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ABSTRACT
Influence of an Audience-Oriented Task,

Executive Function, and Trait Perspective Taking on EFL Writing

This study adopted a cognitive approach and investigated the effect of an audience-
oriented task on the passages composed by novice EFL writers by considering their
executive function and trait perspective-taking capabilities. With this purpose, the
writing performance of two groups assigned to either an experimental or a control
condition was compared. The audience-oriented experimental group was exposed to a
writing task that emphasized the audience. Most importantly, they were asked to read
three short messages shared by their audience, then take their perspective and write
down whatever came to their minds. The non-audience-oriented control group was also
asked to read the messages but was not encouraged to take the audience's perspective.
They were just asked to write down whatever came to their minds. Following that, both
groups wrote the main passages and completed four executive function tasks and a trait
perspective-taking scale. The results revealed that exposing upper-intermediate novice
EFL writers to an audience-oriented task increased the overall writing quality of the
participants with high executive function or trait perspective-taking capabilities.
Regarding the level of persuasiveness, the task's effect may depend on the availability of
sufficient executive function resources. These findings confirm the importance of a task
for directing and managing cognitive resources and show the executive function's
central role and trait perspective-taking’s importance in writing. The tasks that

encourage employing these individual resources may enrich the instructor toolboxes.



OZET

Okuyucu Odakli Yazma Gérevi, Yiiriitiicii Islev ve

Bakis A¢is1 Alma Ozelliklerinin Ingilizce Yazma Performansi Uzerine Etkisi

Bu ¢alismada, bilissel yaklasim temelinde olusturulan okuyucu odakli bir gérevin,
ylriitiici islev ve bakis agis1 alma 6zellikleri de dikkate alinarak, Ingilizce 6grenen Ust-
orta seviye deneyimsiz yazarlarin olusturdugu metinler tizerindeki etkisi, deney veya
kontrol gruplarina rastgele atanan katilimcilarin yazma performansi karsilagtirilarak
arastirildi. Deney grubunda bulunan katilimeilar okuyucunun daha fazla dikkate alindig
yazma gorevine maruz birakildi. En énemlisi, bu gruptakiler okuyuculari tarafindan
olusturulan {i¢ farkli mesajin her birini okuduktan sonra bu okuyucularin bakis agisini
dikkate ald1 ve akillarina ne gelirse li¢ dakika boyunca yazdi. Buna kargm kontrol
grubunda bulunanlar mesajlar1 okuduktan sonra okuyucularin bakis acilarini dikkate
almadan sadece akillarina gelenleri yazdilar. Sonrasinda her iki grup da ana metinleri
yazip dort yiiriitiicii islev testini ve ¢cevrimici verilen bakis agisi 6lgegini tamamladilar.
Sonuclar verilen okuyucu odakli yazma gdrevinin yirdtici islev ve bakis agist alma ile
etkilesime girdigi ve yiiksek seviyede yiiriitme islevi veya bakis a¢is1 alma becerisi olan
katilimeilarin performansini arttirdig gosterdi. Metinlerin ikna edicilik duzeyi dikkate
alindiginda ise yazma gorevi etkisinin ylksek seviyede yiiriitme islevi kapasitesinin
varligina bagl olabilecegi goruldi. Bulgular bilissel kaynaklarin yonlendirilme ve
idaresinde yazma gorevinin 6nemini teyit etmis, yiiriitiicii islevin merkezi konumunu ve
bakis agist alma 6zelliginin 6nemini gostermistir. Bu tarz bireysel kaynaklari

kullanmaya tesvik eden yazma gorevleri egitmenlerin kaynaklarin1 zenginlestirebilir.
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

Writing is a highly complex task requiring many language and cognitive processes and
their coordination to address an audience who is not immediately available. I will get
insight into some of these processes in this study. I will adopt a cognitive theoretical
approach, consider executive function and trait perspective taking, and try to understand
the influence of a writing task that directs the attention of novice Turkish B2 (upper-
intermediate) level EFL writers to their readers.

This section will start with the introduction of the research background, continue

with the aim and possible contribution, and finish with the organization of the thesis.

