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Introduction

Chapter |

Introduction

|.1. Background of the study

Producing coherent and effective academic texts feocommunicative point of view is a
difficult skill to master. This is true even whetudents are writing in their native language. A
good grasp of the subject matter combined with ngemeral writing skills does not in itself
guarantee the production of good academic text$icOlties are compounded when writers
have to produce a text in a second or other larguagvhich they may still need to gain
fluency or accuracy. This difficulty increases wuatries like Spain where there is a lack of
tradition in the training of L1 writing skills inrpnary and secondary schools and learners are
left to their own devices to develop those absiti€amps, 1994).

The Spanish official curriculum aims to promote 8tudy of L2 written composition
at primary and secondary levels, but the writingk$athat are actually carried out in the
classroom apart from the written exams, tend todmasional and based on one single-draft
submission for which there is no feedback or thenpotion of rewriting processes. As a
result, students tend to write to convey their klesalge about a subject matter, but do not
practise writing according to the conventions afidimic texts. At a university level, many
English philology departments in Spain include wwgtcourses or English for Academic
Purposes (EAP) Courses as part of their seconduémyegteaching so as to help learners to

improve their academic writing skills in their L2.



Introduction

Studies carried out in English medium universiibsut the effect of EAP courses on
writing ability show mixed results like no gainsdeRead & Hays, 2003), no changes in
accuracy or complexity but development of formalglaage when writing (e.g. Shaw & Liu,
1998), gains in linguistic accuracy (e.g. Polieedd & Leder, 1998; Storch & Tapper, 2009),
improvement in overall proficiency (e.g. Elder & l@ughlin, 2003) or development of
written performance (e.g. Green & Weir, 2003; Manth& Roca de Larios, 2011). The
different results obtained in those studies camtbébuted to the way of measuring changes
through gains in average band scores in holisttmga(Purpura, 2004; Storch, 2009),
differences in the time-span of data collectiorregister changes (short periods versus long
ones) and/or the kind of feedback provided (e.geatlior indirect) to learners. Apart from
these factors, most of the research about the al@vent of writing in EAP courses has
focused on the written product rather than on thedyesis of writers’ process factors that can
help to explain writing development (Leki, 2007).

Within process factors, the representation oftés& is important due to the empirical
evidence that indicates that learners interpret shene task differently through their
engagement in the writing process, which in tuspahffects the final quality of the texts
(Flower, 1990; Ruiz-Funes, 2001; Wolfersberger, 2Qhang, 2006). Furthermore, during
students’ engagement in the task to compose thieinded text as they have represented it to
themselves in their minds, they also pursue diffegoals (Flower, 1990). The joint effect of
task representation and goals can be equated wittergal model of writing that guides
writers’ behaviour (Devine, Railey and Boshoff, 399Up to date, there have been no
longitudinal studies that have delved into the ttlgw@ent of students’ task representation for
writing and the concomitant goals that may evolae anly while working for specific tasks,
but also across a long period of time of writingtraction and practice in an EAP course. The
exploration of both variables and their possiblatrenship could throw light on writers’

processes related to successful written performanogvation and self-regulation.
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|.2. Focus of the present study

The present empirical study is an attempt to begifill this gap in research.The study was
carried out in a Spanish university and involved st3dent-writers who were pursuing an
English degree and were taking an EAP course duttiegperiod of data collection (9
months). Data on the participants’ beliefs aboue thriting task, goals and written
performance were gathered throughout an acadenaic tiFeough journals, interviews, and
timed L2 essays. In addition, we also used praficyetests to examine our participants’ L2
language level before and after the period of mgitinstruction due to the fact that language
proficiency has been found to be related to tagkesentation (e.g. Wolfersberger, 2007),
goals (e.g Haneda, 2000; Hoffman, 1998) and writjnglity (e.g. Roca de Larios, Manchén
& Murphy, 2006; Roca de Larios, Murphy & Manch6899).

