attempting to convey. Finally, Titis made Nadia’s idea clearer to the group, and decided 
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on the final content for the third paragraph (turn 18) before continuing to work on the 

next paragraph.  

 The interaction in Excerpt 14 shows that Nadia resorted to the use of L1 to 

clarify her suggestion about the writing content. Nadia tried to convey a precise meaning 

‘to access something negative’ using L1 to other group members. In this case, Nadia 

used L1 as a resource since she did not seem to possess sufficient linguistic knowledge  

to phrase ‘materi-materi yang tidak pantas’ in the target language. The other group 

members then provided her assistance to ensure that she understood the meaning of the 

phrase. As Nation (2003) states, L2 learners resort to L1 since it provides an effective 

tool to communicate their intended meaning.   

Positive Affect 

 The members of Group 1 pointed out in the interviews that group writing 

was challenging, in that they needed to be able to coordinate different suggestions. 

They also had to avoid unnecessary conflicts that may result in group disharmony. 

Thus, the group members generally thought that it was critical to show respect and 

understanding of one another during the collaborative writing activities, 

particularly in the brainstorming session. For instance, Rintan from Group 1 

perceived that being respectful and understanding in the group were necessary 

when overcoming divergence regarding topic selections, task procedures, and 

lexical and grammatical selections. Rintan commented: 

“I think one of the biggest challenges in group writing was when we had 
different opinions about something, like what topic to write, how to 
complete the task. More often, we had different ideas about the choice of 
words. Whose ideas we needed to accept, that was the thing. We tried to 
convince each other by giving the reasons. But sometimes, we needed to 
understand if for instance our friends’ ideas were much better than what we 
suggested. We should respect the group decision and understand that this 
was a joint task, one for all.” [Rintan, Interview 18/11/16] 

The following excerpt shows how Group 1 dealt with encountering different 

opinions regarding lexical choice in Task 4.  

Excerpt 15. Drafting (Group 1, Task 4, FTF) 

32 
33 

Titis: 
Rintan: 

Guys, how do we say ‘menjaga’ in English? 
Which sentence?  
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34 
 
35 
36 
 
37 
38 
39 
 
40 
41 
42 
 
43 
44 
45 
 

Titis: 
 
Nadia: 
Rintan: 
 
Nadia: 
Titis: 
Rintan 
 
Nadia: 
Titis: 
Rintan: 
 
Titis: 
Rintan: 
Nadia: 

This one, “In addition, planting herbs also can ‘menjaga’ the herb 
species that is rare.” 
Keep maybe? 
Not sure, keep is too ‘umum’ <general> you know.  
It’s more like how to maintain it..Like forest. 
Ah I see. (smiling). What about ‘preserve’? 
Yes, ‘preserve’ is a good one I guess.  
Hmmm. ‘preserve’ like for food? Like in the food packaging ‘no 
preservation’? I think it’s not that appropriate. (smiling) 
(Laughing) 
So what you think? (Giggling) 
What about ‘conserve’? I think it’s more commonly used to talk about 
plants or something. 
Yeah, good one. Pakai aja! <use it then!> 
Nadia, you okay with that? 
Sure, why not? I think it’s the right one. (smiling) 

 Excerpt 15 shows how Group 1 dealt with different ideas when deliberating over 

the lexical choice for ‘menjaga’. They attempted to reconcile different viewpoints in 

order to maintain group harmony. Before Group 1 reached consensus, Rintan evaluated 

ideas from her peer (turns 36 and 39). Rintan tried to substantiate her argument with 

logical reasons. Although her idea was accepted and used by the group, Rintan still 

showed respect to Nadia by asking her opinion and making sure Nadia understood and 

accepted her idea (turn 44). Nadia also demonstrated understanding and respected the 

group decision to use the word ‘conserve’ (turn 45). 

 Regarding these two positive emotions: respect and understanding, Nadia and 

Titis also said: 

“I guess to respect other group members’ ideas was important to keep the 
group moving…also to understand each other. As long as we argued 
politely, tried to convince others with reasons to make them understand, 
that would be a good thing to do. We usually did that, as this was a group 
project. We could benefit more from the group writing if we knew how to 
behave in the group well.” [Nadia, Interview 18/11/16] 

“So far in our group, we understood each other, showed respect even 
though we had disagreements on something. Like using polite ways to 
convince others so that the group members didn’t get offended or feel left 
behind. And the discussion would keep going. Otherwise, we didn’t get 
benefit from the group writing tasks.” [Titis, Interview 18/11/16] 

From their comments above,we can see that  they clearly understood that this 

was a joint project, and that maintaining respect in the group was vital to keep the group 
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moving forward. As Nadia and Titis pointed out, expressing the ideas politely and using 

appropriate words to convince others should also be taken into consideration to maintain 

the good flow of the discussion in the group. They also asserted that being respectful and 

understanding with one another may enable them to gain more benefits from their 

experiences in collaborative writing activities. Thus, once students are comfortable to 

work with their peers and develop positive emotions towards one another, it is easier for 

them to brainstorm their ideas, to pool their resources, and to complete the tasks (Fung, 

2010).  

Case Study 2 (Group 7)  

 Group 7 comprised of Ridho and Yogi. Unlike Group 1, they tended to assume a 

facilitative/cooperative pattern in the FTF mode, then shift to a cooperative pattern in 

the online mode.   

Use of L1s 

 When asked about factors facilitating their group work, Group 7 generally felt 

that the use of L1s contributed to the process of their collaborative writing, as a 

supporting means during blended collaborative writing activities. Thus, Group 7 

admitted that they largely relied on the use of Minang or Indonesian languages to 

negotiate the tasks and deliberate about writing content since it enabled them to 

communicate more clearly, directly, and easily. Ridho commented:  

“At the beginning, I always tried to speak English in my group, but I 
couldn’t. My partner didn’t get it. Taking too long to negotiate and 
complete the task. That’s why I just mainly used Minang or 
Indonesian…To make it easy, direct, and clear to him.” [Ridho, Interview 
17/11/16] 

Ridho’s response was confirmed by Yogi. Yogi added: 

“I preferred to use Minang or Indonesian. Not so much to talk when using 
English. Ridho tried to speak in English but the communication was 
disconnected. I think using Minang was much clearer and easier to me 
when we selected topics or discussed the content.” [Yogi, Interview 
17/11/16] 

As an illustration, the following excerpt shows Ridho’s attempts to use L2 

but finally resort to L1 due to encountering difficulties to communicate in his 

group. 
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Excerpt 16. Brainstorming (Group 7, Task 3, FTF) 

5 
6 
7 
8 
9 
10 
11 
12 
 
13 
 
14 
15 
16 
17 
 
 
 
18 
19 

Ridho: 
Yogi: 
Ridho: 
Yogi: 
Ridho: 
Yogi: 
Ridho: 
Yogi: 
 
Ridho: 
 
Yogi: 
Ridho: 
Yogi: 
Ridho: 
 
 
 
Yogi: 
Ridho: 
 

So what is our topic for now? 
Topic? Hmmm… 
What about ‘English should be taught since elementary school’. 
Apa itu? <What’s that?> 
English should be taught since elementary school. 
Thought? Gimana penulisannya? <How do you spell it?> 
T-A-U-G-H-T. bentuk past dari ‘teach’.  
Oh… mengajar ya? <Oh, teaching right?> 
Alasannya? <what’s the reason?> 
The argument is that, to learn a second language, it’s better to 
start since childhood…a critical period to learn a language.  
Alasannya apa? <what’s the reason> (sounds confused) 
That’s the reason, part of the argument… 
(silent) 
Jadi gini, alasannya adalah untuk belajar bahasa asing atau 
bahasa kedua, sebaiknya dimulai dari sejak kecil. <So, the 
reason is to learn a second or foreign language, it should be 
started since childhood.> 
Oh gitu. Penulisannya gimana? <I see. How to write it?> 
Coba tulis gini…<write it like this…> (start dictating word by 
word). 

 In Excerpt 16, it is noticeable that Ridho initiated the discussion using L2 

and continued talking about the topic (turns 5-9). Ridho indicated his preference to 

use L2. However, Yogi seemed confused with the pronunciation of ‘taught’ and he 

wanted Ridho to spell it (turn 10). When Ridho further provided an argument for 

the chosen topic, Yogi did not understand it (turns 14 and 16). Ridho finally 

decided to explain his idea in L1 to make it clear to Yogi (turn 17), and tried to 

help Yogi (i.e., the scribe) construct the sentence (turn 19). 

 In this case, Ridho code-switched to L1 because his peer did not seem to 

respond to him well. He used L1 to maintain the flow of the discussion and the 

meaning making process, which allowed his peer to engage in the task. In other 

words, he provided explanations in L1 which were easier to be processed by his 

peer, thereby prompting more participation and meaningful communication, and 

completing the task efficiently.  

Positive Affect 

Although Group 7 did not show extensive collaboration among its members, two 

positive emotions (i.e., encouragement and acknowledgement) were commonly 
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exhibited during the collaborative writing activities, particularly in the FTF mode. It was 

observable when Ridho worked with Yogi who was less active and less proficient in L2 

writing. Ridho thought that he needed to encourage his peer to participate in the 

activities. When necessary, Ridho acknowledged Yogi’s inputs or ideas so that Yogi 

could actively participate in the group work. Ridho commented: 

“Although I mostly talked in the group, I still encouraged my friend to 
express his opinions. If not, he just tended to keep silent. I just didn’t want 
him to just be the scribe, I also wanted to involve him the decision-making 
process.” [Ridho, Interview 17/11/16] 

Yogi was also aware that his peer, Ridho, always encouraged him to talk and 

appreciated his ideas. Yogi said: 

“I liked to be the scribe in the group, but Ridho pushed me to speak. What I 
liked about him was that he appreciated my ideas although my ideas were 
not too good. So I felt motivated to speak up even I know that my ideas 
weren’t that good in writing compared to his. I’m just not really good at 
writing, that’s why I didn’t contribute much in terms of ideas. But he 
always encouraged me to say something.” [Yogi, Interview 17/11/16] 

From their responses, it is evident that encouragement and acknowledgement 

were also two important affective factors which may facilitate the group interaction 

during collaborative writing activities. Ridho, for instance, put his best effort to 

encourage Yogi to participate in the group work, and Ridho also acknowledged Yogi’s 

ideas. Hence, Yogi felt motivated and put an effort to engage in the group discussion. 

Such encouragement, however, did not take place in the online mode as the group 

formed a cooperative pattern which showed little engagement with each other’s 

contributions, and mainly focused on their own part of the text.  

Case Study 3 (Group 8) 
 

 Group 8 consisted of Febrina, Khairun and Ummul. Similar to Group 7, Group 8 

adopted a facilitative/cooperative/cooperative pattern during the FTF interaction, then 

shifted to a cooperative pattern when working online.  

Use of L1s 

 Like most groups, Group 8 mainly used Indonesian or Minang languages to 

communicate with their peers although code-switching was also found during the FTF 
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interaction. They felt more confident and effective to express their opinions in their 

mother tongue. For instance, Febrina said: 

 “I used Minang or Indonesian most of the time during the group work. I 
felt our discussion more effective and quicker when using our own 
language…More confident to verbalise my thoughts.” [Febrina, Interview 
17/11/16] 

 The use of L1s also provided them opportunities to fully understand the task 

procedures during the pre-writing activities. They also thought that using L1s was time-

efficient. Khairun commented: 

 “It was easy to understand when using Minang, especially when explaining 
how to do the tasks at the beginning. I think it could save time. So, when 
we planned our writing, we didn’t need to spend a long time, just to think 
of how to use English, or mistakes we made during the talk if we used 
English.” [Khairun, Interview 17/11/16] 

Positive Affect 

At the beginning of the semester, Group 8 struggled to deal with disagreements 

in their group. Each group member, for instance, had different ideas how to carry out the 

tasks. The following excerpt shows how Group 8 negotiated Task 2.  

Excerpt 17. Brainstorming (Group 8, Task 2, FTF) 

1 
2 
 
 
3 
4 
 
 
5 
 
6 
7 
8 
 
 
 
 
9 
 
10 

Febrina: 
Khairun: 
 
 
Febrina: 
Ummul: 
 
 
Khairun: 
 
Ummul: 
Febrina: 
Ummul: 
 
 
 
 
Khairun: 
 
Ummul: 

Jadi baa ko? Apo nan ka awak tulis? <so? What are we going to write? 
Iko ko kan mambuek Explanation text kan? Hampia samo se kan jo 
Discussion text. <This task is explanation text, right? It’s like discussion 
text> 
 Mungkin iyo. <Maybe yes.> 
Ndak. Iko ndak samo jo Discussion text. Ndak pake argumen pro dan 
kontra do. <No. It’s not similar to Discussion text. We don’t use 
arguments for or against> 
Iyo pakai mah. Baa lo ka indak. <Yes, we have to use them. It’s 
impossible not to use arguments for and against in this task.> 
Ndeh..Ndak samo gai do. <Nooo, it’s not the same.>  
Apo nyo yang ndak samo? <What are the differences?> 
Explanation text tu tentang baa caro karajo sesuatu, proses gitu. Ndak 
pake argumen pro dan kontra pulo do. Aneh lah nyo. <Explanation 
text deals with how something works, like the process. It doesn’t use 
any arguments for or against. It’s going to be weird.> 
Pakai mah. Kalau ndak pakai, baa lo caro nyo ka ditulis. <We have to 
use arguments. Otherwise what should we write?> 
Tasarah lah kalau baitu! Karajoan lah kalau baitu. <Up to you! Just 
do what you want> (long silent) 
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11 
12 

 
Khairun: 
Febrina: 
 

Baa lo Ummul ko e?Ko diam se?  <Why you keep silent Ummul?> 
Ndeh, alah mah, jan bacakak lho. Cubo awak baco se di Google beda 
nyo. <Hmm, stop it. No need to fight about this. Let’s go look up 
Google to see the differences about these two texts.> 

 Ummul and Khairun showed disagreement in their understanding of what an 

explanation text was. Ummul asserted that the explanation text was not to present 

arguments or information from different points of view (turn 4). She also tried to explain 

her answer (turn 8). However, Khairun kept challenging Ummul’s ideas (turns 5 and 9). 

Ummul eventually felt uncomfortable and remained silent (turn 10). As the 

disagreement continued, Febrina tried to be the peacemaker between Ummul and 

Khairun, and diverted the discussion by providing them an alternative to look up the 

answer on Google (turn 12).  

 The excerpt indicated that such conflicts influenced the process of collaboration 

in Group 8. Although such incidents did not occur often, only at the beginning of the 

semester, the conflict had intimidated a group member (i.e., Ummul) and prevented her 

to continue working on the group work at the beginning of the task. Febrina commented: 

 “Conflicts happened in the group, especially between Ummul and Khairun 
at the beginning of the tasks. They didn’t try to understand each other. It 
made Ummul uncomfortable, and if that happened, she didn’t want to talk. 
But after some time, the conflicts were resolved, and we could continue 
working on the tasks. I think respect and understanding in the group work 
are important to have a positive working relationship. Otherwise, we could 
not move on and got stuck.” [Febrina, Interview 17/11/16] 

Ummul from Group 8 who was initially reserved and seemed unwilling to 

engage in her group at the first few meetings (Field notes, 7-15/9/2016), also reported 

that being respectful and understanding allowed her eventually to take advantages of 

collaborative writing experiences. She pointed that: 

“It was at first difficult for me to work with my peers, I mostly disagreed 
with their ideas, especially with Khairun. Tried my best to convince them 
and accept my ideas. I thought my ideas were better. Not so sure about 
their ideas. But they didn’t accept…I felt bad, didn’t want to argue with 
them. That’s why I just let them work and do what they wanted to do. But 
then, throughout the semester, I tried to understand their views, accepted 
them. If I disagreed, I would do it politely. Since then, I felt more 
enjoyable to work with them, more relaxed than before. As a group we 
could generate more ideas, and learned from each other many things… like 
grammar, gaining my vocabulary size.” [Ummul, Interview 17/11/16] 
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As Ummul explained, she was struggling to accept her peers’ opinions as she felt 

superior to her peers. She tended to reject her peers’ ideas and imposed her own. Such 

situations led to affective conflicts (e.g., feeling doubts about other members’ ideas) in 

the group. Rather than attempting to reach consensus, she decided to stop participating 

in the group work. While substantive (cognitive) conflicts taking place in negotiation 

processes during collaborative writing may enhance learning (Swain, Kinnear, & 

Steinman, 2015), such affective conflicts (e.g., disrespect, miscommunication, and 

doubts among group members) can discourage learners to engage in the group work, 

thereby impeding learning (Pathinathan & Fung, 2012). As Tocalli-Beller (2003) 

suggests, group collaboration cannot be maintained if learners do not address the 

conflicts constructively. 

However, after several meetings, Ummul changed her views about working in 

the group. She attempted to participate in the group discussion with a good manner, 

understanding and accepting her peers’ suggestions. She asserted that if she had 

disagreements about the tasks with her peers, she argued appropriately. She further 

recounted that she gained some benefits from the collaborative writing activities, such as 

learning how to work in team, listening to alternative suggestions from her peers, and 

arguing with appropriate manners. The changes Ummul made during the group 

interaction also indicated the dynamic learning process of collaborative writing activities 

over time.  

Case Study 4 (Group 10)  

 Group 10 consisted of Rukmala, Rozi, and Rifa. Like Group 7 and 8, Group 10 

assumed a facilitative/cooperative/cooperative pattern of interaction in the FTF mode. 

However, in the online mode, Group 10 shifted to an active/passive/passive pattern. 

While Rukmala made contributions to the text construction in the online mode, Rozi 

and Rifa made minimal contributions to the task. Frequently, Rozi and Rifa only 

contributed at the earlier stages of the task, and made small writing changes to the group 

text.   

Use of L1s 

 Group 10 who mainly used Minang during the group work commented that it 

enabled them to communicate smoothly with each other in their group deliberations and 
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facilitated their understanding of writing topics being discussed. For instance, Rukmala 

stated: 

 “I found no issue when talking to my friends as we used Minang. It was 
easier to discuss about the tasks, like the topics we would write, the task 
procedure or instructions. Free to express our ideas when we 
brainstormed… Not stuck with our limited English vocabulary, and then 
how write a sentence accurately.” [Rukmala, Interview 20/11/16] 

 Rozi and Rifa also commented: 

“It was easy for me to share my ideas with my peers by using Minang 
language. Otherwise, I didn’t know what to say.” [Rozi, Interview 
20/11/16] 

“Using Minang or Indonesian languages during the group work helped me 
a lot to understand the meaning of words in English, the content of our 
writing...or related to grammar issues, complex sentences. I felt more 
comfortable to talk in Minang.” [Rifa, Interview 20/11/16] 

As Group 10 reported, they felt that the use of L1 helped them generate ideas 

during the brainstorming session, understand word meanings in L2, and retrieve 

complex language forms. They further indicated that the use of L1 allowed them to 

collaborate conveniently and meaningfully. Such findings corroborate previous research 

(e.g., DiCamilla & Antón, 2012; Yang, 2014; M. Zhang, 2018). For instance, Yang 

(2014) found that L1 facilitated the process of collaborative L2 writing, such as 

generating students’ ideas and discussing the content of their joint text. Thus, L1 plays 

an important role to mediate the group interaction.  