1.1 The Research background
Since the 1980s, many models have been introduced to explain cognitive processes
involved in writing (e.g., Hayes & Flower, 1980a; Hayes, 1996; Kellogg, 1996; Kim &
Park, 2019). One of the most important characteristics of these cognitive models was
recognizing the possible contribution of the limited executive function (EF) resources,
which are suggested to be responsible for the regulation and control of cognitive
processes (Miyake et al., 2000) in writing (e.g., Becker, 2006; Hayes, 1996; Kellogg,
1996; Kim & Park, 2019). The importance of audience awareness (e.g., considering the
readers' needs) was also emphasized in many of them.

For example, Direct and Indirect Effects Model of Writing (DIEW) (Kim &

Park, 2019) suggests that writing activity needs to generate ideas, translate them into



oral language, and transcribe them into a written text. As this happens, many
components in hierarchical structural relations are involved. At the lowest level, the
limited EF resources, which include working memory (WM) and attention control (AC),
establish a necessary domain-general cognitive foundation for the basic requirements,
such as vocabulary, grammar, and transcribing. However, as the model suggests, writing
activity consists of more than these basic language processes. It also employs higher-
level processes such as perspective-taking (PT), which is directly associated with
audience awareness and defined as “one’s knowledge of and inferences about others’
mental and emotional states in writing” (p. 1323), and which also requires limited EF
resources. Hence, both the primary language processes and the higher-level processes,
such as considering the audience while writing, may recruit this limited cognitive
resource, and this may create competition.

The effect of EF demand and the possible competition between lower and
higher-level writing components may be more visible, particularly if an EFL learner's
language proficiency is not high enough. This may be because these second language
(L2) writers need, for example, to transform nonverbal messages, such as propositional
content/ideas, into appropriate verbal-linguistic forms. While doing this, compared to
higher (advanced) level EFL learners, relatively lower (e.g., upper-intermediate) level
EFL learners can have more difficulties, for instance, in connecting parts of a text
appropriately (Schoonen, Van Gelderen, Stoel, Hulstijn, & De Glopper, 2011) and these
low-level processes can dominate the limited EF resources which are required to

orchestrate writing by allocating attention most efficiently (Kormos, 2012; Weigle,



2005). As a result, novice EFL writers may consider the higher-level processes less, and
their writing performance may be decreased.

It may surely depend on the availability of EF resources (McCutchen, 1996), but
one way to encourage a low-proficiency novice EFL writer’s cognitive system to
integrate higher-level audience processes and use EF resources more efficiently may be
via adapting a writing task that directs their attention to reader perspectives. The studies
indicated that the existence of an audience can be effectively emphasized in a single
task, and doing this can result in higher audience awareness and better passage
adaptation (e.g., Block & Strachan, 2019; Cho & Choi, 2018; Cohen & Riel, 1989).
Hence, although it can be demanding (Kim, 2020; Kim & Graham, 2021; Ryskin,
Benjamin, Tullis, & Brown-Schmidt, 2015; Wardlow, 2013), a well-designed task can
successfully trigger audience-oriented processes and keep them maintained while
writing.

Importantly, besides having higher EF capability, having a higher trait PT ability
(a natural/general tendency to take other people's perspectives) may contribute to the
success of this task. This is because the studies indicated that those people with higher
trait PT could, for example, judge other people's unique level of traits better (Colman,
Letzring, & Biesanz, 2017), and they can perform better when they are asked to take the
perspective of another person in different contexts (Crocetti et al., 2016). Moreover,
having such a natural tendency may make the state (situational) reader PT performance

less dependent on EF resources and compensate for the lack of sufficient EF resources.



