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1 Introduction

By the time this thesis is finished, we are already moving into the second decade
of the new millennium. The last 10 years were characterised by many advances in
technology and related fields. The amazing progress in Internet and Web
technology has led to a change in the people’s behaviour in the respective media
forms. Being and working ‘online’ has become a normalised activity in everyday
life. Around the turn of the millennium, however, having access to the Internet was
still something special, and since modem connections were slow, surfing the Web
was quite a time-consuming and also relatively cost-intensive matter. Therefore,
the first steps of the average user in the World Wide Web were limited to
information retrieval purposes. People who had the necessary technical skills to
actually contribute to the information landscape were comparatively scarce, but in
a quite powerful position, since they were able to spread content. Thus, in the
early days of the Web, the productive activities of the normal user were confined to
chatting and leaving comments on website guest books and probably on bulletin
boards, but first and foremost, the average Web user was a reader of information

provided by more or less authoritative websites.

Around the year 2004 it was officially recognised that the Web was in a phase of
change and upheaval. In its shift towards the 2.0 phase’ it moved away from
providing information to offering services for self-expression and promotion.
Emerging applications like weblogs, wikis, Facebook, Youtube or Twitter began to
provide frames for content production and authoring. Being users in this Web 2.0
era enables people to become authors for a large Web audience. This is why the
Web is claimed to have moved into the period of the so-called Read/Write Web,
constituting a massive increase in (user-generated) content. Although the various
Web 2.0 applications differ in their focus, popularity and pervasiveness, they share
common functions, which afford communication, interaction, co-operation and
negotiation. Thereby, the Web does not only link people to content and
knowledge, but also enables the establishment of connections with other people.
As a result, the Web, as it appears in its ‘2.0 phase’, is often also labelled as the
‘Social Web'.



The advances in Web technologies have assigned special importance to written
communication and composition abilities. This is why the NCTE (2009: 4) sees
“good writing as the quintessential 21°' century skill”. However, the basic concepts
of writing have already begun to change with its appearance on the computer
screen and even developed further within the digital environment of the Web 2.0.
Due to its multimodal and increasingly image-oriented setup, the medium of the
Web calls for new ways of composing, being based on an integration of various
modes of meaning-making (i.e. writing, image, speech etc.) in a parallel manner.
Language and skill-based models of composition are increasingly challenged, for
new technologies necessitate an orientation towards a more semiotic
understanding of meaning-making, based on the principles of ‘Design’ (New
London Group 2003). This also involves the identification of new or multiple
‘literacies’, which integrate the mastery of meaningful and effective production as
well as of critical consumption and processing of information in new technological

environments.

Since one of the primary aims of schooling has always been to make people
literate and, therefore, to prepare them as active and self-determined members of
society, it is of major importance that an identification of new literacies goes hand
in hand with educational change. New technologies like the Web 2.0 have a range
of implications for the foreign language classroom, and as the Web is a medium
that is primarily constituted by digital graphic meaning representation, changes
should become most apparent in the space which traditionally was assigned to the
teaching of writing. After all, writing has not only gained new relevance, it has also
undergone a profound change in its social utilisation as well as in its constitutional
elements, organisation and appearance in the new medium of the Web. Written
communication and composition work differently from how they did 10-15 years
ago, and the (foreign) language classrooms are the places, where those changes

should be addressed, if teaching wants to stay relevant.

Being an active and enthusiastic user of Web technologies, | have been interested
in and fascinated by the social and creative dynamics of the emerging
environments of the Web 2.0 since its beginnings. However, during my time at
grammar school, as well as at university, technology did not constitute an integral

part of educational reality. In fact, although the Web has already evolved into a



major influence on my generation’s behaviour in researching, knowledge retrieval
and production, text composition as well as in the establishment of social contacts,
all of that was clearly separated from the educational sphere. The Internet was
mostly identified as something potentially negative and often contrasted with the
academic field. Working with information from the Web, which does not stem from
explicitly academic websites or scholarly online journals and databases, still
seems to be stigmatised, regardless of its relevance and usefulness. Therefore,
while writing e-mails, putting handouts onto e-learning platforms, and jazzing up
power point presentations with pictures from the Web have become normalised
activities, the new writing genres and communicational practices on the Web 2.0
have not raised special interest of the many of the language classrooms at school

and linguistic research strands at university.

As atechnophile teacher student of English, this long gave me the feeling that new
technologies are something which should rather be confined to the private,
informal sphere and can or should be ignored in EFL academics and education.
However, in summer 2009 a guest seminar with Dr. Norbert Pachler introduced
me to the fascinating world of research on new technologies and foreign language
teaching. During this course | realised the opportunity to combine my interest in
new media and digital environments with the knowledge on EFL teaching and
learning | acquired throughout my studies. The fact that the ‘real’ world digital
literacies and the conventional educational literacy concepts still largely remain
separated, for me became most obvious in the sphere of written communication
and composition. While educational institutions still adhere to teaching concepts
designed for the rigid language-based structure of the typical academic writing
genres, the multimodal and parallel meaning-construction on weblogs, which
constitute the most popular Web writing genre, does not fit into traditional
structures and is, therefore, largely ignored. This is why this thesis focuses on the

teaching of writing in its relation to Web 2.0 applications and environments.

In order to discuss these issues, the thesis will start out with an overview of how
writing was traditionally seen (i.e. in its relation to other skills and the concept of
literacy) and will then compare and contrast that to the findings of new and multi-
literacies studies by Gunther Kress and the New London Group. Chapter 2 will

continue with giving a short overview of existing writing research and various



viewpoints of how writing is learned, together with the respective approaches to
teaching. It will put special consideration on an EFL (English as a foreign
language) perspective. As an opening to the new technology context it also
contains a short discussion of Connectivism, which presents itself as a learning

theory for the digital age, and, therefore, also could be influential for EFL teaching.

Chapter 3 will provide a brief summary of the roles that new technologies
assume/d in the teaching of foreign languages. It will pay special attention to the
characteristics, potentials and affordances that new technologies are claimed to
possess, and to the implications for writing that were constituted already by the
first encounters with the computer. In chapter 4 the roles that new technologies
and the concept of writing assume in the Common European Framework of
Reference (CEFR) and the Austrian Curriculum for Modern Foreign Languages
will be presented and discussed also in relation to the findings and theories

provided by the new literacies studies.

Chapter 5 will be concerned with a definition of the Web 2.0 and a discussion of its
characteristics, potentials and affordances for educational uses. It will elaborate in
more detail on the characteristics of weblogs, microblogging services, wikis, and
real-time collaborative document editors, and their employment in educational
settings. Furthermore, it will introduce the genre of Digital Storytelling in its broader
sense as Web 2.0 Storytelling and its narrower sense as a specific kind of
narrative technique within the new media. Chapter 6 will then go on with a
discussion of how new literacies can be defined in Web 2.0 settings, by paying
attention to the factors that constitute a new environment for writing, as well as the
new writing practices that are developed in the paradigm shift. Finally, it will
elaborate on the implications of those changes for teaching in an EFL setting, and

on necessary pedagogical adaptations of the current teaching concepts.

Finally, after a short discussion of existing CALL and ICT resource evaluation
methods, chapter 7 will establish a list of evaluation criteria for the teaching of
‘writing 2.0’. This aims at presenting a broad guideline for determining the
relevance and usefulness of different applications for teaching EFL writing in the
digital age. These evaluation criteria will then be applied to a predictive evaluation
and comparison of the application of weblogs and wikis as tools for the

establishment of a ‘writing 2.0’ competence.
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2 Writing Theories

2.1 Defining ‘Writing’
Although in general knowledge, and especially in traditional educational settings, it
seems to be quite clear what the term ‘writing’ means, there are actually many
different definitions around, depending on the context in which the term occurs.
The Oxford Dictionary of English (2005), for example, defines four basic meanings
of the term:

- the activity or skill of writing

- asequence of letters, words, or symbols marked on a surface

- the activity or occupation of composing text for publication
- written work, especially with regard to its style or quality

The World Encylopedia (2008) describes writing as a
[plrocess or result of making a visual record for the purpose of

communication by using symbols to represent the sounds or words of
a language.

It also specifies that there are different writing systems which fall into different
categories, which are:

ideographic (using signs or symbols that represent concepts or ideas
directly rather than the sound of words for them); pictographic (in
which a picture or sign represents the meaning of a word or phrase);
syllabic (in which signs represent groups of consonants and vowels);
and alphabetic (in which symbols stand for individual speech sounds
or certain combinations of sounds)

Finally, the Dictionary of World History (2000) portrays writing in its relation to
society as
a system of inscribed signs replacing or recording spoken language.
Various writing systems worldwide have developed independently.
Writing is closely associated with the appearance of civilization, since
in simple societies speech and memory were sufficient and there was

no need for writing. It was essential, however, for the administration
on which civilized states depend.

These different definitions illustrate that writing is quite a broad and multi-facetted

concept, which is influenced by historical as well as cultural aspects. Writing does

not carry the same values and expectations in every society, and its significance

as well as its organisation has changed over time. In their article History of

Reflection, Theory and Research on Writing Paul Prior and Karen Lunsford (2008:
5



82) provide a relatively broad definition of writing, which stresses five basic

meanings of the term:
Writing can signify an artefact, an individual capacity to act, a
situated activity, a technology, or a mode of social organization.
Writing thus might refer to the inscriptions carved into stone or
scratched onto paper; the capacity of a professional novelist or
novice student to write texts; exchanges among developers,
managers, marketers, and end-users as they compose an instruction

manual; the use of print technologies; or the evolving system of
genres through which an academic community organizes its work.

Together with the other definitions, this description of writing nicely demonstrates
that ‘writing’ does not only refer to the formation of sentences and texts by
stringing letters and punctuation marks together. This means that the concept
moves away from seeing writing from a purely language-based point of view. By
subsequently arguing that even the old inscriptions mix different modes e.g. visual
and tactile, Prior and Lunsford (2008: 82) also make reference to the multimodal
character of writing. They acknowledge that in today’s age of technology this has
been accelerated and expanded by electronic texts, which now can be visually and

acoustically animated, resulting in a more film-like than frame-like experience.

This already points towards the major change that writing is experiencing within
the rise of new media and technologies. Today other kinds of technologies and
environments are used for producing written texts. Apart from writing with pen and
paper and typewriters, people need to be able to create electronic texts, which
mostly, already by their nature, comprise more than just the creation of strings of
letters. Electronic texts and the new dominant medium of the screen, do not only
stress matters of design by facilitating the inclusion of multimedia objects, they
often also require the handling of knowledge connection and organisation by the

integration of hypertext and hypermedia.

With regard to the changes of writing environments, the Dictionary of World

History mentions the aspect that

[tlhe history of writing has been influenced by technological
developments, such as the invention of paper and printing, and by
increased literacy due to the expansion of formal education.

Technological developments have, therefore, always had an influence on writing

practices. While the production of electronic written texts with the help of word

6



processors already turned some of the traditional concepts of the writing process
upside down by the easy editing options and the included spell checkers, the rise
of the Internet and the medium of the World Wide Web have again been unsettling
the concept of writing within a change of communication in general. Due to its rise
as an important (mass) medium for communication, it has not only changed how
people communicate, but also how people think. Since the Web is a medium
dominated by written communication, it has also shaped what people expect from
writing. Many people, however, see these ongoing changes as a threat to culture
and tradition. Especially in educational and academic settings the societal and
economical paradigm shift is viewed very critically and new technologies and their

implications are, therefore, often ignored within the classroom walls.

As Norbert Pachler (2007: 202) points out in the book chapter on Technological
Advances and Educational Change, traditional educational structures are
increasingly challenged by technological advances. This should also be reflected
by the respective curricula. However, although we are moving towards an
information society and knowledge economy, there has not been a substantial
modification of schooling and education practices since the industrial age, which
gave birth to the main concept of information transmission by the teacher and the
corresponding retaining and reproduction of the received information by students.
Although the value of this concept has already been questioned, it is still often
taken as a granted approach to teaching and learning. Unfortunately, by its nature
this traditional approach is not able to recognise the implications of technological
changes in society. However, as an instructor of a technology and media based
writing course, Barbara Vance (2010) phrases very well why it is important to see
these implications for education:

Teachers cannot ignore this communication shift. [...] Writing and

reading online is different than performing those same tasks on

paper. We communicate differently on the Internet, and as more and

more people read from their phones and portable e-readers, our
understanding of communication will change further still.

To become more concrete, the following discusses Gunther Kress (2006: 19-20),
who argues that technology has moved writing into completely new environments,

since the medium and the mode of writing are always closely interconnected. For
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a long time in history, the book and the page have served as media of
dissemination for writing. This, of course, influenced the appearance and the
conceptual shape of writing, its structure and organisation from sentences to
paragraphs to chapters. At the same time, this logic of the mode of writing
influenced the shape and the organisation of books and pages. The relationship
between the mode and the medium, therefore, can be described as reciprocal.
Now that the screen has emerged as a medium for dissemination, Kress (2004,
2006, 2010a, 2010b) points out that it in contrast to the book, which is shaped by
the logic of writing, the screen is shaped by the logic of images, which have gained
special importance in the new media age. Writing and image are different in their
logic of sequence, since writing traditionally was seen as linear/spatial, based on
the assumption of temporality and sequence in time, which relies on the temporal
logic of speech. Images, on the other hand, constitute a spatial, simultaneous

logic, since all the elements are present at the same time ordered in a ‘display’.