Positive Affect 

Positive sentiments were evident in Group 10. Regardless of the interactional 

pattern they assumed in the online mode, the group members were committed to 

complete the writing tasks during some occasions, particularly in the FTF mode when 

they were required to write an outline of their joint text. They also built trust within the 

group that each group member could finish their given tasks. Throughout the semester, 

Rukmala voluntarily took up the role as a facilitator in the group in the FTF mode. 

Rukmala commented: 

“Well, I was not really like a leader, just tried to be a moderator. My 
friends trusted me to manage the group work, like I equally split the tasks 
to my group members, so we could finish it quickly, and also paid attention 
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to the writing quality. Before dividing the tasks, I made sure we were clear 
about what we would do, who did what. I believe they could do their share. 
Yes, we faced some difficulties during the group work, especially in the 
online mode.” [Rukmala, Interview 20/11/16] 

 Rozi and Rifa also indicated that they were aware of Rukmala’s role and their 

tasks. They stated: 

“I personally think that Rukmala did her job justice when we met in the 
class…To manage our group, make sure things go well. That’s why I was 
happy to work with her. Though I did my part by myself, she was always 
there to help. We trusted each other that we could finish the tasks in 
group… We wanted a good piece of writing. Sometimes, I was late to 
finish my share, like few days after the deadline we already decided, but 
she convinced me that I could.” [Rozi, Interview 20/11/16] 

“I enjoyed working with my friends, especially Rukmala who facilitated us 
to work on the tasks together in the classroom. She divided the tasks, and 
made sure I understood what I did…like the expected outcome of the task. 
I think we already did our best in our projects…as long as we trusted each 
other, I think it would be easy for us to complete the group writing even 
though the group writing was challenging for me.” [Rifa, Interview 
20/11/16] 

From their responses, commitment and trust were present within Group 10 

in the FTF mode. Both positive emotions fostered teamwork and drove each group 

member’s engagement during the task negotiation in the FTF mode. Group 10 felt 

that they put their best effort to produce an outline of their joint written texts. They 

understood the expected outcome of the tasks and were committed to 

accomplishing it as a group. They exhibited group commitment and mutual trust 

which directly impacted the ability of the group members to complete the text 

outline. However, during their interaction in the online mode, the commitment to 

the group work changed. Other factors inhibited their active participation in the 

online mode (Such factors will be discussed in the next section). 

While the use of L1s and aforementioned positive emotions may facilitate the 

process of blended collaborative writing, there are also several major factors that could 

be impediments to the activity. These hindering factors will be presented in the 

following sub-section.  
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Hindering Factors 

 This section describes the informants’ views on factors that may constrain the 

process of blended collaborative writing activities. This category is divided into two 

main sub-themes that emerged from the interview data: accessibility and teacher 

assistance. 

 The first factor that may hinder the process, particularly the online mode of the 

blended collaborative writing is related to access to the internet and computers, either at 

home or at the university. In particular, in many parts of the region (e.g., in rural areas) 

in which the university is situated, internet access is still a luxury since not every 

student is able to afford it. This factor represents 96% of the informants’ responses 

during the interviews, based on their blended collaborative writing experiences (see 

Appendix 11). As they mentioned during the interviews, the unreliability of the internet 

access and the unavailability of computers generally posed a constant challenge to the 

majority of the informants throughout the semester. The students also reported such 

challenges to their teachers when they met in the classroom (Field notes, 7/9-

15/12/2016). Many groups struggled to complete the tasks on time. 

 Apart from the difficulty in internet connectivity, they also mentioned in their 

interviews that there was also the problem related to censorship of internet use. 

Basically, internet censorship pertains to restriction or suppression of viewing, 

publishing, or accessing information on the internet which are considered as obscene, 

objectionable, sensitive, harmful, or politically inconvenient enacted by censoring 

authorities – official institutions or the government (Jardine, 2018). The Indonesian 

government has implemented an Internet censorship system since 2014 ("Indonesia’s 

internet censorship," 2018). However, the implementation of Internet censorship has 

been problematic as the basis for blocking certain websites still lacks clarity in its 

definition, what is considered as ‘negative content’. Thus, there is a lot of informative 

and useful content for public which cannot be accessed. 

 The last issue under this theme is related to the unavailability of computers. Of 

27 students participating in the study, 18 students did not have their own personal 

computer, particularly for doing the writing assignments after class or at home (Field 

notes, 7/9/2016). That is, 67% of the students still did not have computer access at 

home. Instead of being able to enjoy working on their joint writing, the students felt 
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anxious and uncertain if they could even participate in the activities. Although the 

department had a computer lab consisting of forty computers, there was an inadequate 

number of computers to share or to accommodate all the students in the department to 

work in the lab at the same time. If they wanted to use the computer in the lab, they 

needed to check the availability of the computer, which was relatively time-consuming. 

Moreover, the few available time slots on a public computer were not sufficient for the 

students who relied on the department computer lab to work on their writing tasks.  

 The last impeding factor that probably impinged the blended collaborative 

writing pertains to the absence of teacher assistance, particularly feedback in the online 

mode. This represents 85% of the informants’ comments during the interview sessions, 

based on their experiences during blended collaborative writing. Unlike in the FTF 

mode where they directly received teacher assistance, the informants felt disappointed 

as they did not receive any assistance and feedback from their teachers when working in 

the online mode. In particular, they only received feedback from their teachers when 

they finished the tasks, during the whole class feedback. They generally found it 

ineffective as the feedback provided was too vague and less personalised. Further, they 

also did not have enough time to act on the feedback received.  

 In the following section, I discuss the findings across the four case study groups, 

explaining each group member’s views with respect to two factors (i.e., accessibility 

and teacher assistance) which negatively influenced the blended collaborative writing 

activities. 

Case Study 1 (Group 1) 

 Although the interactions among group members in Group 1 (Rintan, Nadia, and 

Titis) showed a high level of team effort, extensive collaboration and equal 

involvement, they still faced some difficulties during the blended collaborative 

activities. While Group 1 enjoyed working with each other, they reported that access to 

the internet and teacher assistance affected their blended collaborative experiences.  

Accessibility 

When asked regarding difficulties they encountered during the blended 

collaborative writing tasks, Group 1 stated that lack of broadband connectivity at the 

university and the internet filtering in Indonesia inhibited them to utilise external sources 
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for their writing. In other words, such factors restricted them to explore and expand their 

ideas as well as incorporate experts’ opinions to support their arguments. This was 

important since several writing tasks (e.g., discussion and expository writing tasks) 

required them to include useful references to support their writing as suggested by their 

teachers (Field notes, 19/10/2016). For instance, Rintan from Group 1 said: 

 “For me, the most challenging thing when participating in blended 
collaborative writing activities was the speed of the internet access at the 
university. To work online, I would spend my money to buy the internet 
data for my phone and tethering it to my laptop. When we had time, we 
went to Nadia’s home for the group work as she had free access to 
internet.” [Rintan, Interview 18/11/16] 

 She then added to her explanation: 

“I also found that the internet filtering made things more complicated. Like 
when we wanted to write about ‘sex education’, the articles related to the 
topic were blocked. We couldn’t find enough references to support our 
arguments in writing. I guess nothing was wrong about the topic. The 
authority had no ideas what they did.” [Rintan, Interview 18/11/16]  

 
 Similar responses came from Titis and Nadia who commented: 

 “I think Internet filtering prevented us to be creative in writing. Many 
informative websites were banned. It was very unfortunate for us, like limit 
our freedom to explore a wide range of topics…we already tried VPN, this 
application was sometimes unreliable too, depending on the speed of 
connection. So, we just sticked with common topics in writing, nothing 
new.” [Titis, Interview 18/11/16] 

 
 “Hmm…Not only was the internet so slow, but also over blocking useful 

sites. Even YouTube is blocked at the university. I still got it Facebook is 
blocked. How about YouTube? I used to learn a lot from YouTube. We 
missed the opportunities of learning something new. To work this out, we 
used an application called VPN. The problem with this was that VPN 
sometimes did not work, or it drained our phone’s batteries.” [Nadia, 
Interview 18/11/16] 

 As Group 1 reported, it is clear that the unreliability of internet access affected 

their experiences in the blended collaborative writing activities. They had to spend some 

money for purchasing the internet data for their mobile phones so that it could be 

tethered to their own computers. When necessary, Group 1 arranged to work at Nadia’s 

home since it had the internet access.  
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They also thought Internet censorship did not function well. Many relatively 

useful websites were blocked. Since they relied on online references and other reading 

resources to explore new ideas for their writing, they felt internet filtering negatively 

impacted the way how they learned and retrieved information, thereby undermining their 

learning. With the issue surrounding the restricted internet use, they tried to use an 

alternative application. They attempted to use a Virtual Private Network (VPN) 

application which allowed them to access restricted websites. Unfortunately, this 

application did not work effectively since it also depended on the speed of the network 

connections. 

Teacher Assistance 

Though the teachers assisted the students during pre-writing tasks in the 

classroom and provided feedback when the students had finished their joint written texts 

(i.e., during whole class feedback), Group 1 particularly thought that the assistance and 

feedback provided by the teachers were late and less useful. They also felt that they did 

not have much time to revise their work based on the feedback received.  

 Regarding such issues, Rintan and Nadia (Group 1) said: 

 “Since we had limited time during the whole class feedback session, the 
teachers didn’t cover all the text, just one or two paragraphs at most. 
Everyone could say what they had in mind about our work, asked why we 
wrote that in certain way. Sometimes we forgot why we wrote certain 
sentences, and couldn’t reply their questions. That’s why we expected 
immediate feedback, which were more specific and personalised, from the 
teachers during online activities. It would be helpful for us to know the 
good thing of what we did, or something we need to fix. If the teacher gave 
us written feedback, we could easily revisit their comments, and fixed our 
writing, and maybe use the feedback for the next writing tasks. We didn’t 
learn much if no feedback from the teachers regarding our work. That was 
missing from the activity.” [Rintan, Interview 18/11/16] 

 “I needed commentary on my progress during my online activities. I was 
trying to understand what to expect from the tasks. If I was stuck with 
some writing issues, and my friends couldn’t help, I just let them be. 
Written detailed feedback from the teacher would be helpful for me to 
complete my writing tasks. No need to wait until we finished the group 
work. I think we wasted our time on account of uncertainty, like to find out 
if our work already met the expectation or not, right or wrong, based on the 
task instructions.” [Nadia, Interview 18/11/16] 
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 As reported by Rintan and Nadia, they expected to receive timely, personalised, 

written detailed feedback from their teachers. They thought the timeliness of teacher 

feedback on their progress during the online activities was important. However, they did 

not receive such formative feedback in the online mode. If they could receive timely 

feedback during the drafting stage in the online mode, they may have time to learn and 

act on it.  

Case Study 2 (Group 7)  

 Slightly similar to Group 1, Group 7 (Ridho and Yogi) also encountered some 

problems particularly related to access to the internet as well as the computers. Unlike 

Group 1, Group 7 had difficult times during the group work when Yogi tended to be the 

scribe.  

Accessibility 

 Group 7 felt that the blended collaborative writing tasks became more 

challenging when they worked in the online mode. They had limited access to the 

internet, either at the university or at home. Ridho, for instance, commented: 

“Good internet access was not easy to find here at the department, very 
slow even just for browsing Facebook. It made me frustrating when I 
needed to find references. If I used my internet data plan from my mobile, 
it would cost a lot of money. It was relatively expensive for me.” [Ridho, 
Interview 17/11/16] 

Yogi also added: 

“I think the internet bandwidth in this campus was not sufficient to 
accommodate all the students, that is why the speed was too slow.” [Yogi, 
Interview 17/11/16] 

Further, both Ridho and Yogi did not own a personal computer to write their 

tasks. While the teachers advised them to use their own mobile phones to work on the 

writing tasks online, they found it difficult to write their joint texts via their mobile 

phones. They said: 

“Another thing I disliked from the project was to use my phone to write the 
tasks. It was difficult as I didn’t have a laptop. It took a long time just to 
type an essay on the small screen. I mostly did my tasks offline, went to a 
computer rental, then sent it to my email, just cut and pasted onto Google 
Docs.” [Ridho, Interview 17/11/16] 
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 “I didn’t have a laptop that I could use to work from home. It made things 
complicated for me. I tried to use my phone to type, it wasn’t easy. The 
essays were very long. Once I mistyped or pushed the wrong button on the 
screen, then it was all gone. Too much trouble. That’s why I rarely worked 
online to revise the tasks. Just let my peer do it.” [Yogi, Interview 
17/11/16] 

It is clear from their responses that both Ridho and Yogi felt frustrated when it 

came to work online due to the lack of internet and personal computer access. Unlike 

Group 1 who attempted to resolve such difficulties, Group 7 did not seem to find the 

best way for overcoming such situation. For instance, Ridho chose to work offline and 

cut and pasted his work onto Google Docs. On the other hand, Yogi tended to act as a 

scribe and contribute very little to the work, and just let his peer draft most of the work. 

The finding suggests that lack of accessibility to the internet and computers impacted on 

the participation of Group 7 during the online activities.  

Teacher Assistance 

 The absence of teacher assistance led to students’ negative emotional 

dispositions. It can be seen from Yogi’s response, he said: 

“My writing was bad. I overcame issues in writing. At times, my friend 
couldn’t solve them. I was waiting for the teachers to comment on my 
work. But no comments were provided by the teachers. I don’t get help 
from my teachers when I was stuck. That made me confused. I revised 
what I could do. If it was too difficult, I just stopped doing it, and let him 
finish it.” [Yogi, Interview 17/11/16] 

 Yogi’s statement indicated that he felt unsatisfied with the fact that he did not 

receive any assistance and feedback from the teachers during the online activities. 

Given that the level of his writing proficiency was low, it was not surprising that such 

conditions contributed to his negative reactions – Yogi lost his interest to continue 

working on the tasks. Once Yogi finished surface changes (e.g., spellings, punctuations, 

and capitalisation) in the text, he tended to disengage from the group work if he found 

some difficulties in the revision process. Alternatively, he tended to act as the scribe 

during the online activities. 

 Unlike Yogi, his peer, Ridho seemed to have no issue in spite of the absence of 

teacher assistance. Ridho commented: 
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 “I think I still needed teacher assistance, especially their feedback on my 
work. But I just kept working on the tasks. My goal was just to complete 
the tasks… I just didn’t want to jeopardise my mark if I stopped working. 
Although my peer contributed to our work in the classroom, I mostly did 
all the writing online. I could handle the tasks.” [Ridho, Interview 
17/11/16] 

 As seen, Ridho continued writing his task although the teachers did not 

provide help and feedback during the online activities. Considering his peer who 

contributed very little to the tasks and only focused on surface changes, Ridho 

took an initiative to complete most of the tasks by himself in the online mode. As a 

more proficient member in the group, Ridho felt confident enough with what he 

was capable of doing. Further, he also mentioned that he did not want to put his 

mark in jeopardy regardless of the situation he faced.   

Case Study 3 (Group 8) 

 Group 8 faced several challenges also related  to accessibility and teacher 

assistance that hindered group members’ participation in the blended collaborative 

writing activities.  

Accessibility 

 Like other groups, Group 8 talked about their difficulties. Access to the internet 

and the computers proved to be a challenge. Apart from this challenge, Group 8 also 

reported the internet restrictions which blocked their access to particular websites, 

thereby hindering the writing process. Febrina, for example, commented: 

 “I really wish the internet connection were better. It was quite annoying 
when I had to wait the page to load. I needed external references to develop 
my writing, giving me more ideas about what to write… Even if I got 
connected, not all websites were accessible. Many useful sites were 
blocked. We didn’t have too many options for writing topics, just stuck 
with the same old topics.” [Febrina, Interview 17/11/16] 

 Khairun and Ummul also shared her peer’s opinions, they added: 

 “I think the internet access was the main issue when working online. We 
couldn’t work on Google Docs. It was very slow just to load the page. 
Besides, in our group, only Ummul had a laptop. Febrina and I tried to use 
our phones, but it was difficult. That’s why I didn’t come online too often 
to revise our group work. Too stressful just to connect to the internet.” 
[Khairun, Interview 17/11/16] 
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 “Since the internet connection was bad and we only had one computer, we 
tried to meet up after class. We worked on the tasks together offline. 
Khairun and Febrina wrote their parts on the paper, and later I typed on my 
computer. For those who got a chance to connect to the internet, they could 
make some changes later at home.” [Ummul, Interview 17/11/16]  

 As seen, Group 8 felt frustrated with such limited access to internet use and 

computers. They tried to look for an alternative by working together after class, writing 

their parts on the paper. Once they finished, Ummul, as the scribe, put the work together 

and typed it onto the computer. When connected to the internet, she just cut and pasted 

the texts on Google Docs. Khairun also admitted that she seldom came online for 

making revisions due to unreliable internet connectivity.  

Teacher Assistance 

 The next factor which impinged the students’ motivation when working on their 

joint written texts on the blended mode related to the absence of teacher assistance. Like 

other groups, Group 8 expected the teachers to provide them with assistance and 

feedback while working online. However, they felt disappointed since the teachers did 

not assist them during the online activities. Febrina and Ummul reported: 

“I thought the teachers would comment on our work, but they didn’t. If we 
got stuck, we had no one to help us, like to clarify our confusion about 
some things. Not as I expected. I personally felt disappointed.” [Febrina, 
Interview 17/11/16] 

“I relied much on the comments from the teachers, so I could improve my 
writing. If the teachers didn’t provide feedback, we would not know 
whether our work was good. I wasn’t confident with our work. I expected 
the teachers to give written feedback while we were working online. But 
they just commented on our work in the class, after we finished. They only 
provided general comments, not very clear to us.” [Ummul, Interview 
17/11/16] 

It is evident that Group 8 relied on assistance and feedback from their teachers 

when working online. What happened during the online activities did not meet their 

expectations. Their teachers did not provide any feedback when they worked online. 

Rather, they received feedback from their teachers after they submitted their joint texts 

in the classroom. They felt that teacher feedback on the final work did not help them 

improve in their writing as the feedback received was too general and sometimes unclear 
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to them. This finding suggests that there was a mismatch between students’ expectations 

and the practice during the blended collaborative writing.  

In addition, Khairun also highlighted that she needed concrete suggestions with 

explanations from the teachers. Although she received feedback from the other group 

members and sometimes consulted online resources, she thought that it was not 

sufficient to improve her joint texts. Khairun commented: 

“I got some corrections from my friends, but they were not very 
convincing. I needed suggestions with clear explanations. Mostly they only 
corrected spellings or punctuations, I think it wasn’t enough. I also checked 
online resources, but I still got confused. Unfortunately, I didn’t have any 
assistance from the teachers while working online on the drafts.” [Khairun, 
Interview 17/11/16] 

Case Study 4 (Group 10)  

 Similar to the cases from Group 7 and 8, Group 10 explained their concerns with 

accessibility and teacher assistance.  