1.2 The aim and possible contribution of the present study
This study aims to evaluate the validity of these suggestions within a Turkish EFL
learning context. | will create an experimental audience-oriented writing task that
includes some instruments (e.g., PT activity) which can direct the writers' attention to
the audience. A non-audience-oriented task that does not employ these instruments will
function as a control. The question is whether the experimental task can increase the
writing performance of upper-intermediate level novice EFL writers by interacting with
EF capability (low versus high) or trait PT (low versus high)*. Lastly, | will consider
whether having higher trait PT may compensate for the lack of sufficient EF resources.
The previous studies indicated the importance of EF (e.g., WM) (Vasylets &
Marin, 2021) and PT (Cho, Kim, & Olson, 2021), which is associated with audience
awareness (Kim & Park, 2019). However, to my knowledge, no previous studies created
a writing task that directed writers' attention to the audience and investigated its effect
on writing performance by considering the contribution of EF capability or trait PT
tendencies. This study may fill this gap by investigating whether an audience-oriented
writing task interacts with EF or trait PT and increases the writing performance of

upper-intermediate level novice EFL writers.

1.3 The organization of the thesis
The organization of the thesis is as the following. Chapter 2 focuses on cognitive
processes involved in writing and reviews cognitive writing models. Chapter 3

introduces some background for the task that aims to direct EFL writers' attention to the

! Participants who tend to take other people’s perspectives relatively more or less.



audience. Chapter 4 focuses on the rationale behind the present study and introduces the
research questions. Chapter 5 focuses on the methodology (including the research
context, materials, and measurements) of the study. Chapter 6 analyzes the data and
reports the results. It starts with data preparation and preliminary analyses and then
focuses on the main analyses, which investigate the research questions. The chapter
finishes with some additional analyses. Chapter 7 shares the conclusions derived from
the results and discusses them by suggesting future directions. It also shares some
pedagogical implications for instructors, considers the study's possible contribution, and

recognizes its possible limitations.



CHAPTER 2

COGNITIVE WRITING PROCESSES

As mentioned above, the theoretical basis of this study will be founded upon cognitive
writing processes literature. With this purpose in mind, I will start this chapter by
reviewing a pioneering cognitive model, and then after introducing the EF concept, |
will focus on more recent models which directly emphasize the importance of EF and

audience.

2.1 A pioneering cognitive process model
One of the earliest and most efficient models which tried to explain the role of cognitive
processes in writing was introduced by Hayes and Flower (1980a). The basic underlying
suggestion was that “writers are constantly, instant by instant, orchestrating a battery of
cognitive processes as they integrate planning, remembering, writing, and rereading”
(Flower & Hayes, 1981, p. 387).

Although many further subprocesses are embedded under them, the model
divides the writer’s world into three main components: task environment, long-term
memory (LTM) of the writer, and writing processes (Fig. 1) (Flower & Hayes, 1981;

Hayes & Flower, 1980a).



TASK ENVIRONMENT

THE RHETORICAL PROBLEM
Topic / Audience / Exigency

¥ o

WRITING PROCESSES

TEXT PRODUCED SO FAR

THE WRITER’'S
LONG-TERM MEMORY PLANNING TRANSLATING REVIEWING

Knowledge . ORGANIZING EVALUATING

of Topic,
Audience, GOAL REVISING
and ’ SETTING

-

Writing Plans - -

MONITOR

GENERATING

Fig. 1 The writing model introduced by Flower and Hayes (1981)
Taken from Flower and Hayes (1981, p. 370).

The first component, the task environment, includes all the things outside the
cognition of a writer. It involves two subcomponents. One is the rhetorical problem (or
writing task) which consists of the topic of a task and audience (who is going to read
and evaluate the written text), as well as exigency (the writer’s aim for writing). The
other is the growing text itself. Like the other task constraints, each word written until
that moment, particularly if the text is coherent, limits the writer’s choices for what to
say next. In this way, the growing text increases the time and attention demand for a
writer.

The second component, LTM 2, is a permanent storage system that stores topic

background, audience, writing plans, etc. (Hayes & Flower, 1980a). This memory

2 Flower and Hayes (1981) define LTM as a stable entity with its own internal organization and
differentiate it from WM, defined as conscious attention or active processing capacity. Although they do
not consider WM in this early model, they will recognize its importance and add it to their later models
(see below).



system is involved in the solutions of writing problems, such as using a cue to retrieve
useful knowledge and adapting that retrieved knowledge to solve a rhetorical problem or
task.