According to Kress (2006: 21), the medium of the screen will increasingly reshape
the appearance of writing in relation to the logic of the image. This, of course, has
implications for the arrangement of knowledge, information and ideas in writing for
the medium of the screen. In addition, on the screen the relationship between
image and writing as two modes has become so interconnected that writing is “no
longer a full carrier of all the meaning, or all types of meaning”. Those changes are
also visible in modern day print media and text books, the writing and image
arrangements of which increasingly resemble the medium of the screen. Kress
(2006: 21), therefore, points out that writing in general has undergone a profound
change, since it is no longer “the part in communicational ensembles” (emphasis
in original), and, therefore, it has to be decided, which information is best
conveyed in writing and which in image. This in turn triggers changes in grammar
and syntax, not only at the level of the sentence, but also at the level of the text

and the message that is conveyed.

In his article A Curriculum for the Future Kress (2000: 145) stresses that the
understanding of texts in a traditional sense and the corresponding older notions
of written texts as valued literary objects can still be found in present language
teaching curricula, are no longer appropriate for today’s student needs. These

concepts have also given rise to the traditional differentiation between two kinds of
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writing, subsumed under the terms “popular” and “unpopular”, which are described
by Malcolm (1999: 124-135). Referring to Willinksy (1991: 256), he explains that in
popular writing the primary focus is on the social experience and on sharing the
written word. Therefore, an emphasis is laid on expression, performance and
publication, and not on correctness. The latest developments in its appearance
and technologies, therefore, clearly have turned the Web into a medium and
platform of popular writing. While unpopular writing, which is usually associated
with public schooling, is seen to be controlled by institutions and to be based on
principles of exclusion, popular writing is regarded as being controlled by the
participants and, therefore, based on the principles of inclusion. Since this
dichotomy is still quite deeply rooted in educational systems, the rise of the
Internet and particularly the emergence of the Web 2.0 as platform of popular

writing are viewed very critically by many educators.

In addition, these quite contrary concepts illustrate that writing functions as a mode
of social organisation. In fact, writing has often been used as an instrument of
empowerment, since when a language is extended to written mode, a
standardised orthography has to be determined. Usually the language of the more
powerful group is set as the standard, which also implies that those who are
(successful) writers have some power in society. This in turn, is reflected in
schooling and especially higher educational institutions, which have promoted
‘unpopular’ traditional academic literacy skills in order to facilitate the entrance of
domains associated with power and prestige. Correspondingly Malcolm (1999:
130) cites Roberts and Street (1995: 29) saying that reading and writing are not so

much technical skills as “social practices embedded in power structures”.

From an educational point of view, this raises the question, which kind of
knowledge is needed for producing a meaningful unit of written text, be it popular
or unpopular. In his influential book Writing Christopher Tribble (1996: 43)

subsumes the most important traditional areas of knowledge as the following:



Lanzuaze
system
knowledze

Figure 1: Areas of knowledge for writing (adapted from Tribble 1996: 43)

= Content knowledge: The writer needs to know about concepts in the subject
area.

= Context knowledge: Itis important for the writer to know about the context in
which the text will be read.

» Language system knowledge: The writer needs to know certain aspects of
the language system, which are necessary for the completion of the task.

= Writing process knowledge: It is useful for the writer to know about the most

appropriate way of preparing for a certain writing task.

Referring back to Gunther Kress, in the age of new information technology and
media, this list from 1996 seems to have become insufficient. Knowledge of the
medium of dissemination is more important than ever, since e.g. the medium of
the World Wide Web requires skills that are not directly linked to the production of
words and sentences into a coherent text, but to the design of the text as
interactive and dynamic Web content. Due to the medium of the screen, visual
display has gained an important place in text production. Those new skills are
often subsumed under terms like multiliteracies, new media literacies or Web

literacies.

Kress (2010a: 6) himself summarises that in today’s digital era writing is being

affected by four factors:

= Multimodality of texts: Writing and image are increasingly combined, and
images do not merely serve as decoration or for illustration purposes, but often

displace writing where it usually has been dominant.
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= Screens as emerging dominant media: In many domains books and with
them the medium of the page are replaced.

= Transformation of mode and medium constellations: As a result of the
increasing displacement of books by the screen also the long-established
symbiotic constellation of the mode of writing and the medium of the book is
displaced by a constellation of the mode of writing and the medium of the
screen.

= Changing social structures and relations: Digital technologies also trigger

changes with regard to structures of authority and gender formation in writing.

Figure 2: Factors affecting 21st century digital writing (adapted from Kress 2010a: 6)

As aresult, reading and writing digital texts have become more demanding. Kress
(2010a: 6) describes that
writing now has to be considered in relation to audience, and in

relation to the other modes which may be present in the textual
ensemble, and their communicational functions

Therefore, Kress as well as the New London Group (2003: 19) refer to the ‘Design’
of meaning making as the heart of the concept of ‘multiliteracies’. Due to the
multimodal nature of digital texts different Design elements (Linguistic, Audio,
Spatial, Gestural and Visual) interrelate as different modes of meaning, as can be

seen in Figure 3 below:

11



MULTIMODAL

SOME DESIGN

ELEMENTS

Figure 3: Design elements (New London Group 2003: 26)

Multimodal digital texts are not only regarded as being based on matters of Design
in their production, but also in their reception. Whereas writing in the traditional
medium of the book due to its page and chapter organisation gives a clear and
strict order of how to be read, an organisation based on visual principles in
multimodal texts offers various entry points and possibilities to construct the order
of reading for oneself. That Design does, therefore, not end with the making of the
text, but also continues in the reception, has to be kept in mind when writing a

multimodal text.

To sum up, while traditional definitions of writing are mainly language-based,

Kress and the New London Group promote a definition which is broader and sign-

12



based. All features of a text have to be regarded and presented as meaningful.
The understanding of writing has, therefore, changed from a linguistic to a semiotic
concept, which is shaped by its social use. This is also why Kress (2010b)
proposes a “social semiotic approach to communication” [emphasis mine]. But

what are the social implications of the change in writing?

In fact, digital technologies have not only led to a change in the organisation and
elements of writing, but also to a change in written communication and interaction
practices. The emergence of new Web writing genres, such as bulletin boards,
weblogs or wikis, also change the writing process due to their interactive features.
Meaning builds up through various user contributions, and written texts are
increasingly created collaboratively. As a result, writing has lost its image as a
purely academic and literary form of expression, and turned into a purposeful
mode for meaning exchange and collaboration. It protruded into areas which
traditionally were only occupied by the mode of speaking. Therefore, it is often
argued, often with a reproachful undertone, that in digital environments writing
increasingly resembles speaking. Thus, it may also be interesting to briefly point
out how the two modes, writing and speaking, are generally seen as similar or

different with regard to their characteristics.

2.1.1 Writing vs. Speaking

Traditionally, writing and speaking are both subsumed under the ‘productive’ skills.
But, in how far are they different apart from being two completely dissimilar
physical activities? Christopher Tribble (1996: 9) outlines that according to the
social functions, speaking serves to build relationships between people, while
writing is mainly used for recording things, completing tasks or developing
arguments and ideas, which usually does not include a lot of personal interaction.
He also points out that the language used naturally is of a different nature. Chafe
(1982 cited in Malcolm 1999: 129) relates those language differences to the fact
that there are discrepancies between basic processes of speaking and writing,
like, for instance the speed of production, which is ten times slower in writing than
in speaking. As a result, speech consists of smaller idea units and includes spurts
and pauses, while devices employed in writing lead to the integration of more

information per idea unit by the

13



moulding of succession of ideas into an integrated whole, such as
nominalisations, participles, attributive adjectives, sequences of
prepositional phrases and various kinds of clauses. (Malcolm 1999:
129)

However, it would certainly be too simple to state that written language is of a well-
planned nature and of formal and neutral tone, whereas spoken language is
unplanned, informal and personal. Also Malcolm (1999: 129) points out that it may
not be desirable to differentiate between “impersonal writing” and “interactive
speech”, since oral and literate modes are often characterised by overlap and
interaction. In this respect, Tribble (1996: 16) suggests to see the distinctive
features of spoken and written language along a continuum which ranges from

“most typically spoken” to “most typically written”.

This view is especially interesting when thinking of written communication via the
Web. Although, for instance, writing in synchronous environments like chats,
adopts many features of the spoken language, it is not possible to declare that
written texts are just spoken texts written down. Also Gunther Kress (2006: 31)
argues that speech and writing are deeply different and, therefore, criticises that
speech and writing are still treated as “much the same” in linguistics and
sociolinguistics in order to make theoretical abstractions about language in
general. Therefore, since for him the two are clearly distinct modes, he does not
share the viewpoint of speech and writing as easily distinguishable modes,
existing on a continuum. He makes the interesting point of questioning the abstract
concept of language as an umbrella term for what happens both in writing and in
speech, and suggests investigating speech and its regularities on the one hand,

and writing and its regularities on the other hand, instead. (Kress 2006: 32)

Kress thereby lays an emphasis on the materiality of meaning making with regard
to the effects of temporality and space, and, correspondingly, defines the
difference between speech and writing as “one exists as the materiality of sound in
time, and the other as the materiality of graphic marks in two-dimensional space”
(2006: 32). As Malcolm (1999: 122) points out when he talks about differences
between oral and literate cultures, this fact may influence thought patterns, like
literate ones favouring abstraction over particularism. He also cites Muhlh&ausler
(1996: 213) who claims that with the introduction of writing societal views of time

change from cyclic concepts to the metaphor of time as an arrow.
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Kress (2006: 33) also argues that writing and speech carry different social values
within different cultures and societies, which in turn also influences the relationship
between those two resources. While spoken language is more liable to ongoing
changes, written language has a more stable nature. This is why societies often
regard written language as a link to their past. Therefore, since people tend to
identify with their valued past with written language, changes in that language are
often seen as a threat to culture, even if they are only of an orthographical nature
(Malcolm 1999: 123). Connected to this, in many literate societies, the written word
tends to carry authority over the spoken word. A written agreement is usually seen

as being more trustworthy and reliable than a spoken one. (Malcolm 1999: 129)

However, Malcolm (1999: 128) also explains that changes in a society, into which
writing is introduced, are not only cultural. The linguistic system is changed as
well, since devices are needed to overcome the absence of situational and
paralinguistic cues. Relating this fact to the teaching context, Tribble (1996: 16)
argues that it is not enough to make students aware of the different social roles
that are connected to speaking or writing, but that it is important for them to
understand how the different types of language are constructed. Writing has to
compensate the loss of non-verbal aspects that are used for meaning making in a
spoken conversation, like rhythm, phrasing or pauses. In addition, it has to make
up for the non-existence of paralinguistic features, like the volume of speaking,

facial expressions or physical gestures, all of which add meaning to what is said.

As regards traditional writing environments, punctuation and typographic features
like bold, underlined or italicised text function as means to represent the non-
verbal characteristics mentioned above. Particularly in Web 2.0 settings, written
language has changed and expanded to account for such non-verbal and
paralinguistic features by e.g. adding emoticons. In addition, the medium of the
screen and the Web technologies have created new paralinguistic or rather
‘paratextual’ features, like the inclusion of (audio)visual (hyper)media and
hypertext. A lot of meaning is added to the content by the arrangement of such
non-verbal elements on the screen. Therefore, matters of design and organisation
of both image and written language increasingly contribute to the way a text is

consumed by the reader.
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2.1.2 Writing as a Skill and the Concept of ‘Literacy’

A view of writing and speaking as separate productive skills also implies an
understanding of reading and listening as the opposed and corresponding
receptive skills. A mere focus on writing, while contrasting it to speaking and
referring to reading separately, finds its basis and justification in the so-called four-
skills model of language teaching and learning, which differentiates between the
language skills reading, writing, speaking and listening. Those are traditionally
presented as the four basic skills that have to be practised in a certain order and in
fairly equal amounts in the foreign language classroom. This four-skills approach
is also introduced in the teacher education programme at the department of
English at the University of Vienna, which, on the one hand, is clearly connected to
the fact that the revised Austrian Curriculum for Foreign Languages differentiates
between the four skills in its guidelines for language competence in the lower and
upper secondary schools. On the other hand, this can be assigned to the major
influence of the Common European Framework of Reference for Languages
(CEFR), according to which common language syllabuses, curricula and
examinations in all member states of the European Union are adapted. The CEFR
is based on a communicative, action-oriented and skill-based approach to
language learning, and has been exerting a major influence on the revised
Austrian curricula and the development of a standardised four-skills school leaving

exam.

However, the traditional differentiation between four isolated skills has already
been subject to much criticism. Although it is acknowledged that this model is still
widely used for organising curricular and material design, Kumaravedivelu (1994
38) points out that this happens “more for logistical than for logical reasons”, since
there is only little empirical and theoretical justification. He argues that separating
the four different skills in teaching contradicts the parallel and interactive nature of
language, stressing that language skills are interrelated and mutually reinforcing.
This is backed up by classroom research conducted by Selinker and Tomlin in
1986, which showed that although working with material intended for moving
gradually from one skill to the other, teachers were confronted with a parallel
integration, meaning that learners do not focus on one skill at a time in predictable

ways.
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Kumaravadivelu (1994: 39) argues that the discontent with this “remnant of the
audiolingual era” has led to attempts of grouping the skills into active and passive,
and later on into productive and receptive skills. Widdowson (1984: 57) also
expresses his doubts about this “convenient” way of describing the four language

skills, by criticising those classification labels, which he represents in the following

Productive/active Receptive/passive

Aural medium Speaking Listening

way:

Visual medium Writing Reading

Figure 4: Four skills classification (adapted from Widdowson 1984: 57)

He argues that the labels aural, visual, productive/active and receptive/passive
can be misleading in the sense that they may refer to the way language is
manifested, but not to the way it functions in communication. Also Savignon (1990:
207 cited in Kumaravadivelu 1994: 39) points out that “lost in this encode/decode,

message-sending representation is the collaborative nature of meaning making”.