Differing from previous studies about task repréagon that focused on compositions
from sources (Flower, 1990; Ruiz-Funes, 2001; Wsherger, 2007; Zhang, 2006), we opted
for gathering data on learners’ self-reported views the writing task through journals
regardless of task types since different tasksdcanfluence their representation and the
resulting quality of the compositions (Cumming, @R8As for the participants’ goals, we
used journals to elicit specific goals for a wigfitask carried out at the beginning of the
academic year as well as to gather data on thisiegaluation about goals at the end of the
EAP course. Moreover, information on the possibevetopment of goals for writing
throughout the academic year was elicited thromggrviews conducted at two points in time
eight months apart. Along the same lines, L2 argquatee essays that were written in a
limited timed were also collected at the beginramg at the end of the instructional period in
the EAP course.

A mixed method approach that involved quantitatime qualitative analyses was used
to provide a more comprehensive view of the vaesbkxplored. Regarding written
performance, the texts produced by the participewet® analysed from a double perspective
which involved the use of analytical measures (dewity, accuracy and fluency) and holistic

ones (overall quality of the written texts fromamunicative point of view).

3
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The contribution of this study lies in the undemsliag of individuals’ processes when writing
that could both deepen researchers’ knowledge ademdnd language writing and improve
pedagogical practices with regard to learners’dieland goals that are shown to be related to

writing achievement, motivation and self-regulatfonL2 composing.
|.3. Organisation of the thesis

The ensuing study is organised in seven chapteifowing this introduction Chapter I
explains and discusses the importance of mentaletsodince they are the basis of
individuals’ networks of beliefs and goals whichnddion behaviour. We start with the
description of the origin and composition of menteddels in psychology. After this general
overview, we concentrate on the importance of Eelie second language acquisition (SLA
henceforth), and explain how learners’ mental mnoaain be developed through changes in
their beliefs system, which also leads us to aewewf the conceptualisation and approaches
to the investigation of beliefs in SLA. Then, wencentrate on the domain model of writing,
the field of interest in this study, and preserdwedr and Hayes’ cognitive process model in
L1 as well as other socio-cognitive investigatitratt followed and expanded the model.
Afterwards, we highlight the importance of studéniteliefs about the task or task
representation for successful composition. Drawing the assumption that such
representation constitutes the core element ofiégear mental models of writing by activating
a network of goals, we report the main findingssef¥eral studies carried out in L1 and L2
writing. The chapter closes with a summary of thaimtheoretical and empirical issues
reviewed and their relationship to our own invesiign.

Chapter Il focuses on goals, the other main variable in mentadels. Drawing on
studies in educational psychology, we first deschbw earlier motivational theories moved
from the construct of needs to the construct oflsgyoEhen, we delve into the exploration of
goals in theories on motivation (goal setting, thetivational system and goal orientation)
and emphasise the importance of goals for learmirsglf-regulation models. Within the area

of L2 learning, we present Dornyei and Ottd’s (19p&cess model of L2 motivation and the
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influence of personal and contextual variables oal gtriving. We then move to the research
on goals in L2 writing reporting interventionistidies in English as Second Language (ESL
from now onwards) and descriptive studies in boBL EBnd English as a Foreign Language
(EFL henceforth). The chapter concludes with a samgrof the main findings of research on
goals in the area of L2 writing. The need for cargyout longitudinal studies on goals from a
cognitive, motivational and self-regulatory pergpecto explain patterns of achievement and
development in writing is emphasised. Then, thesibds contribution of our study is
mentioned.

Chapter IV explains the ultimate aim of the empirical studyd askescribes the
research questions, which are grouped into three backs. Afterwards, a rationale for each
research question is provided and the contribubibthe study to the field of L2 writing is
clarified.