The third component of the model is the writing processes which are under the
control of the monitor® (Hayes & Flower, 1980a). These processes are planning,
translating, and reviewing. Planning includes three further subprocesses: generating,
organizing, and goal-setting (Hayes & Flower, 1980a). The planning process considers
the task environment and the information retrieved from LTM for setting goals and
organizing a final writing plan to guide the text. The planning here is an internal
representation that can be visual or perceptual rather than a writer’s final prose
representation; thus, it is an abstract concept (Flower & Hayes, 1981). The first
subprocess of planning, generating ideas, includes the retrieval of relevant information
from LTM. Sometimes, this retrieval process may be pretty smooth, but it may be less
successful at other times. For example, the writer may retrieve fragmentary or
contradictory ideas. In this case, another subprocess, organizing, can help the writer
bring pieces together and create a meaningful whole (Flower & Hayes, 1981).
Moreover, thanks to the organizing process, ideas may be grouped (subordinate-
superordinate relations, etc.), and new concepts may be formed. This organizing is
generally guided by goal-setting, which is another important aspect of planning (Flower

& Hayes, 1981). The second writing process is translating®, which functions for

3 The monitor determines the process and progress during the composition, for example, how much time
will be spent to generate ideas before starting to write, etc.

4 They purposefully use the term translating to differentiate it from simply writing or transcribing because,
according to them, this process can include the translation of symbols, kinetics, visuals, etc., into a written
language.



translating meaning into written language. As Flower and Hayes (1981) reported, the
translation process requires dealing with language formality, syntactic and lexical needs,
forming letters, etc. If a writer is not experienced enough, the translating process may be
an extra burden to the limited WM capacity. It can interfere with global processes, such
as planning, or with local processes, such as sentence formation, or both. The last
writing process is conscious reviewing, which includes evaluating and revising
subprocesses. It can function during the revision/evaluation of both written and
unwritten statements and can lead to new cycles of planning, etc. (Flower & Hayes,
1981).

These distinct cognitive processes, which are embedded with each other in a
hierarchical organization, are orchestrated by writers while composing (Flower &
Hayes, 1981). They do not progress linearly. For example, successfully reaching the
audience of the text needs the organization of ideas at all levels, and although some
previously established plans and goals may be retrieved from LTM, most of these plans
and goals are generated, developed, and revised throughout composing. In other words,
for example, goals lead to idea generation, but, in turn, these generated ideas can lead to
more complex goals. Again, a writer can review, generate, and reorganize in the middle

of composing.

2.2 Involvement of executive function and audience in the following models
Hayes and Flower’s (1980a) seminal model, which identified the major cognitive
processes in text production, created a backbone for many following models (Limpo &

Olive, 2021). Important for this study’s context, one of the most important



characteristics of these cognitive models is explicitly recognizing WM?® and executive
attention® as central processors in writing (e.g., Becker, 2006; Hayes, 1996; Kellogg,
1996; Kim & Park, 2019) and the other one is recognizing the importance of considering
the audience. Before reviewing these models in detail, I will shortly give details about
WM and executive attention concepts which are associated with EF.

The relatively earlier cognitive writing models adopted the operationalization of
WM by Baddeley (1986), who defined it as a limited resource used to store information
and carry out online cognitive processes and suggested that it includes three essential
components. One is the phonological loop, a kind of inner voice that stores phonological
information. The other is the visuospatial sketchpad, which deals with storing visual and
spatial information. The third component is the central executive, which conducts
cognitive tasks such as reasoning and deals with tasks such as memory retrieval or tasks
that are not fully automated. In other words, if a process is not sufficiently automatized,
it will use WM resources, and the more consciousness it involves, the more resources
will be required (Baddeley, 1986).

Later, Baddeley (2000) revised this model by elaborating the interaction between
three slave systems and a controlling central executive (Fig. 2). The comparatively
passive slave systems are the phonological loop, visuospatial sketchpad, and the newly

added episodic buffer. Beyond these, the central executive controls the whole system.