While the separation of skills has already been subject to criticism in earlier times,
in our days, Kress (2010a: 6) notes that especially the distinction between writing
and reading is challenged in the environment of digital technologies. So do Gillen
and Barton (2010: 4), who argue that factors, like the rapid evolution of digital
technologies, the pervasiveness of multimodality in digital environments and the
corresponding new practices of communication and interaction, are not compatible
with a highly separable distinction between writing and reading. In fact, the notions
of writing and reading are closely interconnected, since one cannot exist without
the other. Therefore, also the focus on writing in this thesis shall not be seen as
the attempt to separate the concept neatly from other skills. 1t should be viewed as
a term that comprises everything which is needed for the production of written
texts for a variety of different media of dissemination. When those change, also
the required skills for writing change. After all, the ability to write and read are seen
as the essential requirements for a person successfully taking part in everyday life,
and, therefore, for being an active citizen. This is what is also comprised by the
term ‘literacy’. To refer to literacy when it comes to the blurred area of text-making
and text-receiving is, therefore, increasingly favoured over the reference to

separate skills.
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However, the definitions of literacy clearly have changed over time. Traditionally,
only the ability to read and to write was subsumed under the concept of literacy,
since in earlier times those skills were the necessary requirements for actively
taking part in the public life. Therefore, in its most narrow definition, being literate
in a language means to be able to read and write. Nevertheless, already at the
beginning of the 1990s, when probably no one could imagine the massive present-
day omnipresence of new media and technologies, it was already stated that in the
“technological culture” literacy does not merely consist of writing and reading in
their traditional meaning (McKay 1993: 21). As the term ‘writing’, also the meaning

of the term ‘literacy
purpose is” (McKay 1993: 23).

depends greatly on who is defining the term and what their

McKay emphasises that in the Information Age, new media and technology clearly
has lead to the evolution of new requirements for literacy. Also Gunther Kress
argues that since today writing and reading are increasingly moving from page to
screen, a big emphasis is also put on the relations between images and print text.
For him literacy has, therefore, become a matter of multimedia design. Unsworth
(2001: 8-9) agrees on this fact, stressing that it is no longer possible to speak of
literacy, but that it is necessary to talk about multiliteracies, since the notion of
‘being literate’ today includes of a plurality of literacies, which are multidimensional
and multimodal. However, he also mentions that writing has always been a
multimodal practice, since written texts include factors like script or typeface, size,
way of arrangement or quality of material (Unsworth 2001: 9). Therefore, the
production as well as the reception of writing is defined as multimodal practice,
which in our times has been expanded by computer technology and the new

dynamic and interactive textual and visual properties it created.

Both Kress (2006: 1) and McKay (1993:. 23-25) point out that literacy and
definitions of it are related to a variety of factors, like social, technological and
economic ones. The fact that literacy and together with literacy also writing, do not
only consist of language knowledge, but also of social practices and conventions,
of course, also has implications for teaching English as a foreign or second
language, since

[ulnless second language learners master such convention, they will

not have access to the social and economic opportunities that
familiarity with these conventions may bring. (McKay 1993: 24)
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What is involved in the concept of literacy is, therefore, also related to cultural
conventions. A discussion of literacy, therefore, ought to take into account what a
culture makes available as means for making meaning (i.e. speech, writing, image,
music, gesture etc.) and what it provides as means for distributing messages (i.e.
book, computer-screen, magazine, video, chat etc.), summarised by Kress (2006:
22) under “representational modes” and “media of dissemination”. When those
modes or the media change the concept and requirements of literacy changes with
them. Since today’s Information Age society is moving into a new era of
(electronic) communication, cultural notions of reading and writing, as well as the
relations of language to thinking, imagination and to creativity have to be
challenged. Therefore, Kress (2006: 22) indicates that the concept of literacy has
to be rethought and reflected on, and most probably has to be expanded to a

plurality of literacy practices or ‘literacies’.

2.1.3 New Literacies/Multiliteracies

The spell check of word-processor still puts a red line under the plural form
‘literacies’ and thereby signalises that this word is traditionally not used in its plural
form. However as, for instance, Norbert Pachler (2007: 210-211) points out, a
singular notion of literacy is no longer adequate in a technological world, which
needs to be read and interpreted in new and different ways. New technologies are
embedded in everyday life, and the requirement of constantly dealing with them in
order to function as an active citizen calls for a re-conceptualisation towards new
and multiple or multi- or digital literacies. What kinds of literacies these plural
forms comprise are listed by Pachler (2007: 211) as “information, critical, critical
media, electronic, computer, computer-mediated communication, technical and

visual literacy”.

The requirement of new and multiple literacy forms is connected to the changing
nature of texts published in electronic media. Those become more ‘open’ and
more complex, and due to their multimodality they increasingly demand a more
semiotic, sign-based understanding of communication. Therefore, Pachler (2007:
211-212) emphasises that visual literacy gains of particular relevance in the
concept of new literacies. Unlike verbal literacy, which is characterised by letters
and words, visual literacy includes components, like shape, direction, texture,

dimensions, motion etc., and, of course, the ability to combine those elements to a
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visual image. Visual literacy is regarded as an important key concept, since it is

vital for the production as well as the reception of multimodal texts.

A similar view is also taken up by Ann Watts Pailliotet (2000), who due to the new
digital media forms refers to our age as a “post-typographic” one, and accordingly
defines new literacies as “reading and writing across varied symbol systems”.
Thereby she corresponds with other definitions of new literacies by acknowledging
the co-existence of a variety of semiotic modes, which makes literacies “highly
complex, synthetic, and synergetic in nature”. Taking up the traditional
writing/reading concept in her definition, she further elaborates on the meaning of
‘reading’ and ‘writing’, the former meaning the active construction of meanings
“through varied interactions with diverse media”, and latter constituting the
generation of text “through multiple media forms and literacy processes”. (Pailliotet
2000)

The New London Group, which was founded in 1994, was among the first to be
concerned with this multiplicity of media forms and literacy processes in their
elaboration on the concept of ‘multiliteracies’ and its pedagogical implications. At
the heart of this understanding of literacies is the already above mentioned
concept of Design, which includes a broader view of semiotic modes, and thereby
substitutes the traditional language-based view on writing or ‘authoring’. Hence,
the notion of Desgin is already ‘multi’ by itself, since unlike the traditional purely
linguistic meaning of ‘writing’, it includes all different apt resources (modes,
genres, syntax, font, layout etc.), appropriate for the content and the audience of a
specific text (Gillen&Barton 2010: 7). Since multimodal texts also engage the
reader in designing activities, one important aspect of the new or multiliteracies

concept is the more active view of reading and writing.

Reading and writing practices are also influenced by the appearance of multimodal
texts on the medium of the screen. The resulting phenomenon of hypertextuality
moved reading and writing away from the hierarchical structure of books to more
lateral structures in information creation and retrieval. Kress argues that this, on
the other hand, needs a form of “attention management”, which was not that vital
for handling traditional forms of media. Connected to this is also what Norbert
Pachler (2007: 211) calls “information and critical media literacy”. People are

increasingly confronted with an information overload in digital environments, and,

20


http://www.readingonline.org/newliteracies/ann_watts_pailliotet.html

therefore, need the ability to critically scan, analyse and interpret information
sources. Also Gillen and Barton (2010:4) point out that human judgement and

criticality are important factors in the concept of multiliteracies.

This is again very much related to the concept of Design, which recognises that in
communication people have to make a lot of choices in the selection of suitable
semiotic modes (i.e writing, speech, image, music etc.). Choosing presupposes
the critical engagement with how the material is culturally shaped, since all of the
Designs we work with are already loaded with cultural-specific meaning. By
working with the material we reshape it and thereby create or design new meaning
(Kress 2000: 142). The multiliteracies concept thereby strongly builds on the
notion of Design, which on the other hand, is much influenced by work on
multimodality of texts, as well as the constellations of modes, and the
corresponding ‘social semiotic’ approach to communication by Gunther Kress,
which unites new technological developments and their influence on “human

creativity in shaping outcomes” (Gillen&Barton 2010: 8).

However, literacy requirements did not only change from a semiotic point of view,
but also from a socio-cultural. New digital literacies can as well be viewed as a
new set of social practices, which have changed due to the emergence of
globalised, technologised and market-oriented information and knowledge
societies. Gillen and Barton (2010: 9) indicate that out of these societal changes
new ways emerged of how people write, acquire and evaluate knowledge and
communicate. This has changed peoples’ social activities in their working, public
as well as personal lives, and the literacies that developed out of changing
priorities and values have been described as being of a more collaborative, less
individuated, more distributed and a participatory nature (Lankshear&Knobel 2006:
25). Therefore, Gillen and Barton (2010: 9) also propose a definition of digital
literacies as “changing practices through which people make traceable meanings

using digital technologies”.

Educators could now, of course, ask why all of that should be of any special
importance or relevance to EFL teaching. Since learning a new language is highly
oriented towards purely linguistic aspects, one could argue that learning about
new literacies is something that should be confined to the L1 classroom. However,

as Kress (2000: 144) argues in his article Curriculum for the Future, teaching
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about or according to the principles of Design and the new forms of
communication is essential for the “understanding of life in a consumer (i.e. market
dominated) society”. For him the English language classroom is the only place,
where those issues can be tackled in an appropriate way. After all, due to new
media and technologies principles of representation and communication of texts
change; two important issues of the language classroom, which are inherently not
only essential for the respective L1, but for any language which is learned and
taught with the aim of successful communication and reception. The new ways of
meaning representation and consumption basically concern every language that is
used for communicating via a range of different media and, therefore, should not
be strictly confined to the L1 classroom. Design should be taken into account in
the EFL (English as a foreign language) classroom in favour of a more holistic
approach to teaching and learning, which corresponds to the needs of future

generations.

2.2 The Role of EFL Writing

Since they concern graphic representations of texts, the new and emerging
concepts of Design and communication are best located in what was traditionally
subsumed under the teaching of writing. However, those principles have not really
found their way into EFL so far. This raises the interest in what has been claimed
to be of relevance concerning the role of writing in EFL teaching and learning, also
in connection with new media and technologies such as the Web 2.0. In her article
Writing in a foreign language: teaching and learning O’Brien (2004: 1) points out
that the literature of second language (SL) writing clearly dominates compared
with literature about foreign language (FL) writing. In order to explain this lack of
research on foreign language writing, she refers to Reichelt (1999, 2001) who
explains this fact with the identification of a unified sense of purpose within the
curriculum of the foreign language. She explains that this is connected to the fact
that foreign language students are usually not required to write in the target
language outside the classroom, and also to the unclear role foreign language

writing assumes in the classroom.

However, as also O’Brien (2004: 2) argues, the emergence of new technologies
may trigger a shift from the traditional foreign language teaching focus on linguistic

accuracy, to a new understanding, created by the many opportunities of
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communicative and interactive writing, which are also important characteristics of
the Web 2.0 concept. As have the Internet and the World Wide Web in general,
Web 2.0 services and applications, like social networking platforms, have gained
an important place in people’s everyday life. Reichelt's above mentioned
statement that foreign language students are usually not required to write in
English outside the classroom does probably not hold in those days of global
networking with English as the lingua franca, and the written interaction in the Web

as a highly important means of establishing international contacts.

Correspondingly, in his comprehensive report English Next David Graddol (2006:
Introduction) points out that English has become a near-universal basic skill, which
in most European countries is already taught at primary school level. However, he
also indicates that although the majority of Internet users are of English mother
tongue, the proportion of users with English as L1 has decreased quite rapidly.
This conclusion is drawn from data analyses by Global Reach and Miniwatts

International between 2000 and 2005, as shown in Figure 5 and Figure 6 below.
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Figure 5: Demography of Internet users by
their L1 in the year 2000 (Graddol 2006: 44)

2005

Figure 6: Demography of Internet users in
the year 2005 (Graddol 2006: 44)

The same holds true for the proportion of English materials and resources on the
Web. Those changes can be related to the fact that in the beginning, the Internet
set out as an anglophone development. Since software nowadays supports many
more languages and scripts, the proportions of non-English speaking Internet
users have increased. However, a 2005 analysis by Byte Level Research (cited in
Graddol 2006: 44) concludes that the growing importance of languages like
Chinese, Russian, Spanish or Portuguese does not imply that English is becoming

less important.