Chapter V presents the mixed methodology adopted for thisisaf the data owing
to our interest in quantitative and qualitativeoimhation about the shaping of learners’ mental
models of writing. We also describe the data sautsed in our study (journals, interviews,
proficiency tests and L2 essays), as well as tléngaand analysis of the data.

Chapter VI brings together the results and discussion of tlue fesearch questions
following the three main blocks under which the sjiens were grouped: (i) dynamics of task
representation and their relationship to the le@nenvironment; (ii) the development of
writing goals and their link with the learning eraonment; and (iii) the connections between

learners’ task conceptualisation, writing goals padormance.
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Chapter VII briefly summarises the main findings of the stuéliterwards, we offer
some theoretical and pedagogical implications aedtian the limitations of the investigation

as well as new avenues for research.
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Chapter Il

Mental models

The present chapter is devoted to the investigaifamental models (MMs henceforth). We
start by explaining the origins of MMs in psychojognd their conceptualisation in the field
of system dynamics by Doyle and Ford (1998), wHerefl an encompassing definition that
could be applied to different domains. We then axphow MMs are made up of beliefs that
can evolve through instruction and result in cotgajpchange, which draws attention to
cognitive processes as well as sociocultural faces fundamental elements to account for
this change. With the purpose of describing hoviebehave been explored in SLA, the area
of interest of this empirical study, we offer aneoxiew of three approaches adopted in the
research on language learning beliefs. After twatconcentrate on a set of beliefs related to
language use in SLA and more specifically on bgliabout writing, which constitute a
domain model.

A domain model can be defined as a part of a Midlieg to a particular area of
knowledge, like writing. Within this area of knowlige, we offer a description of Flower and
Hayes’ (1981) cognitive process model of L1 writimghich is based on learners’ dynamic
mental processes when composing and the consego@istthat are activated during writing.
Then, we report how Flower and Hayes’ cognitive platias subject to some revisions from
a sociocognitive stance (Flower, 1994; Hayes, 1988jch also opened the field to a new
research agenda on task representation (Ruiz-F@8€4,, Manchén and Roca de Larios,
2011; Wolfersberger, 2007) from the readers’ andewg’ point of view. Afterwards, we
concentrate on the importance of writers’ task esentation for written performance,
describing those representations in relation toatag they have been investigated at different

stages of the writing process (before and whilemmsmg) and as stored task representations.
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Finally, we offer a summary of the theoretical @amdpirical research reviewed in the chapter

and its relationship to our own empirical study.
lI. 1. Research on mental models

The construct of MMs was originally postulated I tpsychologist Kenneth Craik in his
book The Nature of Explanatio(1943),where he proposed that individuals construct alsmal
scale model of the world. In this view, human re@sg involves the construction of dynamic
and symbolic representations of the external sealt it is perceived by people. Some years
later, the cognitive psychologist Johnson-Laird 839 developed Craik’s thoughts and
proposed that individuals use their MMs to underdtand experience the events they
encounter, to determine the actions they take amdntrol them. Since then, MMs have been
researched in theoretical and applied fields sultagnitive psychology (e.g. Anderson,
1983; Kosslyn, 1990; Pennington & Hastie, 1991gaoisational studies (e.g. Walsh &
Ungson 1991; Langan-Fox, Code, & Langfield-SmitB0@), business management (e.qg.
Axelrod 1976, Senge 1990), human decision makistesys (e.g. Endsley 1995), knowledge
management (e.g. Davison & Blackman 2005), or systiynamics (e.g. Doyle & Ford
1998).

Within the field of system dynamics (also knownia®rmation studies), one of the
central areas of research is the idea that indiedareate MMs based on their interaction
with the world, which, in turn, conditions theirHsesiour. In this sense, information studies
followed the line of thinking initiated by cogniBvpsychologists and began to explore MMs
from a socio-cognitive approach. Accordingly, it svassumed that MMs are internal
cognitive structures that people create on thesbafstheir experiences, perceptions of the
world or formal knowledge acquisition and that hétegm interpret and understand their
environment (Jacob & Shaw, 1998) as well as intexéb it (Moore & Golledge 1976).
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Doyle and Ford (1999) posited a definition of Mks information studies that aimed
at synthesizing ideas within that field and beingjusive, clear and not circular. In Doyle and

Ford's terms:

“A mental model of a dynamic system is a relativelyduring and
accessible but limited, internal conceptual repreden of an external
system (historical, existing or projected) whosedtre is analogous to
the perceived structure of that system” (Doyle & d 999: 414).