Accessibility 

 In connection to the unreliability of the internet access, for instance, Rukmala 

reported: 

 “It was difficult to work online as I couldn’t have access to the Internet. 
The Internet connection at the university was very slow, just to download 
an article, it took quite a while. Sometimes it was disconnected.  So, I only 
used the internet data from my mobile phone. But I still had a problem, 
since I lived in suburb, the reception was bad. Or dealing with network 
traffic at peak times. Thus, I usually worked online late at night or early in 
the morning to get fast connection.” [Rukmala, Interview 20/11/16] 

Similar responses also came from other members, Rozi and Rifa, who 
stated: 

“Bad internet connection at the university. If I worked from home, I needed 
to buy internet data for my phone which was expensive. I didn’t have a 
WiFi at home. So I relied on free WiFi nearby my place, like coffee shops. 
Sometimes, that made me feel lazy to do things online, too many issues 
when working online. Therefore, I wrote my share offline and just cut and 
pasted my work on Google Docs, and I didn’t join the activity online.” 
[Rifa, Interview 20/11/16] 

“The internet was so slow, taking a while just to load or open a website. I 
was tired waiting the loading, and suddenly it was disconnected. That 
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really annoyed me. It often happened when working online. That’s why I 
didn’t come online much, and participated in the tasks.” [Rozi, Interview 
20/11/16] 

As stated, Rukmala, Rozi, and Rifa felt frustrated with the internet connection at 

the university. Even though the internet access was available at the university, the 

connection was frequently found to be unreliable and very slow. Technical glitches also 

commonly took place when they were working online. If they worked online from 

home, they required to spend extra money to purchase the internet data plan from 

particular internet service provider, which was relatively expensive. Thus, it was not 

surprising that Rifa tended to write offline, and she later cut and pasted her work on 

Google Docs. As Rifa and Rozi mentioned, they felt unmotivated and tended to 

disengage from the online activity. Unlike Rifa and Rozi, Rukmala still attempted to 

work online from home although she lived in the area with low-speed internet 

connections, causing bad reception. To deal with bad reception and network traffic, she 

preferred to work late at night or early in the morning in order to have reliable internet 

access.  

Teacher Assistance 

 With regards to teacher assistance, one informant, Rukmala, reflected: 

 “Writing the six tasks were not easy for me. While we did the tasks 
together, and helped each other out, in terms of topic development, content, 
I think we still needed help, particularly feedback from Mr. Salam and Ms. 
Yati (pseudonyms), especially during the drafting and revising stages 
online. For us, online feedback was very important during the writing 
process, to improve our writing. We needed teacher feedback to clarify 
many things which we couldn’t decide together. But we didn’t hear from 
the teachers at all. So we just did what we could. Besides, I often worked 
alone online, my peers were very passive, contributed very little to the 
online tasks. That’s why I needed some help from the teachers.” [Rukmala, 
Interview 20/11/16] 

 Other informants, Rozi and Rifa also shared similar views. They commented: 

 “I expected some feedback from the teachers during online activities, but 
there was none. The teachers only provided us oral feedback once we 
finished our work, in the classroom, as a whole class feedback along with 
feedback from our classmates...And we didn’t have much time to revise the 
texts, as we needed to think for other next tasks. I personally think it was 
just too late, not that useful, like too general, no idea what to do with it. 
Sometimes, it didn’t really focus on the content. I think feedback is not 
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only given at the end in class, but also during the process on Google Docs, 
so we could progress well… It was like a clear instruction to improve our 
joint tasks related to content and also language use. I wasn’t that happy 
with our work.” [Rozi, Interview 20/11/16] 

 “Though I got feedback from my peers, but they were on the same level 
with me. Sometimes their feedback just focused on punctuation or 
spellings. Thus, I needed feedback from the teachers to clarify my doubts if 
what we did was already right, or the content was understandable. Teacher 
feedback was very important during the online writing activities as it was 
when we drafted our texts together. In the classroom, the feedback given 
was too general. A bit disappointed about this.” [Rifa, Interview 20/11/16] 

 As seen, the students expected teacher feedback during their drafting and 

revising stages in the online mode. They generally felt discontented with the absence of 

teacher feedback in the online mode. Although they received feedback from their peers, 

there were some writing-related issues (e.g., difficulties with sentence structure and 

word order, and organization) which could not be resolved among them and required 

further explanations from the teachers. They thought peer feedback was not sufficient to 

improve their joint writing since the feedback tended to frequently focus on punctuation, 

spelling, and capitalization. The students wanted feedback from the teachers so that they 

could get clear guidance on how to improve their writing including the language use and 

content.  

 Furthermore, Rukmala also admitted that she often worked alone in the online 

mode. Her peers, Rifa and Rozi, tended to be passive, and only made little contribution 

to the online activities. Therefore, teacher assistance was very important for her during 

the online phase. 

Summary 

 To conclude, the findings in this study show that there were four major factors 

which can be categorised into two: facilitating factors (i.e., the use of L1s and positive 

affect) and hindering factors (i.e., accessibility and teacher assistance). These four 

factors affected the process of blended collaborative writing activities across the ten 

groups in this context. 

Regarding the use of L1s, it is evident in the findings that most groups tended to 

use L1s during collaborative writing activities. They found the use of L1 more 

convenient when they negotiated task procedures, deliberated over lexical and 
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grammatical choices, clarified writing content. However, there were times in which they 

used L2. The amount of L2 which was used throughout the semester varied across 

individuals in each group. The use of L2 only occurred in the FTF mode since there was 

litte interaction in most groups during the online mode. Previous studies documented 

that the varied amount of the use of L2 might be attributed to some aspects such as use 

of L1, group dynamic, group composition and task types (e.g., Fernández Dobao, 2012; 

Riley, 2009). Further, while other groups tended to use L1s as the main mediational tool 

during the activities, Group 1 put their best effort to use L2 as frequent as possible. Put 

another way, not all students in this study were likely to make the same effort to use L2 

during the collaborative writing tasks in order to improve their L2. Mostly, highly 

motivated students (e.g., the members of Group 1) regarded the blended collaborative 

writing tasks as a valuable platform to practice communicating in L2. 

 The findings of this study also confirmed that positive affect such as 

commitment, trust, understanding, respect, and encouragement were part of the 

informants’ meaningful experiences during the blended collaborative writing. Such 

positive emotions deemed to be important and may facilitate the process of 

collaborative writing activities. For instance, when the group members maintained their 

respect and a sense of understanding with one another, they could avoid non-substantive 

disagreements among them regarding different ideas or arguments, which might result 

in group disharmony. Thus, such positive affect is vital to keep group work moving and 

functioning effectively.  

 However, based on their responses, many students faced difficulties to complete 

their tasks in the online mode due to limited access to Internet and not having a personal 

computer. These limitations seemed to bring about the students’ frustration which 

affected their motivation to work on their group writing. In other words, such situations 

deterred the students to experience meaningful and productive learning in the online 

mode. As a result, these affected students tended to work offline (e.g., Ridho from 

Group 7), or even worse, some felt discouraged and disengaged (e.g., Yogi from Group 

7) from the online activities. Others who had high motivation in learning (i.e., Group 1), 

on the contrary, attempted to try several alternatives to overcome their difficulties, such 

as using their own mobile phones, purchasing Internet data, or working in coffee shops 

providing free internet access.  
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The last hindering factor is related to teacher assistance. The finding in this study 

suggests that teacher assistance, in particular in form of formative feedback, played an 

important role in the process of collaborative writing in both FTF and online modes. Its 

absence in the online mode, for instance, may hinder the students’ active participation in 

the group writing. As mentioned by the students, they expected to receive timely, 

personalised, detailed written feedback from their teachers on their work, particularly in 

the online mode. With such assistance, they could have time to act based on the 

suggestions and use them to improve their future tasks. However, the teachers did not 

provide assistance and feedback during the online activities. Rather, the students 

received general oral feedback in the classroom once they finished their work, 

incorporated as the whole class feedback. The students thought the feedback was too 

vague and less useful for improving their writing.    
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Chapter 7.  Discussion and Conclusion 
 

 In the three preceding chapters, I analysed and discussed the nature of peer 

interaction during the blended collaborative second language (L2) writing activities, the 

student perceptions of the activities, and the factors affecting the students’ experiences 

in the activities. 

In this final chapter, I first review the study and present a summary of the major 

findings. I then discuss these findings in light of the theoretical framework informing 

the study and existing relevant literature and studies on collaborative L2 writing. Next, I 

provide theoretical and pedagogical implications. I finally present the limitations of the 

study, recommendations for future research as well as several conclusions about the 

claims introduced in the study.  

Review of the study 

 Informed by sociocultural perspectives, particularly the constructs of Zone 

Proximal Development (ZPD), scaffolding, and Activity Theory (AT), this study sought 

to investigate foreign/second language (L2) students’ experiences in blended 

collaborative writing (CW) activities in a classroom setting. As mentioned in Chapter 2, 

a growing number of studies on collaborative L2 writing within a sociocultural 

theoretical framework have been conducted in different instructional settings, but 

predominantly in FTF (e.g.,  Edstrom, 2015; Fernández Dobao, 2014a; Fernández 

Dobao & Blum, 2013; Wigglesworth & Storch, 2012a) and online modes (e.g., Arnold 

et al., 2012; Aydin & Yildiz, 2014; Li & Zhu, 2013; Strobl, 2014). The study, which 

involved 27 undergraduate students who were in their second year, was conducted in an 

essay writing classroom at the English department of an Indonesian university. The 

study employed a focused ethnographic design that involved the collection of 

qualitative data from classroom and online (i.e. Google Docs) observations, online logs, 

field notes, semi-structured interviews and other supporting textual documents. The 

study was longitudinal; that is, I investigated interactions of the same three dyads and 

seven triads of students over a 16-week semester. In compliance with an interpretivist 

research paradigm, no intervention was imposed on the students nor a priori 

assumptions.  
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To guide this investigation, I specifically aimed at addressing the following 

research questions:  

1. How do L2 students interact during blended CW activities? 

a. What patterns of interaction do L2 students form and do these patterns change in 

the FTF and online modes over time? 

b. How do L2 students negotiate CW tasks in a blended setting? 

c. How do L2 students co-construct their texts and provide feedback on each 

other’s contribution in blended writing activities? 

2. What are the students’ perceptions of blended CW activities? 

3. What factors affect L2 students’ interactions in blended CW activities? 

The first research question addressed the nature of peer interactions regarding 

the interactional patterns in the blended collaborative L2 writing activities and the main 

features of the distinct phases of collaboration in both FTF and online modes. In 

previous studies, patterns of interaction have been a prominent topic of investigation, in 

both FTF (e.g., Edstrom, 2015) and online (e.g., Abrams, 2016; Cho, 2017; Li & Kim, 

2016; Rouhshad & Storch, 2016) environments. Many of these studies have used one or 

two types of writing tasks (e.g., Li & Kim, 2016), and were implemented over a 

relatively short period of time (e.g., Cho, 2017). This study extends the relatively small 

body of empirical studies on the nature of peer interaction by investigating patterns of 

interaction in a blended approach to collaborative L2 writing, and by examining 

interactional patterns of the dyads and triads across six tasks throughout one semester.  

The primary sources of data to address the first research question included: 

transcriptions of audiotaped verbal interactions, comment logs and revision histories, 

and supplemented by the field notes I took and the final writing products saved on 

Google Docs. While being informed by previous studies, such as Storch (2002) on 

dyadic FTF interaction and subsequent research on triadic online interaction via Wikis 

(e.g.,  Li & Kim, 2016; Li & Zhu, 2017b) or Google Docs (e.g., Cho, 2017), I modified 

and developed new categories that could best describe my data rather than attempting to 

fit the data to preconceived categories.  

Apart from classifying and illustrating distinctive patterns of dyadic and triadic 

interaction and their salient characteristics, this study also elicited the students’ 
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perceptions of blended collaborative L2 writing which addressed the second research 

question of the study. Here, I attempted to explain why the students formed particular 

patterns when working in small groups. I administered semi-structured post-study 

interviews in two approaches (i.e., focus groups and one-on-one interviews). The 

student responses were then transcribed and analysed in order to gain an understanding 

of their perceived thoughts and values regarding the activities, and of their experiences 

that may have shaped such perceptions. I also drew on Activity Theory (AT) to explain 

how students dealt with tensions they experienced in the blended collaborative writing 

activities. 

The last research question aimed to explore the factors affecting the student 

interaction during collaborative writing activities in the blended setting. Similar to the 

second research question, I analysed transcriptions of audiotaped semi-structured 

interviews supplemented by audiotaped verbal interactions, comment logs, and 

observations. In doing so, I could describe the students’ views not only on factors 

contributing to successful blended collaborative writing, but also those which may 

impinge the process of blended collaborative writing activities.  

Summary of findings 

Below I present a brief summary of the main findings of this study. I then 

discuss the findings in greater detail in the subsequent sections. 

§ Four main patterns of interaction of three dyads and seven triads were identified in 

this study across the six blended writing tasks: collaborative, cooperative, 

facilitative/cooperative (facilitative/cooperative/cooperative for the triads), 

active/passive/passive. These patterns are discernible with reference to degrees of 

contribution (equality) and engagement (mutuality), and the roles that each group 

member assumed.  

§ These four patterns were specifically reflected in distinct language functions, writing 

change functions, and feedback.  

§ Most groups displayed shifting patterns of interaction predominantly across modes, 

rather than across tasks within the same mode. 

§  The blended mode also influenced the process of collaboration during the writing 

activities which can be divided into two phases: task negotiation and text co-

construction phases. While the task negotiation phase was associated with the use of 
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language functions during pre-writing activities in the FTF mode, the text co-

construction phase was characterised by writing change functions made and feedback 

provided when co-constructing the joint texts in the online mode.  

§ Student perceptions of the activities were shaped by their experiences of blended 

collaborative writing during the group interaction. The groups which displayed a 

collaborative pattern in both modes showed positive reflections about the activities.   

§ Multiple factors affecting the blended collaborative writing may account for 

variations in patterns of peer interaction. Such factors included facilitating factors 

(i.e., use of L1s and positive affect) and hindering factors (i.e., accessibility and 

teacher assistance). 

Discussion  

 In this section, I discuss the findings and interpret them with respect to the 

theoretical framework and prior relevant studies.  

The nature of peer interaction in the blended collaborative writing 

 Vygotsky’s sociocultural theory, which posits that the learning process is 

socially co-constructed, provides a valuable theoretical basis for examining the nature 

of peer interaction in blended collaborative L2 writing. From this sociocultural 

perspective, peer interaction in L2 writing is seen as providing learners with a potential 

opportunity to scaffold each other, to collaborate to resolve language-related problems, 

and to co-construct new knowledge (see also Fernández Dobao, 2016; Rouhshad & 

Storch, 2016; Storch, 2013). One of the central constructs to this perspective is the 

notion of the zone proximal of development (ZPD). In the ZPD, experts (e.g., teachers 

and native speakers) provide support to novice learners, called scaffolding. However, 

Donato (1994) contended that scaffolding was not limited to the support from expert to 

novice. Rather, same-level students are able to provide each other with assistance 

(known as collective scaffolding). Storch (2002), however, showed that the presence of 

such scaffolding is related to the patterns of interaction pairs form. When students 

collaborated, they pooled their resources to resolve their problems and co-construct new 

knowledge during classroom activities.  

 I identified four distinctive, shifting patterns of interaction identified in blended 

collaborative writing: collaborative, cooperative, facilitative/cooperative (another 
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version of this pattern is facilitative/cooperative/cooperative formed by triads), 

active/passive/passive. These four patterns of interaction share both commonalities and 

differences with the interactional patterns identified in previous research that 

investigated peer interaction in collaborative writing activities. For example, the 

collaborative pattern found in this study was similar to that reported in Storch (2002), 

and closely resembled Li and Zhu’s (2017a) description of a collective pattern of 

interaction, and was fairly similar to a reactive writing pattern of interaction in Lowry et 

al. (2004). That is, in groups displaying a collaborative pattern (e.g., Group 1 in this 

study), each group member shows mutual engagement and gets involved in task 

completion while adopting simultaneous roles as collective experts and individual 

novices – described as collective scaffolding in Donato (1994). The members of Group 

1, for instance, engaged with each other’s contributions while co-constructing their joint 

texts. They also provided mutual assistance if necessary. Although they encountered 

disagreements during the writing process, they were generally able to reach a consensus 

through deliberations.   

 Similar to Storch’s (2002) model of dyadic interaction, I identified a cooperative 

pattern during online interaction, which describes a clear division of labour between the 

participants and limited engagement with each other’s contributions.  The cooperative 

pattern in my study is also similar to the dominant/dominant pattern in Storch’s (2002) 

study on patterns of dyadic FTF interaction and the sequentially additive pattern in 

Abrams’ (2016) study on patterns of small group online interaction (via Google Docs). 

Such a cooperative pattern was predominant in the online mode. This finding confirms 

what Rouhshad and Storch (2016) reported in their study that there was a division of 

labour during online peer interaction with little engagement with each other’s 

contribution. However, the nature of cooperation in this study was different from 

Rouhshad and Storch’s (2016) study, where division of labour was mainly in terms of 

roles, with one member of the dyad taking on the role of the scribe and the other 

dictating the text. In this study, the group members often divided not only the roles but 

also workloads (i.e., dividing the work into separate sections). These two forms of 

division are termed horizontal and stratified division respectively (Lowry et al., 2004). 

However, there was no evidence of collective scaffolding or peer assistance in groups 

forming such a cooperative pattern.  
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 I also found that at times one group member assumed a particular role when they 

worked cooperatively on the writing tasks: facilitative. This role formed distinctive 

versions of the cooperative pattern of dyadic (i.e., facilitative/cooperative) and triadic 

(i.e., facilitative/cooperative/cooperative) interactions in this study. The 

facilitative/cooperative and facilitative/cooperative/cooperative patterns in this study 

were to some degree identical to facilitator/participant pattern of interaction in Cho 

(2017), in which one member took the role as a facilitator who managed the group 

through appropriate discussions while the others were cooperative during FTF 

interaction. Even though this finding is similar to that reported in Cho (2017), the 

characteristics of the facilitative role were different in this study. Rather than controlling 

the tasks more like an expert, as was the case in the triad in Cho’s study, in this study 

the students taking a facilitative role tended to initiate the discussion and encourage 

other members to exchange ideas without building or revising on them. This role is 

perhaps somewhat similar to the ‘expert’ role in the expert/novice pattern in Storch’s 

(2002) model, but differs in that the facilitative role in this study seemed to move the 

task along rather than to provide scaffolded assistance to the novice. 