After all, those languages are argued to be mostly used for informal and local

communication. Therefore, although in its improving setup the Internet increasingly
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also caters local interests, the most essential uses for business and commerce are
still predominantly in English. Graddol (2006: 10-11) argues that the English
language has become a basic necessity for global communication, but that it is no
longer in control of the anglophone countries. The new media and news spreading
forms also serve as an example. Although the number of news channels in all
kinds of world languages increase, “English [...] remains the preferred language
for global reach” (2006: 46). However, in order to achieve global reach, people
also need to be able to use the Web as an important and democratic medium for
international connections. As a result, together with the knowledge of how to use
new technologies, English as a language of international reach enables the
expression of a greater diversity of viewpoints from many different backgrounds
(Graddol 2006: 48).

Hence, the ability to manage written communication effectively gives the EFL
learners the opportunity to access roles in an international community, which
mainly uses English for trades, business and other types of contact. This is what
gives the ability to write effectively in English the notion of power, and the
possibility of being heard and participating in the global community. Tribble (1996:
12), for instance, indicates that someone who does not have the opportunity to
learn how to write, will not be able to take over certain social roles, and will
especially fail in taking on roles in society which in industrialised countries are
associated with power and prestige. Being only a reader, as opposed to being a
reader and a writer, therefore, has an effect on a person’s position in society
(Tribble 1996: 11). This argument is especially interesting, when thinking about the
shift in the medium of the Web from ‘Read only’ into the “Read/Write” Web during
the last few years (Richardson 2009: 1). Today’'s Web technologies basically
enable everyone to become a writer, and those who manage to write successfully

are can operate in medium with a wide audience.

However, Tribble also notes that (good) writing is a language skill which is difficult
to acquire and that while everybody learns to speak at least one language fluently,
many people have problems to write with confidence. He argues that since people
do not learn to write by just being exposed to written language, writing needs
some kind of instruction (1996: 11). While this is a valid point Tribble makes about

first language acquisition, it certainly has to be added that in a foreign and second
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language context it is widely acknowledged that every ‘skill or competence and,
therefore, also speaking needs some formal instruction to be mastered effectively.
However, in this respect the difference between foreign and second language
learning and teaching contexts is of fundamental relevance. While the term
‘English as a second language’ (ESL) implies that the learning and teaching takes
place in a setting in which the learners are surrounded by the target language,
‘English as a foreign language’ (EFL) specifies that English is taught in a context
where English does not play a substantial role in the learners’ everyday lives, such

as it is the case in Austria.!

This, of course, has had an effect on the role of writing in the classroom, as well as
on the different second/foreign language learning theories and their corresponding
approaches and methods. While the very traditional methods stemming from the
teaching of Latin and OIld Greek, like the grammar translation method, were very
much based on writing (though not on its creative aspect), later approaches, like
the Audilingual-Method with its drills deriving from Behaviourism, have a strong
focus on the oral production of language. The approach of Communicative
Language Teaching (CLT) was developed in the 1980s, but due to its very broad
guidelines still is regarded as relevant, and hence proves influential for EFL
teaching and teacher education, also in Austria. For the primary emphasis of CLT
iS put on communication and interaction as both the means and the goals of
language learning, the focus on speaking as the traditional mode of
communication prevails. However, with the emergence of new technologies and
the Web 2.0, which defines itself through collaboration, communication and
interaction, writing as a skill has gained increasing importance for domains that

long have primarily been assigned to speaking.

Since this thesis will concentrate on the teaching situation in Austria, it has a focus
on the teaching in an EFL context. However, the question which is still left open is:
In how far is the teaching of writing in its traditional language-based definition
different when being confronted with native speakers of a language than with
foreign language learners? The most obvious difference, which also Christopher

Tribble points out in his book Writing, is that literate adult learners already know

1|t has to be noted that those two terms and the corresponding concepts are not always
distinguished in the relevant literature. Often information is given about ‘L2’ learning/teaching, as
an umbrella term for both concepts.
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how to write in formal settings. What they are probably missing is how to use the
conventional organisational patterns typical of different kinds of writing in the target
language. He also refers Widdowson (1984:65), who pointed out that the problem

for FL learners is how to textualise discourse in a different language.

In Austria, English as a first foreign language is a compulsory subject from the
lower secondary (year 5) onwards, and has even been integrated into primary
school teaching. Therefore, it has to be taken into account that general ability of
how to write effectively and how to structure discourse and ‘design’ texts in
different settings and for different media has not been acquired fully in the pupils’
native language at the time they are introduced to English. Therefore, the role of
teaching writing is clearly different from the one in adult education, since in being
confronted with young learners the EFL teacher is not only responsible for
teaching how to textualise discourse but also for familiarising them with the
“‘essential interactive abilities underlying discourse enactment and the ability to
record it in text” as Widdowson (1984 b: 65) puts it.

Since with the rise of new (Web) technologies completely new contexts and
concepts for writing have been created, those essential abilities that underlie
written discourse enactment have changed. This in turn, also alters the contexts
and requirements for teaching and learning writing in a second or foreign
language. Since the current methodologies in teaching find their bases in the
existing (L2) research on how writing is learned, the following will provide a short

overview of the research in this area.

2.3 L2 Writing Research

L2 writing research tries to explain the processes and factors underlying the
acquisition of written fluency in second and foreign languages, which ultimately
influence the existing teaching models. As a starting point, Tribble (1996: 12)
describes learning to write as “learning a new set of cognitive and social relations”.
Correspondingly, in her overview of existing writing research O’Brien (2004: 3-5)
defines the two categories of cognitive models and social approaches to the
writing process. However, in the literature review on EFL/ESL writing Jones (2006:
22-32) also distinguishes between two different fields of writing research. Those
are Composition studies, also referred to as Cognitive Rethoric, which are mainly

concerned with Cognitive Science and its implications for writing and writing
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pedagogy, and Applied Linguistics, which have evolved out of linguistic studies of

writing.

2.3.1 Composition Studies

The cognitive theory of writing, which was brought into classrooms in the 1970s,
developed out of the cognitive learning theory and, therefore, mainly focuses on
the writer and on what writers actually do when they compose a piece of writing.
Since writing is regarded as a cognitive activity, which is complex, recursive and
directed towards a goal, the focus is on composing processes and strategies, but
also on the metacognitive knowledge about how a good text should look like and
how it can be created. Figure 7 below, for example, shows the well-known Flower
and Hayes model from 1981, which defines three stages of writing: planning,
translating and revising. Those are constantly monitored by metacognitive
processes and interact both ways with the long-term memory including knowledge
of topic of audience and of writing plans (Jones 2006: 25-26).

Monitoring Processes (metacognition)

[ S S

Long Term Memory Planning Translating Revision

* poal setting * mechanics of * gvaluating
* topic knowledge = generating writing = editing
* knowledge of information » 'style’ of writing

audience = information search = mental foucsat

* writing plans » organising time of writing

Figure 7: Cognitive process model (adapted from Flower and Hayes, 1981)

In 2001 Hayes together with Chenoweth proposed a model of text production,
which due to its reference to L2 learning renders particularly interesting. The
hypothesis concentrates on written fluency, which is seen as the rate of production
of a text. This rate of production is described as being constituted by pauses and
so-called language bursts, which are defined as word strings of about 6-10 words.
The frequency of such bursts and the length of pauses are regarded as central
contributors to fluency and depend on the capabilities and experience of the writer.
Therefore, L2 writers tend to produce shorter bursts than those who write in their
L1. In general, this model defines four internal processes, which partly build on the

1981 Flower and Hayes model, called proposer, translator, reviser and
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transcriber. The proposer process consists of prelinguistic ideas, which are
converted by the translator into strings of language with appropriate word order
and grammar. Both the proposed and already written language is evaluated by the
reviser, and the final process is defined as the transformation of the content of the

articulatory buffer into written language (O’Brien 2004: 3).

In the 1980s the dimension of social context was integrated into writing theories,
as a result of the emerging view of writing as both a social and cognitive process.
Social Constructivist writing theories, which are based on the belief that writing is
not a solitary act and includes negotiation and consensus, basically predominated
in the 1990s. Writers were recognised as being members of a social and cultural
group, which caused Hayes to broaden the 1981 Flower and Hayes model by
integrating motivational and contextual factors as well as reading processes, and
thereby to consider the concepts of task, audience and purpose for writing (Jones
2006: 26). Referring to Prawat and Floden (1994) and others, Jones (2006: 27)
stresses that based on Social Constructivism this theory views language as the
most important medium. Language knowledge is considered to be attained by

using it, and, therefore, is seen as a social product learned through negotiation.

Regarding this social aspect of writing, also Vygotsky’s findings concerning the
Zone of Proximal Development (ZPD) have proven to be influential. The Zone of
Proximal Development is defined as “the area where a person can learn when
helped by a knowledgeable individual or supported by cultural resources” (Jones
2006: 27). Also a Neo-Vygotskyian concept has developed, which stresses the
participatory character of knowledge construction through interaction in social
learning environments. This is achieved by group collaborative activities in a
meaningful context, and reflection on what has been learned through conversation
within the group, which is seen as a collective body of e.g. knowledge and skills. In
addition to those social models, also theories developed which stress the notion of
audience and genre in writing and thereby focus on the importance of discourse
communities (Jones 2006: 27 -28).

2.3.2 Applied Linguistics

In the Applied Linguistics field, research on foreign and second language writing
and writing pedagogy has its roots in second language acquisition (SLA) research.

L2 writing research and instruction are, therefore, based on theoretical findings
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coming from Structuralism, Contrastive Analysis, Error Analysis and
Communicative Competence. Grabe & Kaplan (1996), for instance, developed a
model of the writing processes, which is similar to Hayes’ cognitive model but
stems from Applied Linguistics. This model includes linguistic knowledge and the
notion of communicative competence, as writing iS seen as a communication
activity (Jones 2006: 28).

When Structuralism found its way into linguistics, it was soon blended into the
behaviourist learning theory, and also had a big impact on L2 writing. Writing was
viewed as being learnable through reinforcement and habit formation by
combining and substitution writing exercises, as well as by grammatically
manipulating texts for learning grammar structures. However, later on researchers
became aware of the fact that the cultural and linguistic backgrounds influence L2
writers when it comes to grammar structures as well as to the organisation and
logical order of texts. According to Kaplan (1996 cited in Jones 2006: 28) this is
connected to interferences from structures of the writers’ first languages. He
conducted a study of 600 international student essays, demonstrating that
rhetorical and cultural preferences influence the organising and structuring of
texts. This study was the beginning of the field of Contrastive Rhetoric (CR), which
in the foreign language writing context implies that differences between discourse -
level patterns in students’ L1 and L2 make it difficult for L2 learners to acquire
discourse-level patterns in their L2. This happens due to the principle of negative

transfer from first to second or foreign languages (Casanave 2004: 27).

At the same time, Error Analysis emerged as a field of foreign and second
language research. It primarily engages in the identification and classification of
the learners’ errors, investigating general errors which are systematic, in contrast
to mistakes, which are not. According to S.P. Corder, who was among the first to
explore this field of Error Analysis in the 1970s, errors occur in language
competence, while mistakes occur in performance. The attention was drawn to the
identification of possible sources of errors, which has implications for both
teachers and learners. A lot of research has been dedicated to the treatment of
errors in writing, which also included many debates on whether or not they should

be corrected, and on how they should be corrected (Jones 2006: 30).

29



Also in the 1970s, Dell Hymes established a more sociocultural and functional
view of learning a language. By introducing the aspect of Communicative
Competence, he stressed the importance of being able to use a language
appropriately in real situations so that communication is effective. As a result,
language learners also need to know how members of a speech community use
language to fulfil certain purposes (Canale&Swain 1980 cited in Jones 2006: 32).
In L2 writing this concept has led to the emphasis of meaningful and authentic

contexts, in which real language should be used (Jones 2006: 32).

2.4 Approaches to Teaching Writing

The expansive understanding of the term ‘writing’ as used in the definition section
above has clearly inspired many different angles of writing research and of
teaching. Since foreign and second language writing have developed both out of
Composition Studies and research in Applied Linguistics, different research
strands have made different contributions. Thereby EFL writing has become a
multidisciplinary field (Jones 2006: 32). Christopher Tribble (1996: 37) points out
that the different views of teaching how to write principally go back to three
different focal points, which are the form, the writer and the reader. For Tribble
these three perspectives are the starting points of the three most important
movements in the teaching of writing. In the book Controversies in Second
Language Writing Casanave (2004: 70) argues that different approaches to
teaching writing to a big extent developed out of the fluency-accuracy debate.
There has been much discussion on which of those two aspects of writing demand
or deserve greater attention in teaching. To lay a focus on fluency also means to
concentrate on the writers’ processes, while shifting attention to accuracy goes
hand in hand with having a focus on the products by which writers are evaluated
(Casanave 2004: 75). Therefore, the approaches to teaching writing are often
subsumed under the heading ‘Product vs. Process’. This also implies that the later
discussed genre approaches are seen as extension of the product approach and
the socio-cultural approach as being closely connected to the process

approaches, since they are also referred to as ‘post-process’.