In what follows, we break down the definition inits component parts. First of all, the
concept ofmodel implies, in opposition to the concept of theoryattiMMs can lack
coherence and completeness since they are basediaduals’ internal belief structures that
stand for their perceptions of an external realfyaik, 1943; Rouse & Moriss, 1986). On
these grounds, MMs have been referred to as “Is&lied set of beliefs” and “belief systems”
(e.g. Chi, 2008; Ford, Hou & Seville, 1993; HainraBiss & David, 2004; Norman, 1983).
Following Doyle and Ford’s conceptualisation, thedel should berelatively
enduringbecause it involves cognitive structures thatshoeed in and retrieved from long-
term memory when they have been shown to be usefuhst experiences. However, MMs
are also dynamic and generative mental represensatreated by individuals to deal with the
specific demands of problem-solving situations. réf@e, MMs may also be altered. The
malleability of MMs has been attested by reseascherinformation studies who have
referred to “the mental model uncertainty princip{eee Doyle, Ford, Radzicki & Trees,
2002) according to which the mere attempt to colieformation to understand or evaluate
MMs can change them. The instability of MMs ovendiis more evident in that their details
can vary according to the specific cues activateéhdividuals’ minds as a result of their
particular decision making processes in a givertecdr(Doyle et al. 2002). Since people can
articulate their MMs in context through elicitatigprocedures, MMs areaccessibleto
conscious introspection. However, there can alssthectures that can be elicited outside
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individuals’ awareness and considered to be “inifphimdels” (Rouse & Moriss, 1986). MMs
are limited because they cannot refer to all kinds of knowlettgg may be recalled from
memory but rather to a “precompiled” set of infotima within individuals’ memory that is
constrained by the encounter of similar prior eigreres or by the structure of the human
processing system (Norman, 1983). In this respbey, are “working models” (Craik, 1943;
Johnson-Laird, 1983) or dynamic representation®sg to time and to learning that can be
inconsistent and imperfect since they are contislyorevised, changed and used in different
contexts that are similar by analogy.

MMs are alsdnternal because they are cognitive phenomena that mayrimtidnal
for individual purposes (Rouse & Morris, 1986) haligh not necessarily scientific (Norman,
1983). Asconceptual representations ioleas related texternalelements, MMs can exist in
different form states (past, present or futurehimithe minds of individuals who create them.
The referent for a MM may behastorical system that has its roots in the past, but trereat
can alsaxistin the present or grojectedinto the future as desired or planned events.

MMs have astructure because they include information about how knowdedy
organised and interrelated within the model usingsl and nodes according to individuals’
experience. The nature of the links and nodes fibrah a model may change as people
develop expertise. For instance, scholars have shibat the level of abstractness in MMs
varies among individuals (De Jong & Ferguson-Hes4l@86; DiSessa, 1983), with experts
being found to rely more on abstract rules thanges/(DiSessa 1983; Galotti, Baron, Sabini,
1986; Greeno 1983; Larkin 1983) or having more detepand richer MMs for reasoning
(Staggers & Norcio, 1993). While reasoning, MMsdgudecision making processes (Doyle et
al. 2002) through goals, which are cognitive sties activated in “dynamic problem
representations” and contained in conceptual nobes importance of problem solving in the
shaping and enactment of MMs has been emphasisedoime researchers who have
conceptualised them as cognitive representatioas dhe enacted while solving particular
problems (e.g. Halford, 1993; Shih & Alessi, 1993).