The last pattern identified in this study is active/passive/passive pattern of 

interaction which was only observed during the online interaction. I found that only one 

member playing the active role often worked on drafting and revising the tasks although 

they split the tasks into discrete units. The other two members contributed at the earlier 

stages of the task, and made small writing changes during the group work. Despite the 

encouragement from their active peer, they tended to be passive during the online 

activities. This finding is consistent with Rouhshad and Storch’s  (2016) account of 

dominant/passive pattern, in that one member of the dyad wrote and revised the 

complete text in the small window while the other did not make substantial contribution 

to the text, just cut and pasted it into the larger window. I further found that there was 

evidence of little interaction about content and language form, as also reported in 

Rouhshad and Storch’s  (2016) study. Unlike the dominant member in Storch’s (2002) 

and Rouhshad and Storch’s  (2016) studies, the active member in this study did not take 

on an authoritarians stance. They tended to keep encouraging the passive members to 

complete their share as frequently as possible. Based on the interview data and the 

online logs, the active member voluntarily completed the tasks if the passive members 

still did not respond while the deadline for submission was approaching.  



 234 

Like the FTF interactions of dyads forming the dominant/passive pattern in 

Storch (2002) and Watanabe (2008), some group members in this study functioning in 

the active/passive/passive pattern were sometimes prone to disengagement from the 

tasks in the online mode. While the self-paced nature of working in the online mode 

allowed the members to fit the work around their own schedule, compared to the 

activities in the FTF, the passive members were likely to lurk in the background or to 

participate minimally in the online activities. On several occasions, they completely 

withdrew from the tasks in the online mode due to various reasons (e.g., less 

commitment to the tasks, lack of self-motivation, and limited internet access). As 

Lantolf and Thorne (2006) assert, using computer-mediated communication (CMC) 

technology does not automatically guarantee a more participatory mode of interaction. 

This was also found in Li and Zhu’s (2013) study. Li and Zhu (2013) identified a triad 

forming dominant/withdrawn pattern of interaction in which while two members took 

over the writing tasks, one member made little contribution to the tasks and even 

withdrew from them. This finding suggests that during online interactions, some passive 

members of the groups can simply opt to be withdrawn from online activities.  

However, while lack of contribution may adversely affect the process of 

collaborative writing in the online mode, previous studies (e.g., Fernández Dobao, 

2014b, 2016) suggest that passive members can benefit from peer interaction if they are 

actively engaged – as active listeners especially in FTF activities. They can regulate 

their own learning through the use of private speech (see also Swain et al., 2015). Ohta 

(2001) has documented that passive members used both vocal and subvocal private 

speech to repeat, monitor, correct, manipulate, and internalise the language during peer 

interaction. Therefore, despite their lack of contribution, passive members may have 

opportunities to learn the language. For instance, Rozi and Rifa, the passive members 

from Group 8, mentioned in their interviews that they learned a small number of new 

words and grammar points when they worked online. Although they tended to be 

passive and did not provide significant contributions to the joint texts, they still 

monitored and learned from what their active peer wrote in the online mode.  

Moreover, I found that the four patterns of dyadic and triadic interactions in 

blended collaborative writing were relatively stable across the six different writing 

genres (i.e., narrative, explanation, analytical exposition, hortatory exposition, 
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discussion, and review texts) and over time, as was found by Tan et al. (2010). In 

contrast, several previous studies  (e.g., Cho, 2017; Li & Kim, 2016; Li & Zhu, 2017a) 

reported that the groups showed dynamic patterns of interaction across different writing 

tasks. For example, Li and Kim (2016) reported dynamic patterns of interaction across 

two different writing tasks (i.e., a research proposal and an annotated bibliography). Li 

and Kim (2016) found that the different nature of the tasks influenced the group 

interaction. For instance, the structure of the second task (an annotated bibliography) 

made the group members change configurations of their participation. Since this task 

required a clear division of labor, it reduced the engagement of the group members with 

the task. Therefore, different tasks called for circumstantial and individual preferences 

of each group member to complete the tasks, affecting their group interaction. 

One possible explanation for such diverging findings could be related to the fact 

that in my study the students were assigned to complete six composition tasks of 

different writing genres which focused on meaning and shared particular discourse 

features, such as the text organisation and the purposes of text. Moreover, each group 

tended to approach the tasks in each writing phase in a similar way – pre-writing tasks 

in the FTF mode, and drafting and revising in the online mode. Thus, the group 

members did not seem to make role adjustment in each writing task.  

In this study, of the ten groups, only one group (Group 1) consistently formed a 

collaborative pattern of interaction across both FTF and online modes. All the other 

pairs and small groups shifted from one pattern to another when they worked on 

different phases of writing (pre-writing, composing and revision) in different modes. 

For instance, Group 4, 6, and 7 formed a facilitative/cooperative pattern when they 

negotiated the writing tasks in the FTF mode, and shifted to a cooperative pattern of 

interaction as they drafted and revised the texts in the online mode. Similarly, other 

groups (i.e., Group 3, 5, 8, 9, 10, and 11) forming a facilitative/cooperative/cooperative 

pattern in FTF pre-writing phases switched to cooperative (Group 3, 8, and 11) or 

active/passive/passive (Group 5, 9, and 10) patterns during drafting and revising stages 

in the online mode. These findings imply that different modes of interaction influence 

the interactional patterns (Rouhshad & Storch, 2016; Tan et al., 2010).  

In this study, the FTF mode, in which task negotiation took place, seemed to 

enable one member to assume a facilitative role to coordinate the task direction. It was 
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evident that such a role did not transfer to the online mode, suggesting that most groups 

seemed to have difficulty in managing group members or to deliberate about the tasks in 

the online mode if they had not reached a consensus in the FTF mode. Instead, they 

tended to adopt a cooperative approach to the task, which offered some flexibility and 

autonomy. Each group member could work on a particular section of the text based on 

the division of labour decided in the FTF mode, at their own pace without needing 

someone to tell them what to do. As mentioned earlier, this at times, however, also 

resulted in some group members choosing to make no contribution to the task. For 

example, when Group 5 worked FTF, they formed a facilitative/cooperative/cooperative 

pattern, with the facilitative member encouraging the other two to contribute to the task.  

In the online mode, they formed an active/passive/passive pattern: the facilitative 

member relinquished responsibility for the task, and the other two became passive or 

even totally disengaged. 

Considering these findings from sociocultural perspectives, particularly Activity 

Theory (AT), it is apparent that the material tool used – the mode – affected the nature 

of peer interactions, allowing the students to either increase or decrease their 

participation. L1(as a symbolic tool) used extensively by all groups, on the other hand, 

may influence the nature of the discussion (e.g., whether sophisticated or superficial), or 

extent of participation within each group (which will be discussed later in the section of 

factors influencing the blended collaborative writing activities). Rather, the material 

tool (the online mode – Google Docs) used during the blended activities at different 

stages of collaborative writing seemed to affect patterns of interaction, leading to 

different levels of participation. In the online mode, for instance, the students could not 

easily express their opinions or their disagreements when they occurred, or negotiate 

changes they made in their texts, compared to their deliberation in the FTF mode. 

Though Google Docs supported synchronous collaboration, their interactions in the 

online mode were mediated through typing on screen which took more time to respond. 

Many discussions in the online mode were superficial and were not followed up. This 

may explain why most groups did not engage with each other’s contribution during the 

online activities. Some group members seemed to decrease their participation and 

tended to be passive in the online mode and even disengaged from the tasks. As such, 

unless the activities are designed carefully, blending FTF and online mode in 
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collaborative writing does not necessarily guarantee active participation of each group 

member (Li & Kim, 2016; Oskoz & Elola, 2011; Rouhshad & Storch, 2016). 

Looking closely at these distinct patterns of dyadic and triadic interactions 

through the lens of AT, I found that group members’ experiences with the mode as the 

tool were divergent. AT claims that a learning activity system consists of elements (e.g., 

subjects, tools, rules) which “reciprocally and dynamically influence each other so that 

the system is constantly adapting, adjusting and transforming” (Nelson & Kim, 2001, p. 

4).  

In this study, I analysed the tool the students used during the blended 

collaborative writing activities and its influence on various elements in the activity.  As 

seen in Figure 7.1 and 7.2, the online mode as a tool influenced the object of the activity 

(i.e., from ‘outlining’ in the FTF mode to ‘drafting and revising’ the writing tasks in the 

online mode), rules (e.g., task requirements, task procedures), and division of labour 

(e.g., distribution of roles and workloads of the assignments).  

The clearest example of how tools affected other elements in the activity comes 

from the case of the collaborative group. Group 1 faced a dilemma when they worked 

on Task 1 in the FTF mode (see Figure 7.1). They needed to decide whether they 

needed to comply with the task procedures (e.g., writing collaboratively during the 

process which was perceived to be time consuming) as instructed by their teachers, or 

just split the workload into separated units. At first, they seemed to have disagreements 

on how to perform the task. One of the group members (Titis) preferred to distribute the 

roles and divide the work into discrete units in order to complete the work quickly. She 

also thought that the blended collaborative writing process would be difficult due to 

time management and internet access. However, after some discussion, the group 

members resolved the issues and decided to follow the task procedures with adjustments 

– working together after class at Nadia’s home to complete the task in the online mode 

as Nadia had reliable access to the internet. This resolution enabled them to work 

productively on the task. 

During the process of reaching consensus on the outline (outcome) in the FTF 

mode, I noted some disagreements within the group work. As illustrated in the case of 
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collaborative group, such disagreements frequently occurred during the pre-writing 

activities. 

Figure 7.1 Activity system – Phase 1 (Task Negotiation) 

 During text co-construction in the online mode, group members used Google 

Docs as the tool to draft and revise their joint texts (object) (see Figure 7.2). Here, with 

the exception of Group 1, the patterns of interaction across the modes were shifting. As 

illustrated in the online mode, most groups tended to assume cooperative or 

active/passive/passive patterns of interaction.  Such different levels of participation in 

the online mode showed members’ distinct interpretations of the rules and the division 

of labour among students in this essay writing classroom (community). For instance, 

Group 3, 4, and 8 tended to divide the workloads and the roles among their members 

with very limited engagement with each other’s contributions. Others (e.g., Group 5 and 

9) had members who participated very minimally, even disengaged from the tasks.  

Thus, even though each group shared the same object (i.e., completing their 

essay writing), the new tool impacted on how the group members perceived the object 

of the activity and consequently on their actions (how they went about to achieve their 
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object). In the case of the collaborative group, for instance, the finding shows that each 

group member focused not only on composing and revising their own draft, but also 

concurrently making changes in other’s work. This finding corroborates Strobl’s (2014) 

study documenting that there was a constant intertwining of the drafting and revising 

process during collaborative writing in the online mode. Students tended to build on 

each other’s contributions and provide each other with feedback (Abrams, 2016). In 

other words, the writing process in the collaborative group depicted a rather recursive 

writing pattern. One possible explanation is that they seemed to share a similar object: 

to compose a well-written joint text. Further, the existence of readers in the 

collaborative writing activities could encourage each member to make amendments 

(self-edits) throughout the drafting process. As Wichadee (2013) suggests, web-based 

collaborative writing tools may raise students’ audience awareness, which motivate 

them to write more carefully.   

In addition, the available features of Google Docs as a tool facilitated the 

collaborative group to receive and provide timely feedback. Kessler et al. (2012) also 

found that Google Docs as a synchronous collaboration tool allowed students to 

experiment with written alternative suggestions within the text itself in real-time, and 

pointed out that this would be difficult in traditional word processing or asynchronous 

applications (e.g., Wikis). Thus, the synchronous writing and revising feature of Google 

Docs enables new ways of collaboration in the online mode (Brodahl et al., 2011; Yim 

& Warschauer, 2017).  

However, this was not the case for the majority of the groups forming 

cooperative and active/passive/passive patterns during task co-construction phase in the 

online mode. The use of the tool assisted them to focus on different phases of the 

writing tasks (Oskoz & Elola, 2012). As a result, they worked on the tasks to their own 

understanding, which was more cooperatively rather than collaboratively. The groups 

assuming these two patterns showed a linear writing process since the group members 

did not engage with each other’s contributions.  

For example, unlike the collaborative group, the cooperative groups contributed 

to different phases during the process of text co-construction. There was a stratified 

division – division of roles (Lowry et al., 2004). While one member assumed the role of 

the main author, the other was the editor. In addition, the cooperative groups exhibited 
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low level of mutual engagement during the drafting and revising process in the online 

mode. This finding accords with what Rouhshad and Storch (2016) also found that this 

type of cooperative pattern was common when students interacted in the online mode. 

In the case of the active/passive/passive groups, I found that only one member 

composed and edited the text in the online mode whereas other members seldom 

contributed to the text – assuming a passive stance. If they did, they only added few 

sentences in the text. They also rarely made changes to each other’s text. This behaviour 

has been reported in previous research (e.g., Abrams, 2016). One possible explanation 

for these findings, as mentioned during the interview sessions, is that the passive 

students found it difficult to understand what their peers wrote and felt incapable of 

providing feedback for contributions made. This also may have been due to their low 

level of L2 proficiency which affected their contribution and engagement. 

 

Figure 7.2 Activity system – Phase 2 (Task Co-construction) 

The distinct patterns of online interaction also appeared to be affected by other 

factors such as students’ perceptions, their access to the internet, their familiarity with 
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the writing genres, their writing skills and experiences (which will be further discussed 

in a subsequent section).  

Salient traits during task negotiation and text co-construction phases 

 In this study, I also examined salient traits in the dyadic and triadic interactions. 

The examination was based on the use of language functions, writing change functions, 

and feedback provided when the group members participated in the blended 

collaborative writing activities. Overall, the analysis of the task negotiation phase in the 

FTF mode shows differences between the two patterns of small group interactions: 

collaborative, facilitative/cooperative (a facilitative/cooperative/cooperative pattern 

was identified in the triads). On the other hand, the analysis of text co-construction 

phase shows that the group forming a collaborative pattern (Group 1) displayed more 

recursivity throughout the drafting and revising activities, compared to the groups 

forming cooperative and active/passive/passive patterns (e.g., Group 6 and 9 

respectively), showing a rather linear process with little engagement with each other’s 

work in the collaborative writing process. Thus, in this study, each group demonstrated 

different interactional patterns in both modes, reflected by varied degress of mutuality 

and equality based on the findings of analysis of language functions, writing change 

functions, and feedback provided. Li and Zhu (2017b) also reported similar findings 

that such group members’ joint efforts in task negotiation and text co-construction 

phases were seen in group members’ engagement and contributions through the use of 

different language functions and writing change functions. Unlike Li and Zhu’s (2017b) 

study reporting relatively stable patterns of interaction, most groups in this study 

displayed shifting patterns of interaction across both modes. The integration of online 

mode into FTF mode may have an obvious impact on the shifting patterns of group 

interaction.    

For instance, during task negotiation phase, I found that in the collaborative 

group, the students frequently used questions and suggestions to initiate most episodes 

of negotiation during the pre-writing tasks, sharing their understanding of the given 

task. In this way, the group not only showed their participation in the decision-making 

episodes, but this also assisted them to proceed to their planning stage. 

Regarding the process of resolution (i.e., when different suggestions were 

made), the members of the collaborative group employed frequent statements of 
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agreement or disagreement, explanations and counter-suggestions. In other words, the 

members put their maximum efforts to resolve emerging disagreements, and mutually 

assisted each other by pooling their resources, referred to by De Guerrero and Villamil 

(2000) as ‘mutual scaffolding’. The students’ mutual scaffolding in the collaborative 

group show that in such groups mediated assistance, which is essential in the ZPD, is 

available. This form of assistance has been documented in previous studies (Abrams, 

2016; Edstrom, 2015; Li, 2013; Li & Kim, 2016) revealing that peer interactions in 

collaborative writing can be a potential setting where a ZPD is likely to be activated.  

The learners also extended on each other’s suggestions, explained their ideas to 

one another, considered alternative ideas, and deliberately built consensus within the 

group. Group efforts to reach consensus is an essential element of collaborative 

learning, which makes it different from simply working in groups (Johnson & Johnson, 

2014; Laal & Ghodsi, 2012). Building consensus does not restrain students from having 

opposing views in the group during the deliberations. Rather, it involves constructive 

engagement in conflicts among group members over different ideas in an attempt to 

reach an agreement (Johnson & Johnson, 2014).  

The interaction of the collaborative group was also characterised by the use of 

praises where group members motivated each other and constructed positive social 

relations. As Li and Zhu (2017a) assert, positive relations in the group may promote 

mutual engagement between peers, thereby influencing the effectiveness of the 

interaction. 

In the case of facilitative/cooperative/cooperative and facilitative/cooperative 

groups, I found the groups tended to use encouragement and elicitation functions to 

initiate task negotiation episodes, only small a small proportion of questions were used. 

Such findings show that there was a rather unidirectional communication from the 

facilitator to the other group members. The one acting as a facilitator often tried to 

encourage others to share their ideas and participate in the decision-making process. I 

also found that the members who seemed to hesitate to express their thoughts tended to 

be the scribe. They seemed to be reluctant to get involved in the decision-making 

process. Regardless of the outcome of the facilitator’s efforts to manage the group in 

order to keep the interaction going, the member acting as a facilitator displayed 

supportive behaviours that promoted the completion of the writing tasks. 
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There were a number of occasions in which the group encountered 

disagreements, particularly when they brainstormed about topics and content which 

were suitable for the tasks. The process of selecting a topic often led to conflicts and 

long discussions among group members. Such conflicts stemmed from diverse personal 

experiences and prior knowledge of topics being discussed. Throughout the semester, 

the members of the collaborative group were able to manage the conflicts 

constructively and reached consensus within their group. In her analysis of conflicts in 

collaborative groups, Tocalli-Beller (2003, p. 164) points out that, “effective 

collaborative groups learn to coordinate the diverse perspectives and learning 

approaches of their members”. In particular, cognitive conflicts may enhance the group 

productivity; that is, motivating group members to verbalise their thoughts. In the case 

of the collaborative group, such group efforts were apparent during the task negotiation 

phase.   

The same holds true when it came to the process of resolution in the case of 

facilitative/cooperative/cooperative and facilitative/cooperative groups. Only one 

member, who initiated the deliberations, actively made responding moves. That is, they 

frequently responded to their own initiated move. The others, on the other hand, tended 

to agree with other peers’ ideas.  It was evident there was a relatively high incidence of 

agreement and a small proportion of disagreement. Not surprisingly, the students 

seldom expressed counter-suggestions, provided fairly short explanations, and seemed 

to avoid conflicts with their peers. They tended to avoid disagreements since they 

generally seemed uncomfortable with opposing views during the deliberations. Such 

interaction patterns indicated unbalanced contributions within the group and very few 

responses to other peers’ suggestions, as also found in Li and Kim’s (2016) account of 

dominant/defensive pattern of small group interaction. 

I also found that several members in the groups functioning in 

facilitative/cooperative and facilitative/cooperative/cooperative patterns of interaction 

showed an inability to handle conflicts in the group. There were times when substantive 

conflicts emerged and escalated during negotiations, resulting in affective conflicts 

which influenced the group efficacy adversely. Consequently, the members of the few 

groups (e.g., Group 7 and 8) showed less commitment to the group work after they 

faced some tensions with their peers during the planning process of the first two tasks. 
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They simply did not participate in FTF pre-writing activities, and even skipped the 

whole process of some writing tasks. This finding aligns with that reported by 

Pathinathan and Fung (2012) suggesting that while students benefit from appropriate 

cognitive conflict resolution in collaborative writing activities, affective conflicts may 

be greatly detrimental to the group productivity. In other words, affective conflicts can 

decrease “the group’s ability to function effectively” (Tocalli-Beller, 2003, p. 161).  