2.4.1 Product Approaches

Imagining the traditional way of dealing with written work in the classroom, one

would most probably think of what is subsumed under the term ‘product-based’ or
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‘form-focused approach’. Basically, this addresses a view of writing, which
stresses linguistic knowledge and the appropriate use of vocabulary, syntax and
cohesive devices. The aim is to make students familiar with correct grammatical
and rhetorical structures for their own text production (Badger&White 2000: 153).
In such a product approach, which is e.g. presented by Pincas (1982), four stages
can be defined that are important when teaching writing/ learning to write, which

are depicted in Figure 8.

familiarisztion guided writing
. ‘ . . Text,."Prod uct
controlled free writing
writing

Figure 8: Product approach (adapted from Pincas 1982)

During the familiarisation stage students are introduced to certain linguistic
features of a text. Those features are practised during the controlled and guided
writing stages, which often include sentence-combining exercises and imitation of
model texts. After that, students should be able to apply their acquired skills in
order to write a genuine text themselves (Badger&W hite 2000: 153-154). In order
to develop the required skills, teachers use techniques like substitution tables,
which means that learners would have to respond to a provided stimulus. Although
at the free writing stage students should also show some creativity, imitation is
very important in product approaches. The teacher also provides model texts,
which represent the input that has to be imitated by the students. Clearly, this
focus on imitation is related to the fact that the form- focused or product based
approaches were informed by American Linguistic Structuralism and behaviourist
psychology. Therefore, in these approaches also the assumption is taken that
habitualised writing skills can be developed through controlled drill-like exercises
(Canagarajah 1999: 148).

In the practical handbook How to teach writing Jeremy Harmer (2005: 11) points
out that such traditional product approaches often fail, since they only draw
attention to the ‘what’ but not to the ‘how’ of text construction. The very traditional
classroom situation of a student handing in a written text, getting the corrected

work back and putting it into a folder rarely having looked at it, is presented as the
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worst-case scenario that is triggered by form-focused approaches. This, of course,
means that the whole process of writing is not taken into account, although it has

important implications for the way writing is taught.

2.4.2 Process Approaches

Similar to the various product approaches, there is no such thing like a unified
process approach. However, within the process-based approaches some core
features can be identified. Tribble (1996: 37), for instance, states that process
approaches stress “writing activities which move learners from the generation of
ideas and the collection of data to the 'publication’ of a finished text.” Therefore,
compared to product-based approaches, process approaches differ in their focus,
which does not lie on linguistic knowledge, but on linguistic skills, like planning and
drafting. Those are needed on the way from having an idea to the completion of
piece of writing (Badger&White 2000: 154). This means that in teaching the
attention is taken away from the written product and instead is drawn to the
students’ development of mental skills for composing a piece of writing. Again,
different process models define different stages or label them differently
(Canagarajah 1999: 148). Therefore, Tribble tries to describe the phases of a

typical process model:

e

prewriting

composin
g/drafting

editing

revising

Figure 9: Process approach (adapted from Tribble 1996: 39)
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In Figure 9 the stages are presented in a cyclical process, since writers do not
have to follow a fixed sequence in their writing, but e.g. can go back to the
prewriting stage also after they have already arrived at the revising or editing
phase. A typical prewriting activity would, for instance, include brainstorming on
the topic. The results of the brainstorming would then be chosen, structured,
organised and written down as a first draft in the composing/drafting stage. In the
following phase, typically a discussion of the draft would lead to its revision, before
it would finally be proofread and edited. (Badger & White 2000: 154)

In contrast to the product approaches, providing input and stimuli are not
considered as important in process approaches, since they are not informed by
Behaviourism but by the Cognitive Process Theory. This proceeds on the
assumption that writing cannot be consciously learned, but is rather developed in a
similar way, in which young children develop their mother tongue (Badger&W hite
200:154). In contrast to the product approaches, which are very static, the process
approaches see the composing of a text as a “dynamic cognitive activity that is
recursive, generative, exploratory and goal-oriented” (Canagarajah 1999: 148).
Therefore, the development of the process approach can also be related to
Chomsky’s transformational generative grammar and the development of

humanistic psychology.

The teacher’s most important role in such an approach would be as facilitator of
the writing process by making students familiar and assisting them with the
different stages they go through and the techniques that they need when creating
a written text. O’Brien (2004: 7) refers to Susser (1994), who identified two
fundamental components of process-based writing instruction, which are
“awareness (of how successful writers write) and intervention (in the sense of
feedback during the process)”. A very monolithic process approach would ignore
the content and the context of writing, since the writing process is always seen as
being the same. As a result, the difference between certain text types would only
be reflected in the amount of prewriting that is required. However, Badger and
White (2000: 155) argue that a process approach, which ignores all contexts, is
highly unusual. As an example, they refer to Tricia Hedge (1993: 15), who
stresses four contextual elements of pre-writing activities: a) audience, b)

generation of ideas, c) organisation of the text, d) purpose.
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Also Teresa O’Brien (2004: 7) summarises that criticism on the process
approaches often stems from the misconceptions that the product is ignored
completely and that it is only relevant to “advanced ‘creative’ writing”. She refers to
Susser (1994) and Atkinson (2003), who argue that the process approaches are
inherently also concerned with the product and that they do not exclude certain

writing genres, like, for instance, academic writing.

2.4.3 Genre Approaches

The idea of different writing genres is what inspired the ‘genre approaches’, also
referred to as ‘reader-focused approaches’. Although the main focus is on the
reader and not the product, the genre approach follows similar pedagogical
practices, and often is said to be an “extension of product approaches”
(Badger&White 2000: 155). Canagarajah (1999: 149) even argues that it is not
very purposeful to regard the content-focused and the reader-focused approach as
separate, since they both are strongly influenced by English for Special Purposes
(ESP) and English for Academic Purposes (EAP), but also by Writing across the
Curriculum (WAC). Therefore, they are usually treated as related movements
(Canagarajah 1999: 149). Indeed, writing development is seen as quite similar in

genre and product approaches, both of which regard writing as mainly linguistic.

However, what is new in the genre approaches is the orientation towards the
reader and the emphasis on the social context in which writing happens. This
social aspect is also reflected in the widely used definition of genre by John
Swales (1990:58):

A genre comprises a class of communicative events, the members of
which share some set of communicative purposes.

By a communicative event, Swales basically refers to the fact that people agree on
a certain use of language for certain purposes. The event is, therefore, determined
by the discourse and its role, the participants, and the environment in which the
discourse is produced. Hereby, purpose is the central aspect, since the
communicative event is shaped by its needs. Different kinds of writing, like law
reports, manuals or research proposals, distinguish themselves from each other
by different structures, layouts and uses of language, as different aims need to be
achieved. Clearly, these different language conventions first have to be
established and accepted. Regarding this fact Swales states that the
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[communicative] purposes are recognized by the expert members of
the parent discourse community and thereby constitute the rationale
for the genre.

Relating to Raimes, Canagarajah (1999: 149) describes the agenda of the reader-
focused approach as introducing the students to the “values, expectations, and
conventions of the disciplinary communities”. This demonstrates the importance of
the communities and especially the expert members, but at the same time raises
guestions of authority, and especially the issue of who has the authority to
determine the practices of a discourse community. However, a focus on this
aspect could lead to a wrong impression. Since genres change, they do not
provide strict sets of rules for text production, and are more defined as social
practices, which can be modified and challenged. The whole concept of genre
does not aim at making prescriptions and, therefore, is much more dynamic than
product-based approaches (Tribble 1996: 50-52).

However, although writing is defined by its close connection to a social purpose, it
is in principle based on the analysis and imitation of model texts provided by the
teacher, which resembles the behaviouristic tendencies of the product-based
approaches. This impression prevails when looking at two different models of the
genre approach, which also Badger and White (2000: 155-156) include in their
account. The first one is presented by Cope and Kalantzis (1993:11) as a wheel
model with three phases:

independent modelling
construction the target
of texts genre

introduction manipulation text

& analysis exercises production

assisted/ joint
construction of
texts

Figure 11: Genre approach model from Figure 10: Genre approach model from
Cope and Kalantzis (1993: 11, simplified) Dudley-Evans (1997: 154, simplified)

At the first stage, the teacher would expose the students to sample texts of the
genre, which would then be practised by constructing a text together with the

students, who during the last phase would then write a text on their own. Since it
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should be possible to go back to the first stage after having arrived at the third
one, the model is presented in a wheel structure (Badger&W hite 2000: 155-156).

A relatively similar three-phased model (see Figure 10) was introduced by Dudley-
Evans (1997: 154) for the ELT field. At the first stage this model stresses the
element of analysis, which would often mean that with the help of a concordancing
programme students analyse given model texts concerning grammatical and
lexical patterns as well as with regard to the structure of the content by identifying
certain moves. Since this analysis is quite challenging and the genre approach
developed in connection to the academic writing sector it is, of course, mostly
suitable for advanced students dealing with more sophisticated texts. However,
Bhatia (1993) successfully expanded the genre approach with its move analysis to
the field of ESP, in which it is now widely used also for less advanced levels of text
production. The second and the third stage in the Dudley Evans model remind
very much of the controlled to free writing stages in the product-based
approaches, as the aim is to practise relevant language forms to finally apply them

in an independently written text.

However, it is again stressed that during all of the stages of a genre based writing
approach, the purpose and thus the reader of the text genre are of utmost
importance. Therefore, while the product approaches may stress the correctness
of linguistic forms from a traditional and prescriptive point of view, the genre
approach seems to stress rather the efficiency of a text, not only linguistically and
structurally, but e.g. also visually. Also Tribble (1996: 45-46) points out that
grammatical and lexical correctness is not what constitutes the feeling of rightness
or appropriateness. As an example he presents two letters of complaint, and
argues that one of them is more acceptable than the other despite of a greater
number of spelling, vocabulary and grammar mistakes. This issue, namely the
effect on the reader, which is basically ignored by process approaches, is finally

addressed by genre approaches.

2.4.4 Process vs. Product Approaches

In order to provide a practical example that can be compared and contrasted
within other approaches to teaching writing, a teacher will be assumed, who strictly
follows the product approach and wants to integrate Web 2.0 technologies into the

EFL classroom by e.g. letting the students write a project report about their school
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projects on a weblog. First of all, such a teacher would familiarise the students
with correct models of project reports, which he or she already selected
beforehand. Probably, during this stage there would be a focus on familiarising
students with e.g. the use of linking words or the most important pieces of
vocabulary. At the controlled writing stage, they would then have to do gap filling
exercises or to create a part of a project report. Then, finally, they would write a
complete review of their own project and put it on their weblog. Since the primary
focus lies on the correct use of language, it is questionable whether such a
teacher would pay a lot attention to the difference that is created by writing such a

report into the exercise book and by publishing it on a weblog.

The genre approach, which is often only regarded as an extension of the
traditional product approach, would lead to quite a similar teacher's proceeding.
However, students would probably have a look at some authentic project report,
being made aware of the purpose of such texts. With the help of a concordancer
they would analyse the texts for important vocabulary or grammatical structures. In
addition, there would be emphasis on the social context of such a report, which
e.g. could be to show the quality and importance of one’s project to an audience of
other experts or to persuade the principal of the project that his money was well-
invested. Since a genre approach stresses the reader, it is also always defined by
the medium of publication. The teacher would, therefore, probably from the
beginning onwards confront students with online project reports and the medium of
the Web. Hence, also the enabled integration of pictures, tables or video and
audio material, as well as the integration of links, would be of relevance. As a
result the medium of the weblog would probably gain more importance than in a

mere product approach.

Since process approaches emphasise the writing process a writer goes through
and not the final product, the weblog as the medium of publication would probably
only be relevant during the pre-writing and drafting stages, when brainstorming on
the actual content of the project report and its structuring takes place. Then the
first draft of the project report would be discussed and revised individually or in a
group and finally be published on the weblog. Although the weblog as the
publication place of the text may not be that relevant for the whole writing process,

which basically stays the same for every kind of text, the blogging technology
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could be very useful for conducting the different stages of the process approach.
On a weblog brainstorming, discussion as well as revision of a text could take
place in an effective way. This, however, would reduce the weblog to a mere

assistive equipment to conduct an ‘old’ approach in a new medium.

After all, the actual power of a weblog and of various other Web 2.0 applications
lies in the fact that they immediately generate a real purpose, since students can
publish their written texts for a real audience. In addition, interactivity and
collaboration are important pillars of Web 2.0 technologies. However, neither
product nor process approaches seem to be able to integrate this potential that is
created for learning and teaching to the extent in which it is enabled by the new

possibilities of publishing and communication.

2.4.5 Sociocultural /Post-process Approach

This is a relatively new approach, which to some extent also addresses issues of
writing for and with new media like the Web 2.0. In her book Controversies in
Second Language Writing Casanave (2004: 84-85) refers to researchers like
Atkinson (2003) and Kent (1999), who describe this sociocultural movement in
writing as an extension of the process approaches and thereby label it ‘post-
process’. In addition, also Matsuda (2003: 78) indicates that post-process
approaches are not a reaction against process approaches and do not reject
process pedagogies and theories. They rather “reject the dominance of process at
the expense of other aspects of writing and writing instruction” (Matsuda 2003: 78-
79), since the process approaches are often seen to operate in a “sociocultural
vacuum”, as Silva (1987: 9) puts it. Therefore, scholars base this approach very
much on the socioconstructivist learning theory and the concepts by Vygotsky,
which say that individuals are social beings and, therefore, successful learning
takes place if social and cultural interaction are included. With regard to writing,
this approach stresses that writers should not only write for each other and the
teacher as the academic audience. Instead, it is regarded as important that they
can write for the public. In addition, it is argued that the students as writers should
not work only alone, but rather they can learn from sharing their ideas with
readers. (Jones 2006: 47)

Casanave (2004: 84-85) points out that the concept of this approach was

introduced by Trimbur (1994: 108) who recognised a “social turn” and defined
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post-process composition as a socially and culturally situated activity in first
language writing. Also Vollmer (2002: 1) explains writing as a “contextually
situated social and cultural practice”. Researchers like Atkinson (2003) regard the
different stages of the process approaches as very valuable for teaching second
and foreign language writing, but add that social and cultural factors have an
impact on language learning and writing, as it is a means of communicating ideas.
From a practical teaching point of view this means that students should be
provided with opportunities for a ‘real’ reading audience beyond the classroom and
also outside academia. This implies that they also could get response and
feedback on their drafts by those ‘real’ readers. An example for such a post-
process approach is presented by the Writing Across the Curriculum (WAC)
movement, which is described by John Bean (2001: 15) as a
reaction against traditional writing instruction that associates good
writing primarily with grammatical accuracy and correctness, and
thus isolates writing instruction within English departments, the home
of the grammar experts. The problem with traditional writing
instruction is that it leads to a view of writing as a set of isolated skills

unconnected to an authentic desire to converse with interested
readers about real ideas.