10
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The structure of individuals’ MMs is similar to analogousto the external system
they represent and, therefore, they maintain thetsire of the external systemspesceived
by individuals. Nonetheless, MMs can be only péytiauccessful since they are subject to
errors and omissions, especially in the case ofcesy Individuals may be unaware of the
possible imprecision and incompleteness of their vidlit, even in this situation, MMs are
important because people who have them believehemtand consequently these MMs
determine individuals’ reasoning processes, datisisaking (Doyle et al. 2002) and
behaviour. For instance, Norman (1983) indicatedt this observations of people’'s
interactions with calculators revealed that theM#lincluded beliefs that were “imprecisely
specified and full of inconsistencies, gaps andsgncratic quirks” (Norman, 1983: 8). In
spite of these limitations, their MMs guided themthe resolution of an arithmetic task. The
participants had developed behaviour patterns niede them feel secure in their actions,
although they knew that what they were doing ditmake sense or was not needed. In other
words, their unscientific or superstitious beligtsded them in their problem-solving actions
through a parsimonious type of behaviour that keeht to take extra physical operations to
reduce mental complexity. In this respect, oneigpént claimed that she had done more
operations than needed and had never taken anycstsorin her computations with
calculators, as she had written down the partiglilte in a count sums problem instead of
using the calculator's memory. These beliefs resulin unproductive and unnecessary
actions for performing the task. At other timesideints’ beliefs may also create problems for
learning.

In the field of physical science it has been shéat children develop their own MMs
or naive framework theories about scientific comgephat can be inaccurate and
misconceived in relation to scientifically acceptidories. For instance, children’s MMs of
heat are based on the assumption that hotnesgrigparty of physical objects that can be
transferred to other objects by direct contact (Wadou, 1994), while in thermodynamics
heat is conceptualised as the energy exchange whenobjects that have different
temperatures are in contact. This means that emefglge exchanged when two objects with

11
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different temperatures are put in contact long ghaoso that their temperature becomes the
same. Children’s prior beliefs about heat constthéir subsequent interpretation of thermal
phenomena to form a set of interrelated beliefscofdingly, beliefs can be obstacles for
learning by determining students’ evaluation of rawaflicting information or knowledge to
be entered into the already existing system ofebeljFeiman-Nemser & Remillard, 1996).
However, these beliefs, which are formed througbrpexperiences either in school or in
everyday life, can also promote reflection and shaping of new knowledge. This issue
illustrates the paradoxical nature of beliefs (Ers1991; Feiman-Nemser & Remillard, 1996;
Pintrich, Marx & Boyle, 1993).

Other researchers (e.g. Chi, 1988, 1992, 200(5,2Z808; Limon, 1995; 2001; Limon
& Carretero, 1997, 1998, 1999; Pintrich, Marx & Bryl1993) have also described learning
in terms of conceptual change but focusing on tie played by prior knowledge rather than
beliefs in this process. In this respect, priorlemlge can both hinder the integration of new
knowledge within a belief system and also faciitds integration by providing a framework
to understand and judge new information.