5> Some of these models use the term short-term memory rather than WM. Because the differences
between these concepts are beyond the scope of this study and because | want to be consistent, | will use
the term WM even when the original models (particularly those early ones) refer to the very same concept
as short-term memory.

® 1t can also be called AC; here, | used the term executive attention to be consistent with these papers, but
they can be used interchangeably.
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Fig. 2 The revised WM model of Baddeley (2000)
Taken from Baddeley (2000, p. 421).

The central executive (central/executive attention), which controls the slave
systems, is the most active part of the system in this model. Episodic buffer interfaces
between the visuospatial sketchpad, the phonological loop, and LTM while processing
multi-dimensional codes. Thus, it is a place where different information types are
integrated/bound to create coherence in information flow. Additionally, this model
suggests that the episodic buffer is essential to transfer the learned episodes into LTM,
which is defined as a place where permanent information is kept as, for example, visual
semantics or language. Besides that, the central executive also controls the phonological
loop, whose primary function is maintaining speech-based input by processing
phonological and verbal information. This does not have to be directly spoken input. For
example, an input may be presented visually, and this loop may process sub-vocal
articulations of it. And the last slave system controlled by the central executive is the
visuospatial sketchpad, whose primary function is to deal with visual and spatial

information. The distinction between these components, for example, between

11



visuospatial sketchpad and phonological loop, is supported by some research. For
instance, it was revealed that a reading span WM task is associated with verbal rather
than visuospatial abilities. In contrast, a spatial span WM task is associated with
visuospatial rather than verbal abilities (e.g., Shah & Miyake, 1996).

Baddeley's approach, which suggested the existence of different channels, for
example, visual versus verbal (Baddeley & Hitch, 1974), were very influential. Still,
some recent approaches do not adopt this kind of differentiation (Cowan, 2011). They
mostly think of WM as a unitary concept that can be highly associated with executive
attention (e.g., Engle, 2002; Engle, Tuholski, Laughlin, & Conway, 1999). In fact, both
this approach and Baddeley's (2000) approach include a central executive component
that directs attention and controls information processing, and both of them recognize
the system's limited capacity. However, the latter approach suggests that the nature of
short-term memory (storage components such as phonological loop) is different from
WM and suggests that WM capacity can represent the limited ability to control attention
which is particularly important to deal with the tasks which include
conflicting/interfering distractors (Engle, 2002). Thus, WM capacity is not only about
the number of items to be stored but also about the ability to control attention to
maintain information in an active/retrievable state while suppressing/avoiding
distractors.

Some other researchers who adopt this unitary approach consider WM as the
focused part of LTM (Cowan, 2011). The suggestion is that some LTM representations
can be activated. Within these activated representations, some portions (1-4 items) can

be focused and processed by the attention mechanism, which can limit active
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information processing: WM. Thus, in this approach, WM is considered a dynamic

system that can transiently activate LTM representations (Fig. 3).

Central executive (attention control) processes a

Long-term
Memory

Activated
portion of (decay & feature

memory interference)

(chunk
capacity
limits) b

Focus of
attention

a, b: Sources of
individual
differences?

Fig. 3 The demonstration of the activation of LTM and the involvement of executive
attention

Taken from Cowan (2008, p. 326).

Beyond these, an important concept related to WM and AC is EF. Some
researchers define it as “high-level cognitive processes that facilitate new ways of
behaving, and that optimize one’s approach to unfamiliar (non-routine) circumstances”
(Gilbert & Burgess, 2008, p. 110) and suggest that it is “an umbrella term, referring to
those high-level processes that control and organize other mental processes” (Gilbert &
Burgess, 2008, p. 112). This account suggests EF includes core WM and attention
capabilities (AC) such as inhibition (e.g., selective attention for controlling inference)
and updating/monitoring WM representations (Diamond, 2013; Miyake et al., 2000).

However, some other researchers, which I mentioned above (e.g., Engle, 2002), do not
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differentiate these cognitive processes and suggest that executive attention (e.g.,
inhibitory mechanisms) and WM use the same system resources and depend on each
other. For example, WM capacity determines how much an individual will be influenced
by proactive interference (Engle & Kane, 2004). Hence, for them EF refers to both
limited WM and executive attention (AC) resources.