It is stressed that writers in their writing activities should be given the opportunity
to write for multiple audiences in various disciplines, since they should learn about
the “public situated nature of discourse and their conflicting interpretations within
communities” (Reiff 2002: 108). In post-process oriented approaches writing is,
therefore, also presented as an interpretative act and as a vehicle of social and
cultural affirmation. Thus, writing instruction in such approaches stresses
interaction and collaboration. As a result, the teacher’s task in such an approach
would be to provide opportunities for getting in contact with ‘real’ readers and for
receiving feedback on the students’ writing not only from the classmates and the
teacher. In a traditional classroom, which does not offer a lot of possibilities to
interact with the outside world, working with such an approach would be quite a
big challenge. However, new media and technologies can contribute to the
formation of a ‘Classroom 2.0’ that connects students to the outside world. Still,
just using the medium of the Web 2.0 does not automatically lead to interaction
and collaboration with a broad and useful audience. The teacher would have to

engage a lot in establishing valuable contacts and at the same time would be
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responsible for protecting the students from/peparing the students for possible

dangers that the mass medium of the Web creates.

2.5 Established Key Concepts in the Teaching of EFL Writing

Although outcomes of writing theories and the focal points of teaching approaches
differ, there are some concepts that come up repeatedly. Even if they carry
different values within different standpoints, they seem to be especially important
for both the teaching and learning of writing. Since the labelling of these concepts
is rather difficult and varies a lot in the literature, the following will shortly

summarise what they refer to.
Purpose and audience

Here, the context, in which writing takes place, is addressed. It could be seen as
the teacher’s responsibility to put writing activities in a particular setting with
certain goals and aims. Motivation comes in here as well, for writing in a ‘vacuum’,
usually does not foster enthusiasm among learners. Knowing in which context
writing is placed and who the potential readers are, is not only important since it is
claimed to be a source for inspiration, but also because this is how writing takes

place in the world outside the classroom.
Pre-writing and planning

This can refer to everything that happens before the actual writing takes place, like
e.g. the generation of ideas and the activation of knowledge by plunging into a
topic. Depending on how general or specific a topic may be, this can refer to the
learner’s cognitive processes that precede and to some extent also accompany
the actual writing activity, as well as to the classroom practice of the teacher
familiarising learners with how the discourse of an aimed-at text type is structured.
Since this thesis focuses on an EFL context, such stages would typically comprise
the act of introducing students to language-related issues that are needed for

certain tasks.
Composing and drafting

This is a stage in writing, which can basically interact with all the other concepts
that are listed here. In the creation process of the text, according to purpose and
audience activated knowledge is integrated, ideas are connected and design-

related or organisational measures are taken. All of that can also happen
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collaboratively and/or being accompanied by constant feedback from other

learners or the teacher.
Revising and editing

Those are ‘strategies’ that learners should be able to apply already during the
composing and drafting of texts, as well as after having received feedback and
correction. The abilities of revising and editing refer to both the form (i.e.
grammatical and lexical language issues) and the content (i.e. the logical
sequencing of texts or the building of an argument), and are often regarded as

crucial in order to perform as a successful writer.
Feedback and (error) correction

These concepts are very much related to the role the teacher assumes in the
classroom. While feedback seems to carry a rather positive connotation, correction
is often regarded as something negative. Traditionally, in his role as an evaluator
and instructor, the teacher only corrects and gives feedback on the written text,
when it is finished and handed in. However, the teacher could also assume the
role of a facilitator, providing feedback and assistance with problems at different
stages of the writing process. Also, it does not always have to be the teacher who
assumes those roles. Some value is also attributed to correction and feedback by
peers, as well as by experts in a certain field of writing. Interconnected with the
role of feedback and correction, the handling of errors and mistakes in writing is an
important concept in the teaching of writing. Here, it very much depends on
whether the focus is on linguistic accuracy or on the overall effectiveness of a

written product.

Summing up, it is apparent that writing research and the corresponding
approaches to teaching heavily rely on the traditional linguistic view of writing.
Although new technologies could make valuable contributions to the identified key
concepts, and, therefore, are often exploited to teach in a rather traditional way,
the actual changes in written communication and creation triggered by a medium
like the Web are not taken account of at all. Although the sociocultural approaches
and the Vygotskyan concepts anticipate the social context of meaning construction
and learning as it takes place in digital environments, it is apparent that these
approaches to teaching writing have not been devised with any specific thoughts

about the medium of the screen. Although the models have different focal points
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(product, process, social context etc.) they still seem to foreground a traditional
language-based concept and do not follow a broader sign-based model as
proposed by Gunther Kress. However, there have been attempts to create new
theories about learning or approaches to teaching, which follow the impact and
requirements of the digital age. A concept, which claims to be based on the
contemporary emerging digital environments for teaching and learning, has been
developed by George Siemens and Stephen Downes and is labelled

Connectivism.

2.6 Connectivism

George Siemens calls Connectivism a learning theory alongside Behaviourism,
Cognitivism and Constructivism. There has been some critique of the label
learning theory’, since the concept is quite new and has not found its way into
established professional circles and has not yet been reviewed by experts. As a
result, it is still viewed very critically. Plgn Verhagen (2006), for instance, refers to
Connectivism as a “pedagogical view”, since it addresses learning at the
curriculum level. Other criticism concerns the view that existing learning theories
are sufficient and Connectivism could rather be classed with a sub-branch of
Constructivism, called Social Constructivism (Wikipedia 2010). However, as Inge
de Waard (2010) points out in her weblog on elLearning Techtales with Social
Media in Low Resource and Mobile Settings some educators have found it useful
as a concept for contemporary learning. Therefore, although it clearly does not
make any explicit reference to the teaching of writing, it might be useful to get an

insight into this view of how contemporary learning takes place in general.

Whether seen a ‘real’ learning theory or not, Connectivism deals with how learning
takes place in the digital age. Siemens (2004) points out that the utilisation of new
tools leads to a shift in society and transforms the view of learning as an internal
and merely individualistic activity. It is argued that for the networked learning as it
takes place today, the traditional above mentioned theories are not sufficient.
Connectivism, however, does not provide a completely new and different
understanding of learning, but combines elements of a variety of learning theories,
which are seen to be relevant for learning in the digital age. To explain why a new
learning theory is needed, Siemens (2004) also presents various factors that are

changing learning and trends which will affect it in the future (emphasis mine):
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- Many learners will move into a variety of different, possibly unrelated
fields over the course of their lifetime.

- Informal learning is a significant aspect of our learning experience.
Formal education no longer comprises the majority of our learning.
Learning now occurs in a variety of ways — through communities of
practice, personal networks, and through completion of work-related
tasks.

- Learning is a continual process, lasting for a lifetime. Learning and
work related activities are no longer separate. In many situations, they
are the same.

- Technology is altering (rewiring) our brains. The tools we use define
and shape our thinking.

-The organization and the individual are both learning organisms.
Increased attention to knowledge management highlights the need for a
theory that attempts to explain the link between individual and
organizational learning

- Many of the processes previously handled by learning theories
(especially in cognitive information processing) can now be off-loaded
to, or supported by, technology.

- Know-how and know-what is being supplemented with know-where
(the understanding of where to find knowledge needed).

Siemens (2004) describes Connectivism as being based on principles of “chaos,
network, and complexity and self-organization theories”. As its name suggests, it
foregrounds the connected nature of learning and knowledge. Learning is seen as
the process of creating connections and developing a network. Siemens describes
learning as actionable knowledge, which can also reside “outside of ourselves
(within an organization or a database)’. The ability to create connections is what
enables a person to learn more and, therefore, is viewed as more important than
the current state of knowing. Knowledge is seen as not being of a qualitative or
guantitative nature, but as distributed. In his blog post An Introduction to
Connective Knowledge John Downes (2005) describes this kind of knowledge as
connective and argues that connective knowledge requires interaction. In general,
he describes knowledge as being constructed, since it consists of interpretations
and perceptions, which are the results of some mental or cognitive process.
Knowledge is, therefore, not regarded as something that “comes delivered to us

already assembled” (Downes 2005), but as a network phenomenon. Knowing
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something is seen being organised in a certain manner, “to exhibit patterns of

connectivity”. Learning is correspondingly viewed as acquiring certain patterns.

On a less abstract level and with a direct relation to learning, Siemens (2004)
describes that knowledge and, therefore, decision foundations are altering rapidly
and new information is constantly being acquired. This in turn foregrounds the
importance of the ability to differentiate between important and unimportant
information. In addition, it emphasises the ability to recognise the alteration of the
information landscape and the decisions based on this landscape by the
emergence of new information. Those decision abilities are seen as learning
processes themselves, since knowledge is not stable and the notions of ‘right’ and
‘wrong’ change with alterations in the information environment. Therefore, in
general, the ability to learn more is viewed as more important than what is
currently known. This has also lead to a shift of the importance of ‘know-how’ and
‘know-what’ to the increased significance of the ‘know-where’, the awareness of

where to find knowledge when it is needed.

The principles of Connectivism are subsumed by Siemens (2004) as the

following(emphasis mine):

= Learning and knowledge rests in diversity of opinions.

= Learning is a process of connecting specialized nodes or information
sources.

= Learning may reside in non-human appliances.
= Capacity to know more is more critical than what is currently known

= Nurturing and maintaining connections is needed to facilitate continual
learning.

= Ability to see connections between fields, ideas, and concepts is a
core skill.

= Currency (accurate, up-to-date knowledge) is the intent of all
connectivist learning activities.

= Decision-making is itself a learning process.

As a learning theory or at least a pedagogical model for teaching and learning in
the digital age, Connectivism is, therefore, very much based on new technologies
and their impact on people’s lives and basic forms of knowledge and information

structures. The Internet and the Web 2.0 movement are, however, only one of
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many concerns of new technologies research. What is generally understood by the
term ‘new technologies’ and how those have been influential for pedagogy and
second or foreign language learning in particular, will, therefore be shortly

summarised in the following chapter.
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3 New Technologies and Foreign Language Teaching

There are various typologies of new technologies. A very interesting and useful
one, which is also mentioned by Pachler (2007: 212), was developed by Laurillard
(2002: 90), who differentiates between five basic functions of media forms

(including traditional ones):

(New) media forms

Narrative (linear - Lecture

presentational) media - Print

- Audivision

- Television

- Video

- Digital Versatile Disc
Interactive - (Enhanced) Hypermedia
(presentational  and
user-responsive)

-  Web resources

media

Adaptive (modelling
and user-responsive)

- Interactive television

Simulations
Virtual environments

media

- Tutorial programs
- Tutorial simulations
- Educational games

Communicative - Computer-mediated conferencing
gf&:ﬁsmn'orienwd) - Digital document discussion environment
- Audio-conferencing
- Video-conferencing
- Student collaboration

Productive (student - (Collaborative) Microworlds
action-oriented)

media - Modelling

Table 1: New media forms (adapted from Laurillard 2002: 90)

What really earns the term ‘new’, of course, always depends on the temporal
reference point. Since digital computer technologies are developing further and
further, the computer has been involved in creating various new media forms.
Therefore, it is presented as the new technology until today, which, especially with
the rise of the Internet, has been receiving consideration for learning and teaching
in as well as outside the classroom. Already in the year 2000 Warschauer
summarised three main phases in the use of Computer Assisted Language

Learning (CALL), which are structural, communicative and integrative CALL.
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Whereas structural CALL of the 1970s and 1980s was concerned with a structural
view of language, based on drill and practice exercise as well as on linguistic
accuracy within the grammar-translation and audio-lingual paradigm,
communicative CALL started to use PCs in the 1990s to conduct communicative
exercises, based on the principle fluency and a more cognitive view of language
within the paradigm of Communicative Language Teaching. Finally, the integrative
CALL of the 21 century is argued to be based on the principle of agency and a
socio-cognitive view of language within the content-based/ ESP and EAP teaching
paradigm, and to use multimedia and the Internet as sources for authentic
discourse. (Bax 2003: 15)

This short overview shows a correlation between changing uses of new
technologies to paradigm shifts in language teaching, which can be clearly viewed
as indication of the fact that advances in technology lead to changes in society
and, consequently also in language teaching paradigms. In this respect Bertram

Bruce (1999) phrases very clearly that

technology is not just ‘technology’, if by that we mean only silicon
chips in a plastic box or a web browser. It is an expression of the
ideologies, the cultural norms, and the value systems of a society.
The changes in social practices associated with new technologies
then become extensions of our current selves. As we modify
practices we reshape both ourselves and the new technologies.