Beliefs and knowledge can be distinguished follgviNespor’s (1987) classification
of the characteristics of teachers’ belief systéragiewed here via Pajares, 1992). Nespor’'s
categorisation was in turn based on Abelson’s (1@&dinition of artificial intelligence in
terms of: (i) existential presumptions; (ii) altation; (iii)) affective and evaluative loading;
and (iv) episodic structure. Existential assumi@ne personal truths that all individuals
make and involve that some beliefs about oneselfsatiety are immutable and taken for
granted (Rokeach, 1968). Furthermore, individuals create ideal or alternative situations,
which differ from truth but guide their actions @tcount of personal experiences. For
instance, Nespor reported how a teacher’s belladsitaher traumatic experience as a student
led her to try and create an ideal teaching enwiemt in her lessons, which in fact resulted in
constant students’ interruptions and incompletedss. In this respect, beliefs also have an
important affective and evaluative component thatka separately from the merely cognitive
aspect that is normally associated with knowledgethe previous example also illustrates,
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beliefs are also episodic in nature, that is, theye their roots in previous episodes or events
that condition individuals’ comprehension and bebaw of future events. The existence of
these beliefs is independent of a general consetimiscan validate their appropriacy.
According to Nespor (1987), belief systems do ne¢dconsensus for the validity of the
beliefs that integrate them, which also entails thay are more disputable and less dynamic
than knowledge systems. Beliefs are value-relatedend to be more difficult to change than
knowledge (Alexander & Dochy, 1995; Wenden, 1999vertheless, since beliefs are
integrated within systems, which are not necessarjanised in a logical form and usually
refer to all types of dimensions of social real{ifokeach, 1968), the earlier a belief is
included in the structure, the more difficult ittes alter it. Therefore, new beliefs are more
prone to be easily changed (Abelson, 1979; Cla®B81Lewis, 1990; Munby, 1982; Nespor,
1987; Nisbett & Ross, 1980; Posner, Strike, HewsbiGertzog, 1982; Rokeach, 1968). In
contrast, knowledge systems are subject to evaluaind critical examination since they are
based on objective facts and are defined in tefmsason.

In spite of the differences between knowledge brtlefs systems, Lewis (1990)
contended that the origin of knowledge is rootedahefs and that both constructs can be
considered synonymous. Along the same lines, W@ad63) argued that knowledge is a
subset of beliefs because knowledge stands foethebkefs that have the greatest consensus
and demonstrability. Accordingly, knowledge repregse“how things are” while beliefs
include not only this representation but also aplicit assumption about “how things should
be”. In this view, knowledge and beliefs are coasd intertwined although the affective
evaluative component of beliefs makes them a fittethe interpretation of new phenomena
(Abelson, 1979; Calderhead & Robson, 1991; Era®851 Goodman, 1988; Nespor, 1987,
Nisbett & Ross, 1980; Posner et al. 1982; Schomd@90). For this same reason, Woods
(1996) posited that beliefs, assumptions and knigde BAK) could be treated as ends of a
continuum in which there is provisional acceptan€tdruth (assumptions), and an intimate
relationship between knowledge and beliefs. Theeepaopositions that compete for being
worth believing and when they achieve that statiusy are raised to the objective level of
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knowledge. From another point of view, in a speti@99 issue oSystenon metacognitive
knowledge and beliefs in language learning, lea'nieeliefs were defined as a subset of
metacognitive knowledge (students’ understandinggafning) (Flavell, 1979, 1987). These
beliefs were therefore “used interchangeably wittanognitive knowledge” (Wenden, 1999:
436).

Regardless of whether beliefs are a subset of lketge or the other way round, what
seems to be certain is that individuals tend terfinew information on the basis of its
consistency with the already existing informationtiheir MMs. In this sense, MMs have
predictive and explanatory power for their possid@elopment since once shaped, they may
constrain the new ideas that can be added to tlielnand determine the construction of new
ones (Vosniadou, 2002). For instance, VosniadouBaedier (1994) conducted a study about
the development of children’s beliefs about the/diggt cycle. Those children who believed
that the earth had a spherical shape interpreseatation as an up/down movement, which
was consistent with the responses to other queslike the appearance of the sun “up in the
sky” or the hiding of the sun behind the mountainat the other side of the earth. In contrast,
those children who believed that the earth wasl@wesphere thought that the earth rotated
in an east/west movement, which was consistent witier beliefs such as the “up/down
gravity” or that people live inside the earth besmwtherwise they would fall down. What
was more interesting about this study was that rttethod to elicit MMs consisted of
generative questions that could not be responddbeohasis of already stored knowledge but
had to be originally generated for the problem thas given. Therefore, early answers on th