In this study’s context, | will adopt the definition of WM as mental processes
responsible for online and temporary information processing and manipulation (Juffs &
Harrington, 2011) and the unitary rather than the component-based approach. The term
EF will be used to cover both executive attention (AC) and WM, which can be highly
associated with each other.

Now that | have defined the basic concepts associated with EF, I will continue
reporting the following cognitive writing approaches that explicitly embed EF resources
(WM and AC) into the models.

In 1996, John Hayes considered social and motivational factors and elaborated
cognitive processes in his revised individual-environment model. The revised model has
two key components: the task environment and the individual (Fig. 4). Important to our
present concern, a critical component of the task environment is the audience (e.g., the

target reader of the passage), and a critical component of the individual is WM.
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Fig. 4 The revised model of Hayes
Taken from Hayes (1996, p. 4).

To give more detail, the task environment is further divided into social and
physical subcomponents. The social environment includes the audience and
collaborators (e.g., the other passages which can be read). Hayes (1996) notes that
writing is a social activity not only because it has a communicative purpose but also
because it happens in a social setting that is shaped by a writer's previous interactions
within a culture, etc. For example, a writer can compose differently for a familiar
compared to an unfamiliar audience. Again, the physical environment, such as the text
produced until that moment (e.g., the length of it and its level of coherence) and the
writing medium (e.g., a word processor, an e-mail, etc.), can make a difference (Hayes,

1996).
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The individual component comprises LTM, WM, motivation/affect, and
cognitive processes (Hayes, 1996). LTM was kept with some updates/elaborations and
embedded within the individual component. The previously constructed LTMs which
can be retrieved during writing include task schemas (the processes to complete the task,
etc.), topic knowledge, linguistic knowledge, genre knowledge (narrative,
argumentative, etc.), and audience knowledge. All these memories have some functions.
For example, writers can use audience knowledge to take a reader's perspective (a close
friend versus a stranger, etc.) and adapt the passage accordingly. Apart from this
elaboration, some important updates were reported in the individual components of the
model. One of the most important updates under this component is exchanging the term
monitor with the term WM. In the original model (Hayes & Flower, 1980a), the term
monitor was used to specify a mechanism that controls basic writing processes
(planning, translating, and reviewing). However, in the updated model, Hayes (1996)
recognized WM's centrality in a writing activity’ and adopted Baddeley's WM model
(1986). Another important update was the inclusion of motivation, which could be
affected by the writer's goals, beliefs, attitudes, predispositions, and cost/benefit
estimations. And lastly, cognitive processes were reorganized such that text
interpretation replaced revision, planning was considered as only one of the reflection
processes, and translation was considered a part of the text production process. Text
interpretation is a function that creates internal representations from linguistic (listening
and reading) and visual inputs (scanned graphics). Cognitive processes that work on

internal representations to solve a problem, make a decision and inference, etc., are

" Hayes (1996) noted that he considered planning and decision-making under reflection processes but
semantic store under WM because the latter can help describe text generation.
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called reflection. Hayes reports that the reflection process is important for readers and
writers. Writers also make inferences to consider their readers' needs (the level of
knowledge, etc.) and respond accordingly. Lastly, text production is a function that
considers the context of a task and produces a passage (written or verbal) or a graphic
output.

Hayes (1996) emphasized that these cognitive and motivational processes use
WM and LTM resources that are not specific to writing; these resources are shared with
other activities such as reading novels (text interpretation), solving puzzles (reflection),
or drawing (production). Another thing that Hayes (1996) emphasized is the centrality
of reading in this model: a) reading the written text so far to evaluate it, b) reading a
source text to create a background for the topic and to respond to it®, and c) reading a
task to understand its requirements. Lastly, he emphasized that all of the components
and subcomponents in the model were essential. Writing depends on an appropriate
combination of all these cognitive, affective, social, and physical conditions. This is
because writing is a communicative and intellectual activity that requires a social
context, a medium, motivation, and cognitive resources.