Text co-construction phase 

In terms of the feedback provided during text co-construction phases, the finding 

shows that direct feedback was the most common feedback provided by members of 

cooperative groups during the online interaction. This finding suggests the patterns of 

interaction they formed influenced the type of feedback provided for their joint tasks in 

the online mode. The online mode may have been convenient for the groups to directly 

make amendments within the text during text co-construction phase. Such a finding is 

consistent with previous research results (e.g., Kessler et al., 2012; Woodrich & Fan, 

2017; Zheng et al., 2015) that online-supported collaborative writing can facilitate more 

peer writing and revising than working traditionally with pen and paper. Given a 

substantial amount of peer feedback (particularly direct feedback) provided during their 

online activities, it was evident that text co-construction phase in the online mode 

offered flexibility for group members to provide feedback for each other’s work. This 

perhaps can be attributed to the fact that group members experienced less apprehension 

when they provided feedback online, as opposed to providing feedback FTF.  

While the collaborative group provided not only direct feedback but also 

commentary feedback which then elicited some negotiation in the online mode, the 

groups forming cooperative and active/passive/passive patterns of interaction provided 

very little to no commentary feedback in the online mode. This finding suggests that the 

group members did not demonstrate a willingness to negotiate with their peers and 

engage with each other’s writing. As Rifa (Group 10 forming an active/passive/passive 

pattern) reported, she felt unsure about what to comment in the small window. She also 

mentioned that she did not enjoy negotiating via online and preferred to avoid conflicts 

with their peers during the online activities. Rather, she tended to provide direct 

feedback in few instances. Unlike Zheng et al.’s (2015) study who found that 

commentary feedback was the second most frequent feedback provided by the students 
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during their online writing activities,  in this study, commentary feedback was the 

second least frequent feedback provided by the groups forming cooperative and 

active/passive/passive patterns of interaction, compared to the collaborative group who 

frequently provided this kind of feedback. The difference in findings may suggest that 

in this study, students who formed cooperative and active/passive/passive patterns felt 

more confident about making direct revisions to other’s writing, but theser revisions 

were in terms of mechanics (e.g., spellings, punctuations, capitalisations).  They did not  

leave many suggestions or comments in the small window which may initiate further 

deliberations. Based on interviews with the participants in their study, Rouhshad and 

Storch (2016) also found that students were reluctant to deliberate particularly about 

language form via Google Docs due to its complicated logistic aspect which required 

them to simultaneously draft the text and communicate via the comment feature. Thus, 

when they provided direct corrective feedback for language features, they did not need 

to use the ‘small window’ feature on Google Docs to deliberate about the aspects. 

I also found that the groups forming collaborative and active/passive/passive 

provided some affective feedback (see Chapter 4, Table 16 for the percentage of 

feedback used by each group) in the online mode. In the case of collaborative group, 

such feedback was used to build a good rapport in the group. Creating positive 

connections with peers can be the foundation upon which the group accomplish the task 

successfully. Interestingly, despite the relatively small percentage of affective feedback, 

the active member of the active/passive/passive groups provided affective feedback in 

order to encourage passive members to actively contribute to the text construction, or to 

praise what they did. However, in cooperative groups, there was no evidence of 

affective feedback provided during text co-construction phase in the online mode. One 

explanation for such a case was that cooperative groups tended to distribute the roles or 

split the workloads. Since the group members only focused on working on their share, 

they did not seem to deliberate other group members’ contributions. They might find 

providing affective feedback unnecessary during the online activities.  

In terms of the focus of feedback provided, the collaborative group focused on 

making changes not only to form, but also to meaning (e.g., replacing the content, 

deleting a sentence). In contrast, the groups displaying cooperative and 

active/passive/passive patterns of interaction in the online mode, tended to focus more 
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on form and mechanics than meaning. Further, most changes to form were made related 

to mechanics (e.g., punctuation, capitalisation, and spelling) directly within the text, 

compared to changes to grammatical errors (e.g., verb tense, part of speech) which were 

less frequent. Thus, it is worth noting that the mode of interaction did not impact on the 

nature of feedback in the collaborative group. Kessler’s et al. (2012) study also showed 

that students providing direct corrective feedback via Google Docs primarily focused on 

revising surface language aspects (e.g., spelling and punctuation), rather than correcting 

more complex errors (e.g., verb tenses).  

Student perceptions of blended collaborative writing 

 In the interviews conducted with 27 students, over half of the students (18 

students or 67%) felt that they benefitted from blended collaborative writing activities 

and the majority (20 students or 74%) reported that the activities enhanced their ability 

to generate ideas, and develop topics and content. Many commented that the activities 

enabled them to share resources and information effectively (74%), provided them with 

peer assistance (56%), and allowed them to learn to work as a team (48%). The findings 

of this study (particularly in the collaborative group) were generally in line with those 

reported in previous studies (e.g., Abrams, 2016; Aydin & Yildiz, 2014; Kost, 2011; Li, 

2013) that collaborative writing activities supported idea generation, and topic and 

content development as group members pooled their resources and scaffolded each 

other. More than half of the students (63%) also felt that the activities provided 

opportunities to learn grammar and vocabulary. Some earlier work (e.g., Ducate et al., 

2011; Yeh, 2014) also reported on similar student perceptions, suggesting that when 

learners engaged in web-based collaborative writing activities, they thought that they 

had opportunities to expand their knowledge of grammar and vocabulary. However, it is 

important to note that the students’ perceptions may not necessarily match the reality 

experienced by most groups in this study (given the findings presented on passivity and 

lack of engagement particularly in the online mode). A previous study conducted by 

Fernández Dobao (2016) also found in her study that even though students tended to 

play a passive role during collaborative writing activities, they may still gain language 

knowledge. Such non-engaged students can still benefit from observing their peers’ 

interaction when completing the joint tasks.  
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Further, the students felt that the activities enabled them to share resources and 

information effectively (74%), provided them with peer assistance (56%), and allowed 

them to learn to work as a team (48%). This also corroborated Chao and Lo (2011) 

findings that collaborative writing allowed students to provide mutual assistance. For 

instance, in their study during peer editing stage, the group members could assist each 

other regarding their linguistic problems. However, in the actual classroom practice, 

only the members of the collaborative group provided mutual assistance to each other.  

Despite the perceived benefits reported above, the study also found that 76% of 

the students experienced challenges when completing the writing tasks during the 

blended collaborative writing. The challenges included limited access to the internet 

connection (96%), poor time management within the group (70%), and feeling uncertain 

about offering feedback (63%). After experiencing blended collaborative writing, and 

given the challenges they experienced, more than half of the students in this study (56%) 

said that if given the choice they would prefer to write the tasks individually. However, 

the students were split in their preferences for writing in the classroom versus at home 

and online. Slightly over half (52%) said that they enjoyed writing online.  Students also 

noted their individual preferences after experiencing the blended collaborative writing 

activities. Only less than half of the students (44%) preferred to work in groups, and 

52% of the students enjoyed working in groups online. They thought that working in the 

online mode enabled them to contribute to the tasks without any time and space 

constraints, which is also consistent with earlier research (e.g., Aydin & Yildiz, 2014; 

Chao & Lo, 2011). However, the other half (48%) preferred to finish the tasks in the 

classroom without integrating online activities in the writing process.  

This finding contrasts with that reported by Chao and Lo (2011), where 85% of 

the participants expressed their preference to work in the online mode. In their study, 

the participants felt that online discussion and peer editing could encourage them to 

write in L2. One possible explanation for these divergent findings was that in my study 

all of the students had no prior experience working in true collaborative writing nor in 

the blended setting. In effect, they found this new experience challenging. Another 

explanation for such findings was that the students worked in a limited technology 

context, limited access to the internet. Although few groups managed to find alternative 
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ways to work in such a situation, others felt less motivated or less enthusiastic to invest 

their time to work in the online mode, and preferred a conventional writing classroom.  

In the following section, I use the findings about the students’ perceptions to 

explain how students dealt with tensions they experienced in the blended collaborative 

writing activities. 

Tensions and development within the activity system  

 According to Engeström (2008, p. 205), “the activity system is constantly 

working through contradictions and tensions within and between its elements. 

Contradictions manifest themselves in disturbances and innovative solutions”. In other 

words, contradictions and tensions are important sources of change and development in 

learning process.  

There were at least two main tensions found in this study during the activity of 

collaborative writing. The first tension was between the division of labour, the objects, 

and the outcomes of the collaborative writing activity, as shown in Figure 7.3. In 

particular, these tensions originated in the division of labour, and were reflected in 

unbalanced participation and contribution to the joint writing activity.   

The division of labour was clearly uneven in some groups. One of the students 

(e.g., Rukmala from Group 10) who made negative remarks about the group work 

commented that “I worked alone and no support from them (other group members)”.   

Ridho, from Group 7 made similar remarks, saying: “I felt like most of the time it was a 

one-way interaction. I was the one who did the best for the group.” Several groups (e.g., 

Group 7, 8, 9, and 10) also had issues with their group members’ attendance in both 

modes. Some members did not attend the class nor participate online regularly during 

the group work, which led to unbalanced participation and unequal shared workloads. 

Many groups (e.g., Group 7 and 10) seemed unable to work collaboratively as a team 

and as mentioned earlier, more than half of the students (56%) preferred to work 

individually. 

Another possible explanation for this issue may be that each group member had 

divergent objects for the activity. As reported in their interviews, some students (e.g., 

Ridho from Group 7 and Rukmala from Group 10) wanted to be become more 
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proficient in writing and expected a good score.  Therefore, they invested a lot of effort 

and had a strong commitment to the tasks. Others who only cared about passing the 

course put in less effort. For example, Rifa (from Group 10) said, “I just wanted to 

finish this subject. I didn’t really think about my score. As long as I passed the subject, 

that all mattered. This was my second attempt on this subject. I failed last year.” 

They also found the group work problematic, perhaps because they had no prior 

experience of true collaborative writing particularly in the blended setting. For all of 

them, this was their first encounter of writing essays collaboratively. As a result, they 

experienced tensions within the division of labour during the collaborative work. The 

unbalanced participation and no prior experience of blended collaborative writing 

activities affected the outcome of the activity (e.g., the jointly written texts). Many 

groups could not finish and submit the tasks on time. Few groups (e.g., Group 5) only 

worked on the outline of the task. Since the task was graded as a group project which 

determined the individual score of the group members, the active group member 

voluntarily composed the text independently. Others (e.g., Group 4, 6, and 7) even did 

not do the writing task (Task 6).  

 

 Figure 7.3 Tensions in activity system between division of labour, object, and 
outcomes 

 Some prior experience also plays an important role in group work. Despite her 

limited knowledge of collaborative writing, unlike other students, Titis (Group 1) had 
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experienced a cooperative pattern of group writing when she was at senior high school. 

As mentioned in the earlier section, she had tensions between her previous concepts of 

group writing and collaborative writing tasks to be completed. She tried to use her 

previous concept of group writing (which tended to split the workloads). This prior 

experience eventually helped her resolve the tensions that initially emerged in the 

group.  She then moved slowly to practice a true collaborative writing, which is more 

conducive to learning (Storch, 2002). Furthermore, the successful resolution of this 

tension was aided by a shared group object. Other group members, Rintan and Nadia, 

seemed to share the same objects of the activity, actively participate in the process of 

collaborative writing, and support each other. Active group participation is vital to the 

process of resolving the tensions.  

 Another tension found in this activity system was between three elements of the 

activity: the subjects, the community, and the object of the activity. The group members 

reported tensions emerging between their expectations to learn the L2, their 

commitment to the writing class, and the object of their activity (see Figure 7.4). 

Although the completion of collaborative writing tasks involved both FTF and online 

activities, many students reported that they were not well prepared to complete the 

tasks. Not only did they have limited FTF contact hours, but also they had issues with 

time management, especially to work online after class. They thought they did not have 

adequate time allocated to complete the writing tasks. Since in one semester they were 

assigned with a number of workloads, most of them could not entirely focus on the 

initial object of their writing activity – to enhance their L2 writing proficiency.  

Throughout the semester, the object of their activity changed due to the time pressures 

because of the need to complete assessment work for other subjects. Most of them only 

focused on how to pass the course.   
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Figure 7.4 Tensions in activity system between subject, community and object 

 Many students also expressed concerns about their low level of L2 writing 

proficiency. Accordingly, they felt hesitant to contribute to the task, engage with other’s 

contributions, and refrained from providing substantial feedback for their peers’ work. 

For example, as Yogi (Group 7) reported, “I didn’t understand what to add or correct 

my friend’s work. I felt my writing is poor.” Due to their poor writing skills, they 

tended to correct punctuation or spelling errors. This finding slightly aligns with 

previous studies (e.g., Kessler et al., 2012; Lund, 2008; Yim, Zheng, & Warschauer, 

2018) documenting that students focused on giving more peer feedback on simple errors 

(e.g., spelling and punctuation) than grammatical errors (e.g., pronouns, plurals, and 

verb tenses). However, slightly different from other previous studies mentioned, in 

Kessler et al’s (2012) study, students focused on providing feedback on simple errors 

because they found them easier to be corrected. In this study, they also seemed to avoid 

disagreements with their peers on the writing content. It may be attributed to the 

combination of both the mode and the low L2 proficiency. Few students also tended to 

withdraw from the activity and let their peers work individually since their object of the 

activity was no longer to improve their proficiency in L2 writing, but to pass the course.   
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Final Observations: Factors affecting blended collaborative writing 

 In conclusion, I draw on some observations during the study regarding factors 

influencing blended collaborative writing, which can facilitate or hinder the blended 

collaborative writing activities in the context.  

Use of L1s 

 As mentioned earlier, one of the tools used by the learners in this activity 

was their L1. In this study, I observed that the students largely relied on L1s (i.e., 

Indonesian and Minang) as linguistic sources, functioning as their mediational 

means to aid them during their collaborative writing activities.  This observation 

confirmed that the use of L1 in collaborative writing tasks facilitated the writing 

process in order to maintain the flow of the discussion and the process of meaning 

making.  

However, although the use of L1s was allowed, the teachers actually encouraged 

the students to use the L2 as often as possible during the group discussion. Here, the use 

of L2 in the collaborative writing activity was not only a tool, but also an implicit rule 

of the activity. The students, nevertheless, seemed to disregard the rule concerning L2 

use, and mostly preferred to use the L1s. Some students (e.g., Pipin from Group 4) 

reported that her group even wrote the tasks in Indonesian, and later translated them into 

English. They did not seem to have adequate linguistic resources to write in the L2 and 

that they found it easier to generate ideas and compose the texts in Indonesian. The fact 

that the students mostly resorted to L1s can be considered as a missed opportunity since 

the activity could be potential for practicing their L2. 

Despite having intermediate L2 proficiency, only one group (Group 1) forming 

the collaborative pattern, who had a strong commitment to use the L2 during their 

collaborative work. They only code-switched to L1s when dealing with difficult terms in 

L2 or clarifying the writing content. They thought that the activities provided them an 

opportunity to communicate in the L2. Such a belief is not uncommon to EFL settings 

because the classroom often provides the only opportunity to practice communicating in 

English (Storch, 2013; Storch & Aldosari, 2013).  

A number of previous studies also documented that the use of L1 enables L2 

learners when working in groups to engage in discussion, to facilitate interpersonal 
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interactions (e.g., DiCamilla & Antón, 2012; Yu & Lee, 2016), to complete tasks 

efficiently (e.g., Storch & Wigglesworth, 2003)  and get L2 word meaning quickly (e.g., 

Fung, 2010; Yang, 2014). Thus, L1 plays an important role to mediate the group 

interaction given that many students in this study had a low level of L2 proficiency. 

Positive Affect 

As illustrated in Chapter 6, many groups struggled to maintain group harmony 

during the first two weeks of the activities, especially when they encountered 

disagreements regarding topic selections or the writing contents. Although the teachers 

did not explicitly establish the rules of collaboration or explain how to deal with 

possible conflicts that might emerge during the group work and how to resolve them, 

the students seemed to employ various social values (e.g., understanding, trust, respect, 

encouragement, and acknowledgement) to enable them to function well during the 

group work. The social values the students used to regulate affective conflicts 

influenced the process of collaborative writing, whether the group members actively 

participated in or withdrew from the group work. 

Despite the emergence of conflicts and disagreements, the students attempted to 

advocate group harmony by showing respect, understanding, and listening to each 

other’s opinions. To some extent, such positive affect can be attributed to the students’ 

familiarity with each other and their cultural background – the Indonesian collectivistic 

cultures, which accentuates cooperation and group harmony rather than dispute (Rezeki, 

2016).  

In brief, effective collaborative writing not only involves group members’ equal 

contribution and mutual engagement during the activity, but also relates to their ability 

to monitor and regulate one’s emotional expression. When group members are able to 

address both cognitive and emotional activities during collaborative writing, they can 

create a positive and encouraging environment for the group interaction.  

Accessibility 

 In the interviews, the majority of the students (96%) reported on the limited and 

unreliable access to the internet at the university and at home. Yet they were required to 

complete the tasks online after the class. This situation deterred their participation in 

online activities. As a result, only one or two group members worked on the tasks 
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online (e.g., Group 4, 5, 7, and 10). Others (e.g., Yogi from Group 7) rarely contributed 

to the group work, and tended to withdraw from the tasks. However, Group 1 managed 

to find creative solutions, such as working together at one of the group members’ home 

which had reliable internet access and used a Virtual Private Netword (VPN) 

application for accessing the websites freely. 

Although the issue of accessibility is inherent especially when implementing 

online or blended approach to collaborative writing in a limited technology context 

(e.g., in Indonesia contexts), it has received little attention in the previous work on how 

poor internet access affects classroom activities (Alsubaie & Ashuraidah, 2017).  

Teacher Assistance 

 Although some feedback was provided once the students completed the tasks, in 

the interviews, 85% of the students reported that they expected the teachers to assist 

them while working in the online mode. They felt frustrated as they did not receive any 

assistance or feedback from their teachers. The students in this context highly valued 

teacher assistance and feedback, because they regard the teacher as the language and 

writing expert.  

My observation notes indicated that teacher assistance and feedback only 

occurred in the classroom, particularly once the students finished each task. Twenty-

three students thought it was worthless when the teachers provided feedback after the 

completion of their tasks. As Rozi and Rifa (Group 10) reported, they did not have 

enough time to revise their work based on the feedback. As suggested by Guasch, 

Espasa, and Alvarez (2010), when the students receive timely feedback which still 

matters to them, they have time to improve their texts based on the feedback provided, 

and perhaps it makes the writing process become easier. Thus, teacher assistance and 

feedback may play an important role during the process of collaborative writing in order 

to improve students’ motivation, thereby promoting their active participation (Alghasab, 

2014). 