For Bruce (1999) this also means that in teaching with technology it is not enough
to have knowledge about how the particular technology works. He points out that a
discussion which focuses on the realm of the technical is “hopelessly inadequate”
when talking about effects of technology. However, teachers largely seem to
perceive technology as only ‘technology’. Many foreign language educators,
whose methods come from more traditional teaching paradigms, see the use of
computer technology only as a possibility of teaching ‘old things in new ways’ and
not as a responsibility for teaching ‘new things’. Pachler (2009: 292), however,
points out that this should not be the primary concern of online foreign language
teaching, and cites Kern (2004: 254) who argues that foreign language learning in
online environments should help “students enter into a new realm of collaborative
inquiry and construction of knowledge, viewing their expanding repertoire of

identities and communication strategies as resources in the process”.
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In literature about teaching in the digital age, it is often stressed that none of the
different technologies or media can be referred to as the ‘best’ or most appropriate
one for (EFL) teaching in general. In addition, none of them can create any
pedagogical improvements by its mere use. In his book Brave New Digital
Classroom Robert Blake (2008: 131), for instance, points out that it has to be
decided which medium is most suitable for a specific purpose, and that there
always have to be pedagogical considerations behind its application. In order to
make decisions about pedagogical concepts, one, of course, has to be clear about
the actual characteristics and potentials of new media and technologies. Blake
(2008: 131) indicates that certain tools facilitate and encourage the performance of
some activities over others. This fact is usually referred to as the ‘affordance’ of a

technology or a type of media.
Characteristics, potentials and affordances

In the early encounters of language teaching with the rising Internet technology, a
focus was put on the characteristics of Computer Mediated Communication
(CMC). In 1997 Warschauer (472) identified five basic potentials for CMC in L2

teaching and learning:

» Text-based and computer- mediated interaction
= Many-to-many communication

= Time- and place-independence

» Long distance exchanges

= Hypermedia links

In his account of CMC he mainly refers to asynchronous environments like e-mail
correspondence or bulletin boards, and synchronous environments like chats, both
of which contribute to different kinds of interactions and a new form of
collaborative knowledge construction, which can take place online and, therefore,
outside the classroom. However, with technological advances new environments
for online communication have developed, and thereby have also created new
challenges and opportunities for the L2 classroom. The potentials and
characteristics that new media and technologies like the Internet have for the
teaching and learning of modern foreign languages, expanded over the last
decade, particularly especially in the shift towards the second generation of the
Web. Norbert Pachler (2007: 213-220) emphasises that the new(er) technologies
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can support reflective text-based interaction, which is of particular value to FL

learners for the establishment of discourse competence. He also gives an up-to-

date and comprehensive account of the characteristics and potential of new(er)

technologies:

Flexibility

This refers to the possibility of learning to take place at any time and at any
geographical location via technology, but also to the easy modification of digital
resources according to different learner needs and styles.

Multimodality

New technologies offer the possibility of combining different semiotic means
and modes for meaning-making and representation on the screen, which
contributes to richer and authentic insights into target culture and foreign
language discourse in context.

Interactivity

Pachler (2007: 216) uses the term not in its technical meaning (as the
communication between a computer system and its operators), but to denote
that new technologies enable interactivity as a reciprocal action in terms of co-
operation and negotiation between people, which is valuable for FL language
teaching and learning.

Non-linearity

This refers to the break down of the sequential order of information on pages
and screens to a more lateral organisation of knowledge resources, which
show a high level of interconnectedness through the hyperlinked nature of new
technologies.

Distributed nature of information

Information is distributed in the sense that everyone can become an ‘author’
and make contributions, which adds to the democratic and non-centralised
nature of new technologies, based on a variety of different viewpoints.
Although resources are rather ephemeral and cannot claim accuracy, they
could be exploited as sources for rich and authentic material for foreign
language learning and teaching, as well as opportunity to eliminate boundaries

and thereby to connect educational institutions to the real world.
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= Communicative potential
New technologies facilitate both real-time interactions in synchronous and time-
delayed interaction in asynchronous environments, two types of written
communication which pose different demands on foreign language learners.
Although audio chats also provide the possibility of interacting in speech,
writing is still much more common, which Pachler (2007: 217) identifies as an
advantage for teenage learners who often feel more comfortable with writing in

the target language.
New technologies and writing

The impact of new technologies on writing started with the rise of word processors
and other text manipulation software, which enables the changing and altering of
previously written text. Educators saw this as a chance for a variety of activities,
some of which are listed by Sue Hewer (1997: 2) as sequencing, replacing and
inserting of words sentences or paragraphs, gap filling, unscrambling words or
reconstructing texts. With regard to their potential for teaching and learning, Hewer
(1997: 12) argued that text manipulation could be valuable for the creation of
tasks, which improve the learners’ knowledge of structure and of form, and
through which learners could improve and consolidate vocabulary, collocation as

well as spelling and punctuation knowledge (Pachler 2009: 289).

Later on, within the rise of the Internet and CMC, Lapadat (2002) elaborates on
written interaction in online learning environments, and identifies that online written
contributions in such environments adopt some characteristics of spoken language
in the sense that they are interactive, rather informal, personalised as well as
audience-aware. Whereas written contributions in asynchronous communication
tend to be more formal and conventional, synchronous chats are even more
speech-like, contain abbreviations and symbols, and in general cause greater
ambiguity as well as typographical errors due to the requirement of an increased
typing speed. She also points out that writing in asynchronous online discussions,
demands critical high-order thinking processes, which are enhanced by the online
medium, since learners are engaged in constant confrontation with contextual
material (i.e. postings by others) that has to be reflected on and incorporated in

order to make a meaningful contribution. Therefore, they support reflection as well

50



as a social negotiation of meaning and the production of coherent discourse, all of

which are important concepts in EFL teaching.

Finally, the rise of the Social Web has led to the development of online
communities. Opening up the classrooms to such real world establishments, on
the one hand, creates possibilities of getting into contact with experts in certain
fields, and, on the other hand, also gives learners a real sense of audience for
their written contributions, which writing inside the traditional EFL classroom was
clearly lacking. Apart from that, the above mentioned issues of multimodality and
non-linearity, triggered by the medium of the screen, have implications for what a
learner needs in order to use and produce written online texts. It is vital for foreign
language teaching and education in general to acknowledge such a shift in
meaning-making and to engage in the implications of new technologies, if
schooling wants to stay relevant (Pachler 2007: 214-218).

Since schooling practices are, of course, very much based on governmental
regulations on education, in the following it will be analysed what the two influential
governmental documents on foreign language teaching in Austria, namely the
Austrian curriculum and the Common European Framework of Reference (CEFR),
state concerning the teaching of writing as well as with regard to the integration of

new technologies.
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4 Writing and the Use of Technology in the Austrian Curriculum

and the Common European Framework of Reference (CEFR)

4.1 Writing in the CEFR

First of all, literacy as a concept, which does not strictly differentiate between
reading and writing and which takes contemporary requirements for active
meaning into account, is not present in the CEFR. The document is very much
based on the four skills division, especially when it comes to assessment.
However, the skills are subsumed under the more general heading
Communicative language activities (4.4), where the CEFR specifies that only when
producers are separated from receivers (e.g. in broadcasting or the publication of
written text), communicative events can be categorised as speaking, writing,
listening or reading of a text. Therefore, in general, the CEFR stresses skills as
being integrated rather than isolated. Accordingly, it views most communicative
activities as interactive, which means that participants alternate in being productive
and receptive. The global scales are correspondingly based on the categories
reception, production, interaction and mediation. The category ‘mediation’
includes translation and interpretation, but also periphrasis and simplification and
other ways of getting meaning across in a language. All those types of activities

are acknowledged to occur both in written and oral form.

The CEFR also specifies how it views communicative language processes in
relation to the four skills. It defines that in order to write a learner has to engage in
cognitive and linguistic processes for organising and formulating the message. In
addition, the writer usually has to apply manual skills when hand-writing or typing a
text. With regard to the processes involved, it is admitted that in contrast to the
observable stages of the processes, the happenings in the central nervous system
have not yet been satisfactorily explored. Therefore, at a general level, the CEFR
identifies three stages in communicative language processes, which are planning,
execution and monitoring. Execution is further subdivided into production,

reception and interaction.

In section 4.6 and 4.6.1 the CEFR elaborates on the nature of a text as “piece of
language, whether a spoken utterance or a piece of writing, which users/learners

receive, produce or exchange” and its relation to the medium by which it is
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transmitted. It is pointed out that different media and purposes also lead to
differences in the organisation and presentation of the text. Thereby texts can be
classified into text types, which in turn belong to different genres. For that reason
the CEFR gives recommendations on the consideration of the medium and its
relation to text, which are also directed towards the teaching of writing. They
include the consideration of whether and how the differences in the medium and
the psycholinguistic processes involved in writing are taken into account in
productive, receptive and interactive activities. It is also recommended to consider
the medium in the selection, adaptation or composition as well as in the evaluation
of written texts. In addition, the CEFR suggests the consideration of textual

characteristics of e.g. classroom discourse, instructional and reference materials.

Furthermore, it also proposes to take into account whether and how learners are
encouraged to make their text more appropriate with regard to their
communicative purpose, the context of use and also the media employed.
Therefore, since the notions of medium, context and genre are considered as
relevant, the CEFR also lists different text types as examples within the categories
that are analysed in the following with regard to how writing and written

communication is viewed.
Written production

This category refers to writing activities, in which the writer produces a text that is
received by one or more readers. As example activities the CEFR cites writing
articles, business letters, reports, completing forms, creative writing etc. In the
illustrative scales all of that is subsumed under the categories ‘overall written
production’, ‘creative writing’ and ‘reports and essays’. 2 A sample illustrative scale

for ‘overall written production’ is provided in Figure 12 below.

> The CEFR defines levels of attainment in different aspects of its descriptive scheme with
illustrative descriptor scales, in order to provide a basis for the mutual recognition of language
qualifications, thus facilitating educational and occupational mobility. The six reference levels are
presented on a Global Scale from Al to C2, and are widely accepted as the European standard for
grading an individual's language proficiency. Their division can be illustrated in the following way:

A) Basic user: Al (breakthrough)
A2 (waystage)
B) Independent user: B1 (threshold)
B2 (vantage)
C) Proficient user: C1 (effective operational proficiency)

C2 (mastery)
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OVERALL WRITTEN PRODUCTION

2 Can write dear, smoothly flowing, complex texts in an appropriate and effective style and a logical
structure which helps the reader to find significant points.

Can write dear, well-structured texts of complex subjects, underlining the relevant salient issues,
C1 | expanding and supporting points of view at some length with subsidiary points, reasons and relevant
examples, and rounding off with an appropriate condusion.

Can write dear, detailed texts on a variety of subjects related to hisher field of interest, synthesising and

B2 L .
evaluating information and arguments from a number of sources.

B1 Can write straightforward connected texts on a range of familiar subjects within his field of interest, by
linking a series of shorter discrete elements into a linear sequence.

A2 Can write a series of simple phrases and sentences linked with simple connectors like ‘and’, ‘but’ and

‘hecause’,

Al | Can write simple isolated phrases and sentences.

Figure 12: CEFR illustrative scale for ‘Overall written production’

The CEFR also integrates production strategies that are needed for producing
(written or spoken) texts. Those that are considered to be harnessed during the
planning stage are labelled ‘rehearsing’, ‘considering audience’, ‘locating
resources’, ‘task adjustment’ and ‘message adjustment’, and thereby relate to the
learner’s ability to adapt to the context. When it comes to the execution stage,
strategies like compensating, building on previous knowledge and trying out are
considered as important. Finally, for so-called evaluation and repair purposes

strategies like monitoring success and self-correction are taken into account.

With regard to the language processes involved in the production, the CEFR
identifies two components, which are formulation and articulation. In the case of
writing the first one involves orthographic processes, transferring the outputs from
the planning stage into linguistic form. The latter one refers to the physical actions

involved in producing handwritten or typewritten text.
Written interaction & mediation

Here, the CEFR cites examples like passing notes and memos, letter and e-mail
correspondence, negotiating the texts of agreements or contracts by e.g. proof
corrections, and the participation in online or offline computer conferences.
Although it is acknowledged that with the improvements and developments in
computer technology

interactive man-machine communication is coming to play an ever

more important part in the public, occupational, educational and even
personal domains (CEFR 4.4.3.4)
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The CEFR does not include writing activities and corresponding illustrative scales
that would mirror the possibilities the Web as medium for communication offers.
While for spoken interaction, scales are provided that differentiate between casual
conversations, informal discussions, formal discussions and goal-oriented co-
operation, no such categories exist for written interaction, although new
technologies and especially the innovative Web (2.0) applications enable people to
engage in such conversations in a written form. The illustrative scales that are
provided for written interaction only refer to ‘overall written interaction’,

‘correspondence’, and ‘notes, messages and forms’.

Also with regard to the processes involved in interaction, writing is viewed
somehow differently to speaking. While in spoken interaction productive and
receptive processes are described as overlapping, they are said to be distinct in
writing. However, a remark is included that electronic interaction, e.g. via the
Internet, is becoming ever closer to ‘real time’ interaction. Still, although this fact is
acknowledged, the categories for illustrative scales included in the CEFR do not
mirror the new ways into which written interaction moves within the medium of the
World Wide Web. Web applications like Twitter, Facebook or Google Documents
and Google Wave advertise that they enable (near) real-time communication
and/or collaboration, meaning that users receive information as soon as it is
published by authors and, therefore, are not required to check periodically for

updates.