Another important writing model which integrated Hayes and Flower's (1980a)
writing model and Baddeley's (1986) WM was introduced by Kellogg (1996). The
primary suggestion of this writing model was that WM, which functioned as a short-
term store and processor, tried to orchestrate many demanding activities such as

planning, translating, typing, and monitoring ideas.

8 He noted that this respond can be shaped by the persona of the source text.
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The main components of Kellogg's (1996) model are formulation, execution,
and monitoring. The formulation includes two subcomponents. The first one
is planning, which is about setting goals, thinking about ideas, and organizing them. The
second one is translating, which is about converting (building a syntactic frame for some
selected lexical units, etc.) and expressing ideas in a written form. The execution of
these translated ideas requires programming and executing, which are related to the
usage of the motor system depending on the output mode (handwriting, typing, etc.).
Lastly, monitoring also includes two subcomponents. The first one
is reading (comprehension, the establishment of coherence, etc.), which is considered a
necessary but insufficient condition for writing well. And the second one is editing,
which results from the comparison and mismatch between a writer's intention and the
produced material. It can be global (paragraph organization, etc.) or local (spelling,
etc.).

Kellogg (1996) also notes that the model does not imply straight progress from
formulation to execution and monitoring. Rather, it implies a simultaneous (and
nonlinear) activation of these processes depending on the capacity of the central
executive. For example, either execution or renewed formulation may follow a
monitoring/editing activity. Again, if execution is automatized enough, it can occur
simultaneously as a writer formulates or monitors the written material.

These activities, particularly formulation and monitoring, are mentally effortful,
and can be more demanding on WM resources: central executive, phonological loop,

and visuospatial sketchpad (Table 1).
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Table 1. The Use of Working Memory Resources by Six Basic Processes of Writing

Working Memory Resource

Main Basic Processes | Visual Spatial Central Phonological
Components Sketchpad Executive Loop
. Planning X X
Formulation Translating X X
i X
Execution Prograr_nmlng
Executing
. Reading X X
Monitoring Editing X

Note: Adapted from Kellogg (1996, p. 63).

For example, planning requires both the visuospatial sketchpad and the central
executive. This is because it does not only include activities such as visualizing ideas or
organizational schemes, etc., but also more demanding activities such as generating
ideas or trying to establish an appropriate tone for a particular community (audience).
On the other hand, translating requires a central executive together with a phonological
loop because the phonological words selected in a syntactic frame are kept in this short-
term store. Again, programming, an execution process, can demand central executive
resource depending on previous writing practice (using motor output schemas, etc.), but
executing do not®. Lastly, it is evident that reading to monitor the written passage
requires the phonological loop and central executive. Still, the editing activity can
demand and probably consume more central executive resources depending on the type

of editing (detection of a spelling error vs. revision of passage organization, etc.)°.

® This is one of the differences between Hayes (1996) and Kellogg (1996).

10 Referring to a study by Brown, McDonald, Brown, & Carr (1988), Kellogg (1996) reported that
because of the limited resource of the central executive, the demands for an activity may be reduced or
increased by the level of demands for another activity. For example, monitoring activities suffered and
revealed more failures when the demands for the formulation increased by asking the writers to recall
sentences (rather than reading and transcribing). Additionally, according to Kellogg (1996), the usage of
central executive processes may depend on the automatization of semantic and phonological
subprocesses.
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Later, Kellogg, Whiteford, Turner, Cahill, and Mertens (2013) evaluated this
model on the basis of experimental studies and suggested that there can be some
adaptations, such as the possible inclusion of the phonological loop in editing
(reviewing the text, etc.) and the involvement of the visual-spatial sketchpad with only
concrete concepts. Beyond these, he recognized new WM models that do not separate
storage components and define WM as attended representations, etc. (e.g., Cowan,
2011). However, he also noted that even if this is the case because both WM approaches
embed a limited central executive into their models, they do not violate the basic
assumption of Kellogg’s (1996) model.