Theoretical implications 

 This study was informed by sociocultural theory (SCT), in particular Activity 

Theory (AT). First, the findings of the study supported the assertion that collective 

scaffolding as one of key tenets of SCT within the ZPD and mediation serve as the 
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analytical lens to understand how some students (particularly in Group 1 forming a 

collaborative pattern) constructed opportunities for learning the L2 during collaborative 

writing activities. Corroborating the notion of the ZPD, this study, for example, showed 

evidence that students collaboratively established the group ZPD through feedback and 

collective scaffolded assistance. It was evident in this study that the students who 

formed a collaborative pattern in both modes, tended to employ their linguistic 

resources, and to share knowledge and experiences to negotiate different viewpoints and 

resolve conflicts that emerged during the co-construction of their texts. If the students 

feel motivated to complete the tasks and the environment is conducive to learning (e.g., 

in the facilitative/cooperative group), both less proficient and proficient students had 

opportunities to learn from each other. However, such opportunities were missing when 

the students formed a cooperative pattern of interaction as they tended to split the 

workloads and had less interaction with each other. 

Moreover, the findings of this study confirmed the SCT perspective of the 

significance of distinct mediational tools (i.e., L1s and Google Docs) (Lantolf & 

Thorne, 2006). The students utilised such tools to facilitate their learning during the 

activities.  

 Second, this study uncovered tensions or contradictions in the blended 

collaborative writing activity by using the lens of AT. Such tensions, for instance, 

derived from the task instructions and the students’ attempts to complete the joint tasks. 

Rather than attempting to downplay the role of tensions and only focus on describing a 

successful collaborative group during the blended collaborative writing activity (see 

Engeström, 2008), this study showed that tensions appear to play an important role how 

the student perception of the blended collaborative writing activities were actually 

shaped, and how such activities were experienced by the students (e.g., Group 1). 

Further, as Engeström (2008) states, the activity system “is constantly working through 

tensions and contradictions within and between its elements. Contradictions play a 

central role as sources of change and development” (p. 205). However, in several cases 

(e.g., in Groups 5, 9, and 10) forming an active/passive/passive pattern of interaction, 

contradictions did not necessarily lead to development since some group members 

tended to be passive or even withdrew from the activities. The findings also shed light 

on how the students employed particular strategies to resolve tensions and transform 
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their experiences in the blended collaborative writing (see Lantolf & Thorne, 2006). In 

many cases, nevertheless, the transformation of tensions in this study was not positive. 

Thus, this study contributed to the field of collaborative L2 writing by showing that 

tensions may not always be resolved in a positive way and automatically lead to 

development.  

Next, based on the AT perspective, the findings of this study showed the links 

between the students’ cognitive and emotional/affective experiences during the blended 

collaborative L2 writing, although cognition and emotions have historically been 

separated particularly in L2 pedagogy (Swain, 2013). Vygotsky (1981) also stressed the 

connection between cognition and affect in learning. Cognition and affect “may unite 

and enhance each other to yield an outcome greater than either of them alone” (Del Rio 

& Alvarez, 2008, p. 65). This became evident particularly in how the students handled 

cognitive conflict. When they disagreed with other group members’ ideas, they tried to 

express it with respect. They not only tried to convince other group members politely, 

but also provided alternative solutions to the problems being discussed. Thus, this study 

added to previous work (e.g., Imai, 2010; Li & Zhu, 2017a; Philp & Duchesne, 2016; 

Tocalli-Beller, 2003) that investigated learning which involved students’ ability to 

regulate their emotions dealing with conflicts during the group interactions. 

Collaborative relationships formed during the collaborative writing activities can make 

substantial contributions to an individual’s learning (Li & Kim, 2016; Storch, 2002). 

Lastly, while a blended approach to collaborative writing is claimed to offer 

students flexibility in the writing process (Challob et al., 2016), the findings of the study 

indicated that students had difficulties to interact with their group members to complete 

the joint tasks due to the limited internet access. Such an issue impeded the process of 

blended collaborative writing activities, experienced by most groups. Thus, this study is 

significant by addressing this issue and adding insights to the previous research (e.g., 

Mutohar & Hughes, 2013)  with regard to accessibility that might be a hindering factor 

affecting the process of collaborative writing in the online or blended settings.  

Pedagogical implications 

While the findings cannot be deemed as conclusive and generalizable to other 

contexts, this study has some implications for language pedagogy. A blended approach 

to collaborative writing may offer a potential for L2 learning. Such an approach may 



 257 

extend student interactions outside the classroom and offer students more flexibility. 

However, the findings suggest that teachers need to carefully consider when planning, 

constructing, and executing the activities. Despite the small window feature in the 

online mode (via Google Docs) allowing the group members to discuss and comment 

on each other’s contributions, students seemed to be hesitant to use this feature (see also 

Rouhshad & Storch, 2016). Given the perceived benefits of collaborative writing 

activities in the FTF mode and students’ preferences, I would recommend that there 

should be more sessions in the FTF mode during the blended collaborative writing 

activities.  

A clear explanation of the rationale for collaborative writing and some prior 

practice of such an activity in both modes may assist learners to participate more fully 

in the activities (Storch, 2013, 2017). As suggested by the findings of this study, it 

would be important to discuss the concept and the benefits of collaborative writing and 

to provide prior practice of collaborative writing when students have no previous 

experience and knowledge of such activities. Prior to carrying out the activity, teachers 

should clearly explain the purpose of collaborative writing and discuss its advantages 

and challenges. Teachers could then highlight the significance of shared responsibility, 

peer feedback and assistance, and joint text ownership. Such an explanation could 

provide students with ideas of what to expect during collaborative writing. Teachers 

also have to emphasise that each role students assume is equally important in teamwork. 

That said, I would recommend that teachers allocate some course score to student 

participation in collaborative writing tasks in conjunction with assessment of group 

performance and individual projects, which is explicitly set in assessment criteria 

(MacDonald, 2003; Wáng, 2009). If individual participation is assessed, such 

assessment criteria may need to consider several aspects including the quantity and the 

quality of contributions as well as the level of engagement with each other’s 

contributions (see also Storch, 2017). It might be useful to draw students’ attention to 

focus not only on the product, but also on the process.  

Teacher intervention has been shown to encourage students to work 

collaboratively when completing assigned tasks (Chen, 2018). Although teacher 

intervention promotes student participation, not necessarily collaboration, it can still 

play a central role to cultivate a sense of collaboration (Mercer, 1996), to reshape 
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student interactions, to promote collaborative dialogue, to encourage mutual 

engagement among students, and to build up a sense of community in the blended 

collaborative L2 writing activities. Teacher intervention should only be provided if 

necessary, and should involve assistance in clarifying content and tasks, also 

encouraging group members’ participation (Coll, Rochera, & de Gispert, 2014). 

Aligned with the SCT perspective, in particular the construct of scaffolding, teachers 

should gradually reduce the frequency of their intervention when students begin 

collaborating.  

The findings showed that students expected their teachers to provide feedback 

especially during online activities. Given that the students in this study received teacher 

assistance during the FTF stage but did not receive any assistance from their teachers in 

the online mode, they felt that this was unsatisfactory. Clearly, there should be shared 

roles and responsibilities between teachers and students in terms of the division of 

labour during blended collaborative writing. It is important that the teachers redefine 

how the students work collaboratively in groups (horizontal division of labour), and the 

teachers’ roles, facilitating the group work and providing necessary assistance and 

feedback (vertical division of labour). As Thorne (2004, p. 64) suggests, it may take 

“certain changes in the rules, division of labour, and mediating artefacts of the activity 

system to see their complete fruition” in order to reach the expected outcomes of an 

activity . 

Even though the findings of this study were not conclusive to provide sound 

suggestions regarding group formation, the findings indicated that allowing students to 

self-select their own group members was not necessarily effective (see also Mozaffari, 

2017). While previous studies (e.g., Hassaskah & Mozaffari, 2015) have shown that 

self-selection approach to group formation is favoured by students as they can work 

enthusiastically with peers they already know, it does not automatically guarantee 

collaboration. Teacher’s careful selection of group members could be an option when 

allocating students to work in pairs or small groups, particularly in L2 settings. As 

Storch (2017) notes, teacher allocation allows teachers to decide the group composition 

based on students’ profiles and task purposes. In terms of group size, another 

consideration in the implementation of collaborative writing, the findings did not 
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suggest the superiority of working in dyads or triads. Certain patterns of interaction 

(e.g., facilitative/cooperative, cooperative) were quite common in both dyads and triads. 

What happens in the classroom regularly also showed that the teachers in this 

study assigned students with six different blended collaborative writing tasks for one 

semester. Based on the interview data, many students commented on insufficient time to 

complete the joint tasks. Teachers should reconsider the number of tasks assigned to 

students.  

Students’ level of L2 proficiency and the amount of time should be taken into 

account before determining the number of tasks assigned. The findings showed that 

many students felt unconfident to provide feedback because they thought they did not 

have a good level of L2 proficiency. As a result, other group members tended to ignore 

peers’ feedback. Thus, teachers should consider students’ level of L2 proficiency when 

allocating students in small groups and assigning them to complete number of tasks.  

The next thing to be considered when implementing blended collaborative 

writing activities is related to how to assess such activities, particularly in the online 

mode. Given that the tasks were completed in a 16-weeks semester and many students 

in this study did not fully engage in the group work, teachers should reconsider to 

design a clear assessment rubric to give more credit to students for participation (See 

also Storch (2013, 2017)). Despite the intrinsic value in participating in blended 

collaborative writing activities, students are more likely to do the activities when such 

activities are related to their final score for the course. They would probably be more 

responsible for their group work, thereby contributing to the joint tasks (Pfaff & 

Huddleston, 2003). Thus, teachers should consider the following points when assessing 

students’ online activities: 1) ensuring scores given to students reflects their efforts; 2) 

designing a clear rubric to be used to assess students’ participation at the beginning of 

the course (e.g., the amount of contribution, quality of feedback on their peers’ ideas); 

3) tracking and monitoring students’ participation throughout the period of the course 

(e.g., using DocuViz application to check students’ joint texts); and 4) considering 

using peer assessment upon the completion of the group work.  

Finally, and as evident from the observations of this study, the university should 

address infrastructural problems (e.g., inadequate computer labs and insufficient 
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internet connectivity) when planning to integrate the online or BL activities into the 

classroom. Otherwise, the implementation of such activities will not be optimal.  

Limitations of the study 

 While this study generated interesting findings and substantial implications, I 

need to acknowledge some of the limitations of the study. First, the study mainly 

focused on investigating blended collaborative L2 writing activities in a classroom, 

situated in an Indonesian public university. Thus, the findings might not be able to be 

generalised outside the context in which this study took place, particularly to the context 

where the internet is not a problem. However, I believe that the findings may be 

“transferable” (Lincoln & Guba, 1985; Schwandt, Lincoln, & Guba, 2007) to other 

comparable contexts. Different from generalisability which is implemented by 

researchers, transferability is a process done by readers of research by identifying and 

making links between aspects of a study and their own situation (Metcalfe, 2005). In 

order to enhance the transferability of the findings to other similar contexts, I provided 

thick descriptions about how the students approached their blended collaborative 

writing activities despite the difficulty of conducting research in a classroom setting. 

The findings could also be the springboard for further studies investigating the blended 

collaborative writing. 

 Secondly, it is difficult to claim the benefits of a blended approach in collaborative 

L2 writing without a comparison group or a larger number of participants. Using a 

comparison group or a larger number of participants, perhaps mixed with a quantitative 

approach to collect and analyse data, would generate more robust evidence for creating 

strong claims.  

 Lastly, this study did not examine the effectiveness of blended collaborative 

writing on developing students’ writing skills. Rather, this study showed evidence of 

some perceived learning gains of blended collaborative L2 writing activities elicited from 

the interview data. Evaluating if students’ writing skills were enhanced on account of 

their participation in the blended collaborative writing activities, however, was not the 

focus of the study.   
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Recommendation for further research 

 In spite of the limitations mentioned above, this study highlights possible areas 

for further investigations in the blended collaborative L2 writing. First, further studies 

could be conducted to examine the implementation of blended collaborative L2 writing 

activities which involve teacher perspectives, so that the logical relationship between 

individual actions and collective activities in the classroom can be analysed in more 

depth and breadth. For instance, the focus could be related to how teachers design 

collaborative writing instruction in the blended setting, how they make decisions with 

regards to the instructional design, and how they assess students’ learning outcomes of 

blended collaborative writing instructions.   

 Second, it would be interesting for further research to investigate how students’ 

experiences in blended collaborative L2 writing impact on their text quality and how L2 

learning progresses during their participation in CW activities. For instance, such 

research could examine the effect of peer feedback during collaborative writing on 

either students’ joint texts or individual texts. As such, findings of future research could 

shed light on the effectiveness of the blended collaborative writing activities on 

improving students’ writing abilities. 

Lastly, further research could investigate the interplay between cognition and 

emotion during the group interaction. I concur with Swain (2013, p. 196) who stated 

that “the relationship between cognition and emotion is, minimally interdependent; 

maximally, they are inseparable/integrated”. In fact, the students’ emotional states play 

a significant role in L2 learning, particularly during the group work. As the findings 

showed, many groups (e.g., Groups 7 and 10) experienced frustrations when working 

their group members since their group members did not perform as expected. To date, 

however, very little research has been conducted to investigate the influence of 

emotional/affective aspects on the group interaction during collaborative L2 writing 

activities (Li & Zhu, 2017a; Pathinathan & Fung, 2012).   

Conclusion 

The findings of this study further extend the body of research on collaborative 

writing, particularly by integrating two different modes of learning – FTF and online 

modes. This study revealed that students displayed different interactional patterns when 
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they were assigned to co-construct a text. This study also showed that when students 

composed six joint texts (each representing a distinct genre) during collaborative 

writing activities in a blended setting, instead of the text genre, the mode of interaction 

affected the patterns students formed.  

The present study also provides evidence of the perceived benefits of blended 

collaborative L2 writing. Overall, the students had positive views on the activities. 

Despite lack of overt engagement by some students, overall the students thought that the 

activities improved their abilities to generate ideas, and develop topics and content, as 

well as provided them with opportunities to learn grammar and vocabulary. Despite the 

challenges during the blended collaborative writing, they also learned how to work in 

team, provide feedback to their peers, resolve conflicts, and maintain group harmony by 

employing social values (e.g., understanding, respect, trust, and encouragement). This 

study also found that there were several factors that may either facilitate or hinder the 

process of collaborative writing in the blended setting. Despite the limitations of the 

study as discussed earlier, this study provides several contributions to theory and 

language pedagogy. This study also highlights possible research directions for future 

researchers to consider and to promote how students can engage in blended 

collaborative writing activities more meaningfully.  
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Appendices 
 
Appendix 1. Consent Form 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

SCHOOL OF LANGUAGES AND LINGUISTICS 
 

Consent form for persons participating in the research project 
 

PROJECT TITLE:  A Blended Approach in Collaborative Writing Practices: A Focused Ethnographic Study  

Name of informant: 

Name of investigator(s): Dr Paul Gruba, Dr Neomy Storch, and Fauzul Aufa 

 
1. I consent to participate in this project, the details of which have been explained to me, and I have 

been provided with a written plain language statement to keep. 
 
2.  I understand that after I sign and return this consent form it will be retained by the researcher. 

 
3. I understand that my participation will involve interviews, classroom and online observation, 

and collecting supporting documents (e.g. jointly written texts, pre- and post- writing tests) and 
I agree that the researcher may use the results as described in the plain language statement.  

 
4. I acknowledge that: 
 

(a) the possible effects of participating in the interviews, classroom and online observation, and 
collecting supporting documents (e.g. jointly written texts, pre- and post- writing tests) have 
been explained to my satisfaction; 
 
(b) I have been informed that I am free to withdraw from the project at any time without 
explanation or prejudice and to withdraw any unprocessed data I have provided; 
 
(c) the project is for the purpose of research; 
 
(d) I have been informed that the confidentiality of the information I provide will be safeguarded 
subject to any legal requirements; 
 
(e) I have been informed that with my consent the interview and the collaborative dialogues will 
be audio-taped and I understand that audio-tapes will be stored at University of Melbourne and 
will be destroyed after five years;  
 
(f) my name will be referred to by a pseudonym in any publications arising from the research; 
 
(g) I have been informed that a copy of the research findings will be forwarded to me, should I 
agree to this. 

 
 
  

I consent to this interview and collaborative dialogues being audio-taped   □ yes   □ no 
(please tick) 
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I wish to receive a copy of the summary project report on research findings       □ yes    □ no 
(please tick) 

 
 
 
 
Informant signature: 
 Date: 
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Appendix 2. Essay Writing Course Syllabus  

SYLLABUS 
 

Course    : Essay Writing      Credit hours      :  2 (100 minutes) 
Study Program  : English Language Teaching    Code  : ING735 
Faculty   : Language and Arts 
 
A. Learning Outcomes  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
B. Course Outline 

Week Specific Competence Teaching and Learning Experiences Topics/Materials Methods/ 
Strategies 

Assessment Refs. 

I The students are able to 
understand writing genres 
 

- The students are exposed to a couple examples of 
communicative events and they are invited to 
share their ideas about the purpose and the 
structure of the communicative events (e.g. 
classroom discussion and seminar) 

- The students are required to give their examples of 
communicative events and mention the structure 
and the purpose. 

- Relating to the examples given, the teacher 
introduces the term genre 

- Some definitions of 
genres by experts 

- Examples of genres 
 

- Lecture 
- Question and 

answer 
- Inquiry 
 

- Writing Test 
(Pre-Test) 

 

2,3,4 

The students are able to understand and write a short text or essay consisting of 700-1000 words to express their ideas and feelings in 
several writing genres (i.e. narrative, explanation, analytical exposition, Hortatory exposition, discussion/argumentative, review texts) 
which shows creative, analytical, and critical thinking. The students are also able to recognize, understand, and use conventions (e.g. 
rhetorical structures, lexico-grammar, and other textual features) associated with each writing genre and what commonly shared 
attributes are for each of various genres.  
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- The students are given some definitions of genres 
proposed by some experts 

- The students are assigned to make their own 
definition of writing genres 

II-III The students are able to 
write and develop narrative 
texts 
 

- The lecturer reviews the features of a narrative 
text. 

- The lecturer presents a short story and the 
students read it for comprehension. 

- The lecturer asks questions about the story check 
their comprehension. 

- The lecturer elicits questions to activate the 
students’ background knowledge about a short 
story (narrative) 

- The teacher plays a YouTube clip about a story. 
- The students work in pairs or small groups to 

write their own stories based on the clip given. 
- In groups, the students are instructed to 

brainstorm and develop an outline and turn it into 
a story line. 

- Some students’ work is presented on the purpose 
of feedback, confirmation, and reinforcement. 

- The lecturer gives examples of how to describe a 
scene and a character vividly. 

- The students in pairs or small groups are asked to 
pick scenes and characters of their planned short 
story and describe them vividly. 

- Each group writes the first draft of their short 
story.  

- They have to edit and revise collaboratively after 
class via Google Docs / Edmodo.  

- A narrative text 
- An unfinished short 

story 
- 2 short stories 
- A sample of story 

line 
- A YouTube video 

clip about a story 
- A sample of list of 

words about scene 
and characters and 
its description 

- Language focus-
exercises 

 

- Exploration 
- Modeling and 

reinforcement 
- Collaborative 

writing activities 
in class and via 
Google 
Docs/Edmodo. 