Mediating activities are described as being applied when the language user acts
as an “intermediary between interlocutors who are unable to understand each
other directly” (CEFR 4.4.4). When it comes to writing the CEFR cites example
activities, such as exact translation, literary translation, summarising gist (within L2

or between L1 and L2) or paraphrasing.
Non-verbal communication

The CEFR also includes information on practical actions that accompany language
activities. Although those are said to occur normally in face-to-face oral activities,
apart from paralinguistic features, also paratextual features are mentioned that are
essential for writing. Devices like illustrations, charts, tables and typographic
features, such as fonts, spacing, underlining, layout etc. are mentioned to play a
role similar to paralinguistic features in written texts. In the age of new media and
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technologies such features referred to as ‘paratextual’, however, gain increasing
importance and, therefore, would have to be considered as equally important

textual features within the new media.

4.2 Writing in the Austrian Curriculum for Foreign Languages

Just as the CEFR the Austrian curriculum for upper and lower secondary grammar
school education does not provide a separate section dedicated to English as a
foreign language, but provides guidelines and aims for first and second foreign
learning and teaching in general.® It is also based on the four-skills model, stating
aims and guidelines for reading, writing, speaking and listening. Apart from that, it
gives information about general aims and didactic principles. Furthermore, it
defines learning aims and outcomes that should be reached after certain years of

language instruction, based on the six reference levels (A1-C2) of the CEFR.

For writing, the general aim is described as the productive application of the
acquired language skills in a form adequate to the context and text type. The
didactic principle underlying the curriculum is based on communicative
competence as the superordinate learning aim. In particular, this means that
communicative aspects of the four skills are foregrounded. Furthermore, it
stresses that the four skills have to be practised in an equal and balanced amount
and in an integrated manner. However, the curriculum also points out that at the
beginners’ level listening and oral communication skills should be practised more

intensively. The desired learning outcomes for writing in the lower secondary are

the following:
- Year 1: Al
- Year 2: A2

- Year3 & Year4: A2 andfrom B1l: The learners can write coherent texts
about topics that they are fanilar with or that they are

interested in.

In the curriculum designed for (first) foreign languages in the upper secondary,
emphasis is put on the fact that listening, reading, taking part in conversations,

speaking coherently and writing should be practised in equal amounts. In addition,

® There are different guidelines depending on whether it is the first or the second foreign language.
The difference is in the number of years of learning. While the first foreign language is learned over
a time span of eight years, the second foreign language is only learned for four. English is usually
taught as a first foreign language and, therefore, dealt within the according guidelines.
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there should be a strong focus on practical relevance and authenticity of language
materials and activities. Teaching methods should be varied and include a broad
repertoire of process, product and learner oriented activities. Furthermore, the
range of topics and text types should be very wide in both reception and

production. The desired reference levels for writing in the upper secondary are:

- Year5: B1l

- Year 6: B1 + Extension and consolidation of communicative
events, topics and text types

- Year7 &Year8: B2

As can be seen, learners are expected to have arrived at B2 in writing (but also in
the other three skills) at the end of their secondary education. According to the
Council of Europe, the level B2 in general refers to an ‘Independent User’, having
achieved the following:
Can understand the main ideas of complex text on both concrete and
abstract topics, including technical discussions in his/her field of
specialisation. Can interact with a degree of fluency and spontaneity
that makes regular interaction with native speakers quite possible
without strain for either party. Can produce clear, detailed text on a
wide range of subjects and explain a viewpoint on a topical issue

giving the advantages and disadvantages of various options.
(Council of Europe 2010)

4.3 Using New Technologies and the Web

In both the CEFR and the Austrian curriculum for modern foreign languages no
concrete learning aims and outcomes concerning the use of new media and
technologies are given. In the curriculum, however, the importance of the goal-
oriented integration of information technology, like text processing, Internet and e-
mail, is mentioned as a general learning aim beside the four traditional language
skills. In addition, the curriculum recommends the use of audiovisual media and
new technologies like e-mail and Internet in order to further authentic language

contact and use.

In the CEFR the knowledge of how to manipulate audiovisual or computer media
as learning resources is mentioned in the section 2.2.1 The general competences
of an individual, as a combination between the ‘ability to learn’ and ‘skills and
know-how’. In addition, the ability to use new technologies, e.g. by searching for

information in databases, hypertexts, etc. is presented as one of the heuristic skills
57



in section 5.1.4.4 besides the ability to come to terms with new experiences and
the ability to find, understand and convey new information. Furthermore, the use of
new technologies is mentioned in the audio-visual reception section (4.4.2.2)
besides watching TV or films. However, whereas illustrative scales are provided
for the latter, such scales do not exist for e.g. using computer technology in

general or the World Wide Web in particular.

In the section 4.6.1, Texts and media, the CEFR elaborates on the nature of text
and its relation to the medium by which it is carried. In this respect, it is
acknowledged that the medium influences the context, the organisation and the
presentation of the texts, which thereby can be classified into different text types
belonging to different genres. Electronic communication using a visual display unit
is contrasted to stone inscriptions in the sense that texts for inscriptions usually
are carefully planned, since the medium is durable and makes the creation of the
text difficult and expensive. As regards electronic communication, on the other
hand, it is pointed out that by the nature of the medium, texts do not necessarily
develop into permanent artefacts, which in turn influences the nature of written
content with regard to its organisation. Therefore, in the CEFR the computer with
applications like e-mail is also mentioned as a medium besides print, radio
broadcasts, telephone TV and cinema. Thereby it is also included in the general
recommendation that

[u]sers of the Framework may wish to consider and where

appropriate state: which media the learner will need/be equipped/be

required to handle a) receptively b) productively c) interactively d) in
mediation. (CEFR 4.6.2)

However, text types that might be created by the medium of the computer and the

WWW in particular are not included in the written text types mentioned in 4.6.3.

Computers and the participation in computer conferences are again mentioned in
section 6.4.1, which summarises general approaches to learning a second or
foreign language, as a way of direct exposure to authentic use of the L2. Finally,
the computer is presented as instructional medium together with e.g. audio and
video cassettes in section 6.4.2.4., which calls for consideration of the use and
relative roles of media for e.g. whole class demonstrations, individual self-

instruction, group work or international computer networking of schools or classes.
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4.4 Summary and Critical Consideration

Summing up, it can be said that concerning the teaching of writing, both the CEFR
and the Austrian L2 curriculum set a focus on the learners’ ability to adapt their
texts to the context and medium of communication concerning language use and
organisation. Furthermore, also some emphasis is put on the familiarisation of
learners with a variety of authentic texts and text types. However, although the
emphasis on those issues may somehow reflect the principles of the more recent
approaches in the teaching of writing, namely genre and socio-cultural, no explicit
guidelines are given on how to teach writing that would fully reflect a certain
approach. The production strategies, for example, show some similarities with the
findings of process approaches. Both documents, therefore, seem to be located in
a post-approach/method era and aim at the combination of different approaches in

the teaching and learning writing in modern foreign languages.

Concerning the use of new media and technology, also both the Austrian L2
curriculum and the CEFR do not refer to the developments of the last few years.
Although they apparently try to stress the importance of the integration of new
technologies, by referring to ‘computer technology’ and ‘electronic communication’
they stay very general in their expressions and references. The only more
concrete examples they give are the use of e-mail and CD-Roms, and thereby are
far beyond what could be called ‘up-to-datedness’. Referring to the focus of this
thesis, there is no single mention of the World Wide Web (which, of course, means
that the Web 2.0 technologies are not mentioned either). What is, however,
mentioned is the use of the Internet, which today is often equalled with the World
Wide Web, although, strictly speaking, this constitutes only one (though the most

widely used) part of the Internet.

Although the CEFR makes promising remarks about the importance of considering
the medium of text transmission in the production, there is no special
consideration of the medium of the screen and its influence on the nature of
(written) texts. In addition, the listing of “design competence” as a pragmatic
competence in section 5.2.3 seems to carry the notion of the Design concept
proposed by the New London Group. This “design competence” is described as
the sequencing of a message “according to interactional and transactional

schemata”. However, although “text design” is again mentioned under ‘discourse
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competence’ in section 5.2.3.1, this does not really seem to refer to the
arrangement of multimodal Design elements, but rather to the linguistic and
rhetoric structuring or sequencing of traditional text types, such as “essays, formal
letters etc.”. Thus, even though the CEFR sometimes alludes to concepts that
have gained increasing relevance in the last few years, it stays far too unclear and
suggestive about the role of new technologies and media for the digital age in

which education is located today.

For the future of EFL teaching and learning of writing, it should be acknowledged
that new technologies are not just something by which we are surrounded, but by
which our lives are heavily influenced. It is probably not the right strategy to
demand a “media education”, on which e.g. the BMUKK elaborates in the separate
document Medienerziehung - Grundsatzerlass, and thereby somehow suggests
that media education stays separate from the actual or ‘real’ language teaching
issues. In the future, it will not be necessary to integrate new technologies into the
language classroom in order to make students only acquainted with their technical
functionalities. A weblog should, therefore, not be used with the aim of making
students familiar with the technology behind it, since as growing up as a digital
generation they will quickly develop the necessary understanding for handling
Web technologies from a technical point of view. It should be rather applied for
showing students how texts are effectively composed for this medium and how the
text composition in the Web is related to issues of research, active reading and
participation, parallel knowledge processing and connection, networking and

multimodal expression as well as the cultural meaning of various Design elements.

Although the concepts pointed out in chapter 2.5 are still valid for language-based
EFL writing and therefore also constitute the bases for writing concepts in the
CEFR and the Austrian FL curricula, they will not suffice for valuable education
programmes that should prepare students for the increasingly digital future, into
which we are moving. The CEFR was published in 2002 and stems from work of a
time, in which new technologies were not nearly as pervasive and essential as
today. As aresult, it treats new technologies rather as an orphan with regard to the
influence and importance for language teaching concerns. In its scrutiny in
shedding light on the linguistic principles of the foreign language learning process,

it bases its propositions mainly on a rather pre-technological world. Although the
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CEFR as well as the Austrian curriculum aim at providing teachers with guidelines
for equipping students with communicative skills in a foreign language, they to a
large extent block out the communicative potentials of new technologies and the

changes they pose on FL learning.

Hence, both documents lack the reaction to the bigger picture of a changing
society and changing needs. This is particularly relevant for English, which
according to David Graddol (2006: 72) steps out of its role as a “foreign language”
that is attached to anglophone countries only, and rather adopts the notion of a
global language that is widely used for international communication. As a result he
sees the role of English teaching in a change, since the “paradigm shift away
from conventional EFL modes” (2006: 15) requires English teachers to acquire
additional skills. As a global language, English, according to Graddol (2006: 15), is
less often taught as a subject on its own, and has become a basic skill in
globalised communities, just as has the handling of information technology.
Thereby, the two documents in question would have to acknowledge that (foreign)
language teaching and the handling of ICT should be strongly interconnected in

the provision of literacy education, particularly in the case of English.

Although disputed as a real learning theory, Connectivism highlights various valid
points of how learning has changed and how this change is closely interwoven
with technological developments. The principles of technology-enabled
connectedness, networks and communities of practice should be examined in
detail and ought to find their way into curricula and governmental regulations on
the education system. New literacies and their implications for the teaching of
writing should be adopted as concepts in the language curricula and regulations.
The pervasiveness and flexibility of technologies, as well as their non-linear and
interactive structures, as pointed out by Pachler (2007: 213-220) have a lot of
implications for written communication and composition. However, due to the
multimodal and distributed nature of information on the Web, writing cannot be
seen as separate from other skills as it is still largely presented in the CEFR and
Austrian FL curricula. The rather obsolete skill boundaries, which were drawn up
particularly for comparison purposes and for regulating assessment, should be
loosened in favour of a general orientation towards the teaching and assessing of

multiliteracies.
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Apparently, the integration of new technologies is a very dynamic and fast
changing field, and it is very difficult to make predictions about the future in
general and the learners’ future needs in particular. This may be one of the
reasons why governmental documents on education, such as school curricula and
the CEFR, remain very vague when it comes to this topic. This vagueness,
however, unfortunately also manifests itself in teacher education and the language
classrooms, in which new media like the Web, do not play an essential role and
are still regarded as something ‘fancy’. In this respect, Will Richardson (2008: ix)

points out that

[w]hile fully 90 percent of our connected students use these social
Web technologies in their personal lives, only a small fraction of
classrooms have begun to understand fully what these networked
learning environments mean.

Therefore, the following sections of this thesis aim to describe what these social
Web technologies subsumed under the term Web 2.0 are, why they can be useful
for teaching purposes and how they challenge and alter the conventional concepts

of writing and thereby lead to changes in teaching as well.
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5 The Emergence of the Web 2.0 and its Use for Education
5.1 The Web 2.0

5.1.1 Definition

The term ‘Web 2.0’ has been around since 2004, when it was coined at a media
conference by Tim O’Reilly. The 2.0’ is a reference to the version numbers that
are given to software products in order to denote that a new, improved version has
come out. Still, there is no single explicit definition for what it actually means.
Basically, it can be said that ‘Web 2.0