 

- Writing 
assignments 
(Joint texts) 

 

3,5,6, 
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- A couple of students are voluntarily to present 
their group work, the rest give comments for 
revision. 

- Each group is instructed to revise their drafts. 
- The groups are asked to write their final drafts 

and work collaboratively via Google 
Docs/Edmodo after class for revision. 

- Each group submits their final short stories. 
 

IV - 
V 

The students are able to 
write explanantion texts 

- The lecturer asks the students to mention an 
example of a common natural phenomenon 
happening in their life 

- The students are required to shares their ideas and 
experiences about why and how it happens (e.g. 
rain) 

- One of the students is asked to draw a simple 
picture showing the process of why and how rain 
happens and tell the class orally. 

- The students are invited to analyze the structure of 
the oral explanation by their friend, through which 
explanation genre is introduced. 

- The lecturer distributes a written model of an 
explanation text about rain and asks the students to 
understand it and compare it with the oral 
explanation given by their friends. 

- The students take a conclusion about the features 
of an explanation genre. 

- The students nominate a topic to develop 
- The students brainstorm and plan their explanation 

in their groups (pairs/small groups) 
- Each group required searching for related sources 

to support their writing at home and finish the first 

- The social function, 
the generic structure 
& the language 
features of 
explanation  
- Models of 

explanation genres 
(social and natural 
phenomena) 
- Transitions denoting 

cause and effect and 
chronological order 
- Topics of natural and 

social phenomenon 
for explanation texts 
- Pictures and 

YouTube video clips 
showing natural and 
social phenomenon 

 

- Exploration 
- Modeling and 

reinforcement 
- Collaborative 

writing activities 
in class and via 
Google 
Docs/Edmodo. 

 

- Writing 
assignments 
(Joint texts) 

 

3,5,6, 
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draft of their writing collaboratively via Google 
Docs/Edmodo. 

- Two groups are randomly selected to present their 
draft; the rest give comments. 

- The groups revise and edit their writing via 
Google Docs/Edmodo. 

- Each group finishes and submits their work. 
VI – 
VII 

The students are able to 
write analytical exposition 
texts 

- The students read a model of analytical exposition 
about particular issues given by the lecturer. 

- The students analyze the features of the texts in 
pairs. 

- The students share their opinions about the 
features of text. 

-  The students listen to the lecturer’s additional 
explanation to accomplish what they have 
conveyed. 

- The students work in groups (pairs/small groups) 
to make an outline of their analytical exposition on 
the issue of which the resources have been 
gathered. 

- Each group presents their outline and considers 
the comments given by their colleagues and the 
lecturer. 

- The students pay attention to how to write an 
introduction, especially the thesis statement 
modeled by the lecturer. 

- The students write their drafts in their groups and 
use the references they have to support their 
elaboration of arguments. 

- Each group continues their draft revisions after 
class via Google Docs/Edmodo. 

- Topics of debatable 
current issues 
- Examples of 

analytical exposition 
texts 
-  The features of 

exposition in form of 
materials in power 
points 
-  Language- focus 

exercises 
 

- Exploration 
- Modeling and 

reinforcement 
- Collaborative 

writing activities 
in class and via 
Google 
Docs/Edmodo. 

 

- Writing 
assignments 

    (Joint texts) 
 

3,5,6 
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- Each group submits their final drafts. 
- The students draw a conclusion about the meaning 

and the features of analytical exposition. 
 MID-TERM EXAM 
VIII-
X 

The students are able to 
write hortatory exposition 
texts 

- The students read a model of hortatory exposition 
about particular issues given by the lecturer. 

- The students analyze the features of the texts in 
pairs. 

- The students share their opinions about the 
features of text. 

-  The students listen to the lecturer’s additional 
explanation to accomplish what they have 
conveyed. 

- The students work in groups (pairs/small groups) 
to make an outline of their hortatory exposition on 
the issue of which the resources have been 
gathered. 

- Each group presents their outline and considers 
the comments given by their colleagues and the 
lecturer. 

- The students pay attention to how to write an 
introduction, especially the thesis statement 
modeled by the lecturer. 

- The students write their drafts in their groups and 
use the references they have to support their 
elaboration of arguments. 

- Each group continues their draft revisions after 
class via Google Docs/Edmodo. 

- Each group submits their final drafts. 
- The students draw a conclusion about the meaning 

and the features of hortatory exposition. 

- Topics of debatable 
current issues 
- Examples of 

hortatory exposition 
texts 
-  The features of 

exposition in form of 
materials in power 
points 
-  Language- focus 

exercises 
 

- Exploration 
- Modeling and 

reinforcement 
- Collaborative 

writing activities 
in class and via 
Google 
Docs/Edmodo. 

 

- Writing 
assignments 

    (Joint texts) 
 

3,5,6 
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XI - 
XIII 

The students are able to 
write discussion texts 

- The lecturer reviews exposition texts. 
- The lecturer explains the nature of discussion texts 
- The students brainstorm with the lecturer some 

current issues good to be developed into 
discussion/argumentative texts. 

- Select an issue and look at it from several points 
of view. 

- The students and the lecturer decide points of view 
and the main points to be elaborated. 

- The students construct their 
discussion/argumentative in groups (pair/small 
groups). 

- Each group brainstorms and plan their first drafts. 
- Each group continues working on their draft 

revisions via Google Docs/Edmodo after class. 
- A couple of groups presents their drafts, and the 

rest give comments. 
-  Additional explanation and/or is given if 

necessary. 
 

- Two different models 
of 
discussion/argumenta
tive texts. 
- A chart comparing 

the features of a 
discussion and an 
exposition 
- Some selected 

supporting sources 
for an issue selected. 

- Exploration 
- Modeling and 

reinforcement 
- Collaborative 

writing activities in 
class and via 
Google 
Docs/Edmodo. 

 

- Writing 
assignments 
(Joint texts) 

 

1,3,5,6 

XIV - 
XVI 

The students are able to 
write review texts 

- The lecturer invites the students to tell their 
opinions about a selected film 

- The lecturer writes the students’ opinions on the 
board while classifying them into ‘strength’ and 
‘weakness’. 

- The lecturer leads the students to the purpose and 
the features of a review. 

- The lecturer introduces review genre through 
models and discuss them with the students. 

- The students are required to draw their conclusion 
on the purpose, the generic structure, and the 
lexicogrammar features of a review. 

- 3 examples of review 
text 
- 2 short stories or a 

movie to be reviewed 
 

- Exploration 
- Modeling and 

reinforcement 
- Collaborative 

writing activities 
in class and via 
Google 
Docs/Edmodo. 

 

- Writing 
assignments 
(Joint texts) 

 

3,5,6 
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- The students write the first draft of a review text 
about a story and a film together in their groups 
(pairs/small groups); the groups to write a review 
on story and film are determined by the lecturer. 

- Each group continues working on their drafts via 
Google Docs/Edmodo after class. 

- Few groups are asked to present their work, and 
the rest give comments. 

- Modeling and/or language- focus exercises are 
given if necessary. 

- Each group submits their final texts. 
 
C. Assessment Criteria 

The students’ final grade is based on the following components: 
1. Writing assignments (joint texts)  35% 
2. Online writing logs    10% 
3. Midterm test (Individual texts)                20% 
4. Final test (Individual texts)   35% 
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5. Neomy, Storch. 2013. Collaborative writing in L2 classroom. Bristol, UK: Multilingual Matters 
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Appendix 3. Analytic Writing Rubrics 

 
Source: A modified version of Cohen’s (1994) scoring scale 
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Appendix 4. Sample of texts reviewed by other groups (Salam’s class) 

 
1. Task 1 – Narrative Text 
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2. Task 2 – Analytical Text 
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3. Task 3 – Discussion Text 
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Appendix 5. Sample of writing rubric (Salam’s class) 

1. Task 1 – Narrative Text 
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2. Task 3 – Analytical Text 

 
 
 
 
 
 



 294 
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3. Task 5 – Discussion Text 
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Appendix 6. Sample of additional exercises in group peer review (Salam’s class) 
 
1. Task 1 – Narrative Text 
“Writing Toward a Climax’ worksheet 
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 “Don't tell! Show!” worksheet 
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2. Task 2 – Analytical Text 
“Convince Me!” worksheet 
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3. Task 3 – Discussion Text 
“Convince Me!” worksheet 
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Appendix 7. The general description of blended collaborative writing activities in the essay writing course (ING735) 

Week 
Session 1 - Wednesday (Salam) Session 2 - Thursday (Yati) 

Topics Activities 
Feedback 

Topics Activities 
Feedback 

In-class Online In-class Online 
1 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
2 
 
 
 
 

Introductory 
Class 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Narrative 
 
 
 
 

- The teacher greeted the students and 
took their attendance (5’). 

- Before coming to the task, he 
introduced the concept of writing 
genres by PowerPoint Presentation 
(15’). 

- He explained the course syllabus and 
the regulation of the writing 
classrooms (10’). 

- He administered a 70-minute 
individual writing test. The students 
were assigned to write 400-500 word 
argumentative texts, and they chose 
the topics by themselves. This pre-
test aimed to see the students’ pre 
knowledge about essay writing. 
Since they could not complete the 
test, the students were asked to 
submit their writing texts via email 
the next day. 
 
 
 
 
 

- The teacher greeted and called out 
the students’ names to check their 
attendance (5’). 

- He introduced me to the whole class, 
and I started explaining the project, 

Q&A 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Q&A 
 
 
 
 

- 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
- 
 
 
 
 

Explanation  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Explanation 
 
 
 
 

- The teacher greeted the students 
and took their attendance (5’). 

- She explained the course 
syllabus and the regulation of the 
writing classrooms (15’) 

- She talked about the main 
textbooks used during the 
semester and how to get the book 
(10’).  

- She gave an initial presentation 
about the explanation text 
including its communicative 
purpose, features, and examples 
(40’). 

- She displayed an example of 
explanation text and had the 
students point out its features 
(15’). 

- She gave the students some time 
to think of other examples of 
explanation texts and discuss the 
examples with the whole class 
(15’).   
 
 

- The teacher greeted and called 
out the students’ names to check 
their attendance (5’). 

Q&A 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Q&A 
 
 
 
 

- 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
- 
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distributed the plain language 
statement along with the consent 
form. I gave them time to read the 
documents and if they agreed, they 
could sign and return the consent 
forms by the following day (20’).  

- The teacher opened up the lesson by 
asking questions to the students 
about their activities on the weekend, 
and their favorite movies. Only one 
student raised his hand and 
responded to the questions (5’). 

- He gave a presentation about 
narrative texts (10’). 

- He assisted the students to set up 
their own groups, i.e. pairs and triads 
(self-select group) (15’). 

- He distributed a teaching material 
about narrative text after putting 
them into groups. He then asked five 
students from different groups to 
read about an example of narrative 
text (10’). 

- They discussed what they read in 
their groups and created their own 
story orally based on what they 
watched in the movie. They then 
were asked to write the outline and 
later shared it to the class. In the 
mean time, the teacher was circling 
the class in order to help them with 
difficult vocabularies and check the 
students’ work (15’). 

- Group 1 volunteered to share their 
story ‘Frozen’ while the teacher 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

- She revisited last week’s concept 
and asked the students if they 
have any questions (10’). 

- She put the students in groups 
which were already set up in 
Session 1. She explained the task 
and what to do in the class (e.g. 
brainstorming, outlining, and 
drafting) (10’) 

- While the students were working 
on their joint tasks in their own 
groups, she circulated the class 
and check the students’ work and 
responded if any questions from 
the students (70’). 

- In the last 5 minutes, she 
reminded the students to 
continue working on their tasks 
via Google Docs.   
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3 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Narrative  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

wrote the points of the story on the 
whiteboard (10’). 

- The teacher assigned them to create 
their own narrative story, gave the 
task descriptions, and set up Google 
Docs in which they worked on their 
joint texts after class. One student 
listed other class members’ email 
addresses, so the teacher could send 
them Google Docs invitation. 
Despite the fact that the students 
were familiar with Google Docs 
application, he still gave a brief 
explanation what Google Doc was, 
and demonstrated the use of Google 
Docs via the projector. The teacher 
also gave a YouTube link about how 
to use Google Docs in case they 
needed it (20’).  
 

- The teacher greeted and called out 
the students’ names to check their 
attendance (5’). 

- He asked if the students had any 
problems with working via Google 
Docs. He then asked each group to 
present their progress on the 
narrative task (25’). 

- Since the students had not finished 
the work yet, he let them continue 
working face-to-face on the task until 
the class ended. While circulating the 
class to check the students’ work, he 
reminded them to finish the tasks in 
the following week and kept 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Q&A 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
- 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Explanation 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
- The teacher greeted and called 

out the students’ names to check 
their attendance (5’). 

- Since the students had not 
finished the work yet, she had  
them continue working face-to-
face on the task until the class 
ended. She responded when the 
students had any problems with 
the task (95’).  
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Q&A 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
- 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 304 

 
 

 
4 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
Narrative 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

continuing working on the task via 
Google Docs (70’).  
 

- The teacher greeted and called out 
the students’ names to check their 
attendance (5’). 

- He checked with the students if they 
had finished their group tasks, and 
found that few groups did not 
complete their work yet. He then 
gave them extra time to complete 
their work.  While waiting the groups 
to complete their work, he responded 
some questions from other groups  
(35’).  

- Once every group finished their 
work, he distributed a writing 
checklist and rubric for the narrative 
text. He had them swap their group 
work with each other. He then asked 
them to fill out the writing checklist 
and score other groups’ work based 
on the provided rubric. The students 
were also required to give overall 
comments on other groups’ work. To 
do these activities, while most groups 
asked one group member to read it 
out loud and the rest listened, few 
groups took their turn to read the 
text.  When the time was up, many 
groups had not finished their review 
on other groups’ work. The teacher 
asked them to continue it in the 
following week. He also reminded 
the students that there were few 
groups did not really participate in 

 
 
 
All 
responses 
were 
related to 
the content 
and 
organizatio
n of the 
narrative 
text. 
 
During the 
observatio
ns, I also 
found the 
teacher  
encourage-
d their 
students to 
focus on 
the 
grammar 
aspects 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
- 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
Explanation 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

 
- The teacher greeted and called 

out the students’ names to check 
their attendance (5’). 

- Since every group had done their 
joint tasks, she asked a volunteer 
group (Group 7) to present what 
they had written.  Group 7 
presented their work by using a 
Word Doc so they could easily 
revise their work if there were 
any necessary comments or 
revisions from the class. 
Technically, group members in 
Group 7 got an opportunity to 
read out loud one or two 
paragraph of their writing. The 
teacher then invited the class to 
give comments on the presented 
essay. She first focused on the 
introductory paragraph of the 
essay. One student commented 
on the title on the presented 
essay. More students suggested 
alternative titles until the teacher 
agreed with one of the 
alternatives. When the class 
ended, only one paragraph of the 
presented essay had been revised. 
The teacher asked the same 
group to present their own essay 
in the following week (95’). 
 
 

 
 
 
The 
feedback 
focused 
more on the 
sentence 
level 
structure 
and 
vocabulary 
in use. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
- 
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5 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
6 
 
 
 

 
 
 
Narrative 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Analytical 
Exposition 
 
 

the group work via Google Docs 
(60’). 
 

- The teacher greeted and called out 
the students’ names to check their 
attendance (5’). 

- The students continued working on 
reviewing each other’s group work 
(30’). 

- The teacher checked with the 
students if they had done their tasks 
to review other groups’ essays. He 
then distributed handouts for the 
students to practice how to write a 
‘showing’ statement. It was called 
“Don't Tell. Show!” exercise. In the 
handout, there was a list of telling 
statements and the students were 
required to change the sentences into 
showing statements. Once they 
finished doing the exercise, the 
students were asked to change any 
telling statements in their texts into 
showing statements. The point of the 
exercise was to help the students 
express their ideas and develop them 
into their narrative texts. Before the 
class dismissed, the teacher reminded 
the students to revise their work 
based on other groups’ comments 
(65’).  

 
- The teacher greeted and called out 

the students’ names to check their 
attendance (5’). 

 
 
 
The 
feedback 
focused 
more on 
the content 
of the 
narrative 
texts. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Q&A 
 
 
 

 
 
 
- 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
- 
 
 
 

 
 
 
Explanation 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Explanation 
 
 
 

 
 

 
- The class was 15 minutes late. 
- The teacher greeted and called 

out the students’ names to check 
their attendance (5’). 

- She invited Group 7 to come 
forward and displayed their 
essay. The class continued giving 
comments on Group 7’s essay. 
Once Group 7 finished 
presenting their essay, the next 
group was Group 1. As usual, the 
group members took their turns 
to read out loud their essay. The 
teacher then invited the class to 
give comments on the displayed 
essay. The same students 
participated actively in the class 
discussion. Most students were 
busy with their work or just 
chatting with their group 
members (80’). 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

- The class was 20 minutes late. 
- The teacher greeted and called 

out the students’ names to check 
their attendance (5’). 

 
 
 
The 
feedback 
focused 
more on the 
sentence 
level 
structure, 
vocabulary 
in use, and 
mechanics. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The 
feedback 
focused 
more on the 

 
 
 
- 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
- 
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7 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Analytical 
Exposition 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

- He had each group submit their 
revised narrative texts. 

- He gave an initial presentation about 
an analytical exposition text. While 
presenting, he invited the students to 
discuss several debatable topics and 
asked their opinions about the topics. 
He also provided a sample of an 
analytical exposition text and showed 
the features of the text (35’). 

- He then put the students in theirs 
groups, and asked them to brainstorm 
and plan their essays in the class. 
Once the class ended, he reminded 
the students to work on their tasks 
via Google Docs (60’). 
 

- The teacher greeted and called out 
the students’ names to check their 
attendance (5’). 

- He asked every group about their 
progress briefly. Each group 
representative talked about what they 
had done and what they found 
difficult (20’). 

- Then he showed a slide with a text 
and asked one student to read it 
aloud. After that, he invited everyone 
to give comments about the text and 
looked for the features of the text 
(15’). 

- He asked the students to sit in their 
groups and continue working on their 
essay writing. While circulating the 
class, he responded to some 
questions from the students related to 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The 
feedback 
focused 
more on 
the content 
and the 
organizati-
on of the 
analytical 
exposition 
text. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
- 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Hortatory 
Exposition 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

- She invited Group 9 to come 
forward and displayed their 
essay. The same routines were 
done, e.g. reading out loud and 
commenting on the displayed 
essay until the class ended (75’). 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
- The class was 15 minutes late. 
- The teacher greeted and called 

out the students’ names to check 
their attendance (5’). 

- She asked the students to open a 
writing textbook and started her 
lecture about hortatory 
exposition texts. Once in a while, 
she wrote some points regarding 
the characteristics of the text, and 
how the hortatory exposition 
differed from the analytical one 
(30’).  

- She then asked them to sit on 
their groups and begin working 
on their essays: brainstorming 
and planning (50’).  
 
 

sentence 
level 
structure, 
vocabulary 
in use, and 
mechanics. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Q&A 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
- 
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8 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
9 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 

10 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
Analytical 
Exposition 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Analytical 
Exposition 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Analytical 
Exposition 
 
 
 

the contents and organization of their 
texts. Once the class ended, he 
reminded the students to be more 
active in their participation via 
Google Docs (60’).  
 

- The teacher greeted and called out 
the students’ names to check their 
attendance (5’). 

- He checked with the students if they 
had finished their work and found 
out most groups had not completed 
their writing yet. He let them 
continue working on their joint tasks 
(95’). 

 
- The teacher greeted and called out 

the students’ names to check their 
attendance (5’). 

- He checked with the students if they 
had finished their work and found 
out most groups still had not 
completed their writing yet. He let 
them continue working on their joint 
tasks. Before the class dismissed, he 
reminded the students to finish their 
drafts in the following week  (95’). 
 
 
 

 
- The teacher greeted and called out 

the students’ names to check their 
attendance (5’). 

- He distributed a writing checklist and 
a rubric for the analytical text. He 

 
 
 
 
 
 
Q&A 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Q&A 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The 
feedback 
focused 
more on 
the content 

 
 
 
 
 
 
- 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
- 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
- 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
Hortatory 
Exposition 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Hortatory 
Exposition 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Hortatory 
Exposition 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 

 
 

- The class was 15 minutes late. 
- The teacher greeted and called 

out the students’ names to check 
their attendance (5’). 

- She had them continue working 
on their joint essays. She 
reminded them to finish their 
work by the following week  
(80’).  

 
- The class was 10 minutes late. 
- The teacher greeted and called 

out the students’ names to check 
their attendance (5’). 

- She picked Group 4 to present 
their essay. The same routines 
were done, e.g. reading out loud 
and commenting on the 
displayed essay until the class 
ended. By the time the class 
dismissed, only two paragraphs 
were discussed. The rest was 
continued in the following week 
(80’) 
 

- The class was 10 minutes late. 
- The teacher greeted and called 

out the students’ names to check 
their attendance (5’). 

 
 
 
 
 
 
Q&A 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The 
feedback 
focused 
more on the 
sentence 
level 
structure, 
vocabulary 
in use, and 
mechanics. 
 
 
 
 
 
The 
feedback 
focused 
more on the 
sentence 

 
 
 
 
 
 
- 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
- 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
- 
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11 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Analytical 
Exposition 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

had them swap their group work with 
each other. The rule was slightly 
different with the review activity for 
the narrative text. For the analytical 
exposition text, each group member 
needed to write their evaluation of 
the essay based on the given 
checklist, score the essay and give 
overall comments on the essay. 
Although this was an individual 
activity, but they were still allowed 
to discussed within their groups. 
When the class ended, most of the 
students had not finished their work, 
and would be continued in the 
following week (95’).  
 

- The teacher greeted and called out 
the students’ names to check their 
attendance (5’). 

- He introduced a website to check 
grammar and spelling online – 
www.paperrater.com. He 
demonstrated how to use it to the 
class (20’). 

- He had them swap their group work 
with each other, and let them 
continue reviewing the other groups’ 
essays. While circulating the class, 
he responded to some questions from 
the students related to the content 
and organization of the text. Once 
everyone finished with their review 
and gave the evaluation to the group 
whose essays they evaluated, he 
reminded each group to revise their 

and the 
organizati-
on of the 
analytical 
exposition 
text. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The 
feedback 
focused 
more on 
the content 
and the 
organizati-
on of the 
analytical 
exposition 
text. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
- 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Hortatory 
Exposition 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

- She asked Group 4 to continue 
presenting their essay and invited 
the whole class to give comments 
on the displayed essay. They 
focused on the next paragraphs 
that were not yet discussed (85’).  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

 
- The class was 10 minutes late. 
- The teacher greeted and called 

out the students’ names to check 
their attendance (5’). 

- She asked Group 6 to present 
their essay and invited the whole 
class to give comments on the 
displayed essay until the class 
ended. There were still more 
paragraphs left, and would be 
reviewed in the following week 
(85’). 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

level 
structure, 
vocabulary 
in use, and 
mechanics. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The 
feedback 
focused 
more on the 
sentence 
level 
structure, 
vocabulary 
in use, and 
mechanics. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
- 
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12 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

13 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
Discussion  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Discussion 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

essays based on the evaluation from 
their peers if necessary (75’).  
 

- The teacher greeted and called out 
the students’ names to check their 
attendance (5’). 

- He had each group submit their 
revised analytical exposition texts. 

- He gave an initial presentation about 
a discussion text. He asked the 
students what he knew about the 
discussion text and how it differed 
from the analytical exposition text. 
The characteristics of the discussion 
were presented. He then gave three 
issues and had the students think of 
the arguments for and against each 
issue. A sample of the discussion text 
was also displayed and discussed 
with the class (35’). 

- He then put the students in theirs 
groups, and asked them to brainstorm 
and plan their essays in the class. 
Once the class ended, he reminded 
the students to work on their tasks 
via Google Docs (60’). 
 

- The teacher greeted and called out 
the students’ names to check their 
attendance (5’). 

- He asked every group about their 
progress briefly. Each group 
representative talked about what they 
had done and what they found 
difficult (20’). 

 
 
 
Q&A 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The 
feedback 
focused 
more on 
the content 
and the 
organizati-
on of the 
analytical 

 
 
 
- 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
- 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
Hortatory 
Exposition 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Review  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

 
- The class was 20 minutes late. 
- The teacher greeted and called 

out the students’ names to check 
their attendance (5’). 

- She asked Group 6 to continue 
presenting their essay and invited 
the whole class to give comments 
on the displayed essay. They 
focused on the next paragraphs 
that were not yet discussed (75’). 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

- The class was 20 minutes late. 
- The teacher greeted and called 

out the students’ names to check 
their attendance (5’). 

- She asked the students to open a 
writing textbook and started her 
lecture about a review text. She 
displayed an example of the 
review text along with its 

 
 
 
The 
feedback 
focused 
more on the 
sentence 
level 
structure, 
vocabulary 
in use, and 
mechanics. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Q&A 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
- 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
- 
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14 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 

15 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Discussion 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Discussion 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

- He asked the students to sit in their 
groups and continue working on their 
essay writing. While circulating the 
class, he responded to some 
questions from the students related to 
the contents and organization of their 
texts (75’). 
 
 
 
 
 
 

- The class was 10 minutes late. 
- The teacher greeted and called out 

the students’ names to check their 
attendance (5’). 

- He checked with the students if they 
had finished their work and found 
out most groups still had not 
completed their writing yet. He let 
them continue working on their joint 
tasks. Before the class dismissed, he 
reminded the students to finish their 
drafts in the following week (85’)   
 

- The teacher greeted and called out 
the students’ names to check their 
attendance (5’). 

- He distributed a writing checklist and 
a rubric for the discussion text. He 
had them swap their group work with 
each other. The rule was similar to 
the review activity for the analytical 
exposition text. That is, each group 
member needed to write their 

exposition 
text. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Q&A 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The 
feedback 
focused 
more on 
the content 
and the 
organizati-
on of the 
analytical 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
- 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
- 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Review 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Review 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

elements. She then invited the 
students to think of their favorite 
novels or movies. Several 
students volunteered to tell the 
class their favorite novels and 
movies and explained what they 
liked from these novels and 
movies (50’).  

- She then asked them to sit on 
their groups and begin working 
on their essays: brainstorming 
and planning (25’). 
 

- The class was 10 minutes late. 
- The teacher greeted and called 

out the students’ names to check 
their attendance (5’). 

- She had them continue working 
on their joint essays. She 
reminded them to finish their 
work by the following week 
(85’). 
 
 
 

 
- The class was 15 minutes late. 
- The teacher greeted and called 

out the students’ names to check 
their attendance (5’). 

- She picked Group 10 to present 
their essay. The same routines 
were done, e.g. reading out loud 
and commenting on the 
displayed essay until the class 
ended (80’). 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Q&A 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The 
feedback 
focused 
more on the 
sentence 
level 
structure, 
vocabulary 
in use, 
mechanics, 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
- 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
- 
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16 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Discussion 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

evaluation of the essay based on the 
given checklist, score the essay and 
give overall comments on the essay. 
Although this was an individual 
activity, but they were still allowed 
to discussed within their groups. 
When the class ended, most of the 
students had not finished their work, 
and would be continued in the 
following week (95’). 
 

- The teacher greeted and called out 
the students’ names to check their 
attendance (5’). 

- He had them swap their group work 
with each other, and let them 
continue reviewing the other groups’ 
essays. While circulating the class, 
he responded to some questions from 
the students related to the content 
and organization of the text. Once 
everyone finished with their review 
and gave the evaluation to the group 
whose essays they evaluated, he 
reminded each group to revise their 
essays based on the evaluation from 
their peers if necessary (50’). 

- Since this meeting was the last one, 
he explained the final task for the 
essay writing course. He required the 
students to pick either the analytical 
exposition text or the discussion text 
to be their final individual tasks. He 
finally let the students start thinking 
of what text type and topic they 

exposition 
text. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The 
feedback 
focused 
more on 
the content 
and the 
organizati-
on of the 
analytical 
exposition 
text. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
- 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Review 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
- The class was 10 minutes late. 
- The teacher greeted and called 

out the students’ names to check 
their attendance (5’). 

- She picked Group 11 to present 
their essay. The same routines 
were done, e.g. reading out loud 
and commenting on the 
displayed essay until the class 
ended. At the end of the class, 
she asked the students which text 
type would be their final 
individual task. All the students 
agreed to write the review text to 
be their final individual tasks. 
She then explained the task 
description and the deadline for 
the task (85’). 

and the 
content. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The 
feedback 
focused 
more on the 
sentence 
level 
structure, 
vocabulary 
in use, 
mechanics, 
and the 
content. 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
- 
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would write for the final individual 
tasks (45’) 
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Appendix 8. Interview Questions 
 
A. Questions for student informants 
 

I. Background information 

1. How long have you been learning English? 

2. How do you see yourself in English writing? 

3. Have you been writing in groups before? If yes, did you work in-class (FTF) or 

online? If it’s online, what application did you use? 

4. What do you know about blended learning? 

II. Perception about blended CW tasks 

1. How did you find blended CW tasks in your group? 

2. Did you really think these blended CW tasks helped you in your writing skills 

and L2 development? If yes, to what extent? If no, why not? 

3. What are your views about your group interactions? Did you enjoy it? Why or 

why not? 

4. What factors can you think that influenced how you and your groups interacted 

in blended CW activities? 

5. Did you engage in discussion to complete blended tasks? In class or via online? 

6. How did you think the way your group negotiated and engaged with each 

blended CW task? 

7. Which one did you find more enjoyable in blended CW process, discussing in 

FTF or via online? Or both? 

8. Do you think blended approach is suitable for completing each task 

collaboratively? 

9. Overall, what is your impression about blended CW tasks? 

III. Experiences in blended CW tasks 

1. How did you did you do your CW tasks in blended settings? Did you have any 

approach or strategy to do that in your group? 

2. Did you work collaboratively for the entire writing process? Or did you share 

the tasks? Explain your answer.  

3. Did all group members in your group contributed to each task? 

4. After participating in blended CW tasks, can you share your experience of how 

these tasks helped you to improve: 

a. your L2? 
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b. your writing skills? 

5. Did you provide feedback in blended CW tasks? What kind of feedback? Did 

you provide feedback in-class or via online? 

6. When you provided feedback, did you focus on language use or content? Or 

both? 

IV. Challenges or opportunities in blended CW tasks 

1. What problems did you overcome in blended CW tasks? How did you deal with 

them?  

2. What did you do if your group did not reach consensus on any writing issues or 

the final texts? 

3. What do you think of the benefits from blended CW tasks compared to 

individual writing tasks? 

4. Do you have any recommendation for more effective blended CW tasks? 

  
B. Questions for teacher informants 
 

I. Background information 

1. How long have you been teaching English? What about teaching writing? 

2. Have you been using collaborative writing activities before? If yes, did you 

work in-class (FTF) or online? If it’s online, what application did you use? 

3. What do you know about blended learning? 

II. Perception about blended CW tasks 

1. How did you find blended CW tasks in teaching writing? 

2. Did you really think these blended CW tasks helped your students in their 

writing skills and L2 development? If yes, to what extent? If no, why not? 

3. What are your views about your students’ group interactions?  

4. What factors can you think that influenced how they interacted in blended CW 

activities? 

5. How did you think the way they negotiated in groups and engaged with each 

blended CW task? 

6. Do you think blended approach was suitable for completing each task 

collaboratively? 

7. Overall, what is your impression about blended CW tasks? 
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4. Experiences in blended CW tasks 

1. How did you manage your students to work on CW tasks in blended settings? 

Did you have any approach or strategy to do that? 

2. Do you think they worked collaboratively for the entire writing process?  

3. Did all group members in your class contributed to each task? 

4. Did you provide feedback in blended CW tasks? What kind of feedback? Did 

you provide feedback in-class or via online? 

5. When you provided feedback, did you focus on language use or content? Or 

both? 

6. Challenges or opportunities in blended CW tasks 

1. What problems did you overcome in implementing blended CW tasks? How did 

you deal with them?  

2. What do you think of the benefits from blended CW tasks compared to 

individual writing tasks? 

3. Do you have any recommendation for more effective blended CW tasks for 

your future classes? 
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Appendix 9. Transcription conventions  

 
The transcription conventions were adapted from Storch (2002), Marková, Linell, 
Grossen, and Orvig (2007), and  Jenks (2011) 
 

Symbols Features 
(.) 
(1.1) 
? 
! 
CAPITAL 
[  ] 
<   > 
(  ) 
((  )) 
“   ” 
Wor- 
w-o-r-d 
(xxx) 
à  
 
= 
word 

A micro-pause, or short untimed pause 
A timed pause in seconds and tenths of seconds 
Rising intonation at the end of words/phrases 
A sharp rise at the end of words/phrases 
Emphasis or words spoken in a loud volume 
Simultaneous (overlapping) talk by two or more speakers 
Translations of words/phrases 
Non-verbal sounds or approximation of what is heard (e.g. laugh) 
Analyst notes/comments 
Speakers are reading given texts (e.g. task instructions) 
Cut off or unfinished utterances 
Speakers are spelling out a word 
Speech that cannot be deciphered 
The beginning of analytical focus (e.g. beginning of a language related 
episode) 
Contiguous utterances or continuation of the same turn 
Utterances in Indonesian language are written in italics. 
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Appendix 10. Proportion of Students’ perceptions of blended collaborative writing  

 
Group Learning Gains 

 
 

Group 
interaction 

Challenges  Individual 
preferences 

1 2 3 4 1 2 3 1 2 3 1 2 
P1 
 
       Group 1 
Rintan  
Nadia 
Titis 
 
P2 
 
      Group 4 
Atikah 
Pipin 
 
      Group 6 
Prabowo  
Rizkya 
 
      Group 7 
Ridho 
Yogi 
 
P3 
 
      Group 3  
Rahmi 
Ramita 
Risa 
 
      Group 8  
Febrina 
Khairul 
Ummul 
 
      Group 11 
Israul  
Peragita  
Radha 
 
P4 
 
       Group 5 
Iva  
Lini  
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Regina 
 
       Group 9 
Rezi 
Rizkyd 
Stephanie 
 
      Group 10 
Rozi 
Rifa  
Rukmala 

Y 
 
 
N 
Y 
Y 
 
 
N 
N 
Y 

N 
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Y 
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Y 
N 
Y 
 
 
N 
N 
N 

Y 
 
 
Y 
Y 
Y 
 
 
N 
N 
Y 

Total 20 17 18 18 15 20 13 26 19 17 12 14 
Percentage 68% 59% 76% 48% 

 
Note:  P1: Collaborative pattern in both modes 
           P2: Facilitative/cooperative (FTF) – Cooperative (Online) 
           P3: Facilitative/cooperative/cooperative (FTF) – Cooperative (Online) 
           P4: Facilitative/cooperative/cooperative (FTF) – Active/Passive/Passive (Online) 
 
Theme 1: Learning Gains (68%) à 1. Idea generation (74%) 
                         2. Topic and content development (63%) 
                                               3. Grammar (67%) 
                                    4. Vocabulary (67%) 
 
Theme 2: Group Interaction (59%) à 1. Promoting assistance (56%) 
                                                              2. Sharing resources (74%) 
                  3. Teamwork (48%) 
 
Theme 3: Challenges (76%)    à 1. Internet Connectivity (96%) 
            2. Time Management (70%) 
            3. Receiving and/or Providing feedback (63%) 
 
Theme 4: Individual Preferences (48%) à 1. a. Group Writing 44% 
       b. Individual Writing 56% 
                            2. a. Blended mode 52% 
       b. FTF mode 48% 
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Appendix 11. Proportion of factors influencing the blended collaborative writing 

 
          Category 
 
 
Group 

Facilitating Factors Hindering Factors 

1 2 1 2 

P1 
 
       Group 1 
Rintan  
Nadia 
Titis 
 
P2 
 
      Group 4 
Atikah 
Pipin 
 
      Group 6 
Prabowo  
Rizkya 
 
      Group 7 
Ridho 
Yogi 
 
P3 
 
      Group 3  
Rahmi 
Ramita 
Risa 
 
      Group 8  
Febrina 
Khairul 
Ummul 
 
      Group 11 
Israul  
Peragita  
Radha 
 
P4 
 
       Group 5 
Iva  
Lini  

 
 
 
No 
Yes 
No 
 
 
 
 
Yes 
Yes 
 
 
Yes 
Yes 
 
 
Yes 
Yes 
 
 
 
 
Yes 
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N/A 
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Yes 
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Yes 
 
 
 
 
N/A 
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Yes 
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N/A 
 
 
 
 
N/A 
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Yes 
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Regina 
 
       Group 9 
Rezi 
Rizkyd 
Stephanie 
 
      Group 10 
Rozi 
Rifa  
Rukmala 

Yes 
 
 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
 
 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
 

Yes 
 
 
Yes 
Yes 
No 
 
 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 

Yes 
 
 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
 
 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
 

Yes 
 
 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
 
 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
 

Total 24 19 26 23 
Percentage 89% 70% 96% 85% 

 
Note:  Pattern 1 (P1) : Collaborative pattern in both modes 
           Pattern 2 (P2) : Facilitative/cooperative (FTF) – Cooperative (Online) 
           Pattern 3 (P3) : Facilitative/cooperative/cooperative (FTF) – Cooperative   
                                    (Online) 
           Pattern 4 (P4) : Facilitative/cooperative/cooperative (FTF) –  

Active/Passive/Passive (Online) 
 
Category 1: Facilitating Factors – 1. Use of L1s (89%) including Minang and  
                                                           Indonesian languages 
           2. Positive Affect (70%) including commitment, trust,  
                                                           understanding, respect, encouragement, and  

           acknowledgement 
 
Category 2: Hindering Factors – 1. Accessibility (96%) including Internet connection,  
                                                         censorship, and computers 
        2. Teacher Feedback (85%) including timely feedback,  
                                                         written, personalised, detailed 
          
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 