Hayes’ (1996) model was also evaluated and revised many times (e.g.,
Chenoweth & Hayes, 2001; Hayes, 2012). Hayes and Berninger (2014) introduced one
of the most recent revisions®?. Its framework consists of three interacting
levels, resource, process, and control (Fig. 5). | will give more details about this model

by focusing on the revisions in the following paragraphs.

1 There were different versions of this model (e.g., Leijten, Van Waes, Schriver, & Hayes, 2014).
Because this model was one of the most recent ones and was explanatory enough for this study’s context,
| preferred reporting it.
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Fig. 5 The revised cognitive writing processes model

Taken from Hayes and Berninger (2014, p. 5).

An important addition to this revision is the attention component, which is also
referred to as executive control/function and associated with WM and which is defined
as the ability to focus on a task in the presence of distractors. Thus, the resource level
includes attention, WM*2, LTM (audience knowledge, etc.), and reading. According to
the model, these components can interact with each other, as well as with processes
from other levels. For example, attention resources can be used by top-level control
processes such as the task initiator.

The process level includes task environment and writing processes planes. There
Is no essential change with respect to the task environment, consisting of collaborators

& critics (immediately present ones such as teachers), transcribing technology, the text

12 Unlike his 1996 model, he does not refer to Baddeley’s (1986) model in this revision.

21



written so far, and task materials. When it comes to writing processes, it includes
a proposer, translator, evaluator, and transcriber®. The proposer ’s function is to get
input from the planner, the text written so far, LTM, or the task environment, and to
suggest nonverbal ideas for the text. The translator gets these ideas and converts them
into verbal representations. It can also get verbal ideas from verbal LTM and convert
them into new language strings (Hayes & Chenoweth, 2007), and its fluency is said to
be dependent on available WM resources, as well as the linguistic experience of a
writer. The third component of the writing process is the transcriber, which turns the
grammatical strings taken from the translator into text. The last writing
process, evaluator, can judge and ask for the revision of the outputs passed by any other
processes. For example, it can reject a proposed idea before its translation, etc.

Lastly, the control level consisted of task initiator, planner, and writing schemas.
The task initiator is simply the person who starts the writing task (e.g., a teacher, the
writer herself, etc.). It will probably specify the topic, the audience, etc., and influence
the planner which sets writing goals. The range of these goals may be dependent on the
level of experience of a writer. For example, novice writers can focus on a single topic,
but experienced writers can order some topics and subtopics, and they can consider the
tone and its impact on the audience. Finally, writing schemas include writers’ beliefs
about the target properties of a text (genre knowledge), as well as how to produce it
(strategic knowledge). Again, just as the function of a writing planner, writing schemas
can be dependent on the writer’s experience or preferences. For example, a writer may

adopt a kind of stream-of-consciousness writing strategy, which may change the

13 These were adapted from an earlier model of written production (Chenoweth & Hayes, 2001)
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selection of writing processes and the interaction pattern between them (e.g.,
the proposer does not need to keep a general topic in focus, etc.).

Another relatively recent model which quite explicitly referred to the role of EF
and audience was introduced by Kellogg (2008). Before giving details about this model,
I need to consider a relevant developmental writing model which introduces some key
terms such as knowledge telling and knowledge transforming. This model was
introduced by Bereiter and Scardamalia (1987). The suggestion was that writing
development could be relatively independent of other language skills, such as speaking
during which an audience is available and can follow a relatively different
developmental path.

According to this model, novice writers* tend to use a knowledge-telling
strategy to directly use readily stored/organized information to reduce the demands on
limited cognitive resources. Children reach proficiency in speaking at an early age, but
catching the same proficiency in writing takes time. One of the most apparent reasons
for this asymmetry is the difficulty in automatizing writing code, but there is much more
than that. A less obvious but essential reason/obstacle is the absence of an audience in
writing. Content generation is not a big deal in a conversation mainly because
conversational partners support the speaker in many ways. However, without this
support, children can have difficulties keeping track of a topic and making appropriate
choices to organize the passage. Thus, it can be difficult for them to make the passage
more understandable for the absent audience. To deal with these kinds of challenges,

novice writers discover alternative cues to retrieve information from memory (Bereiter

14 They prefer using the words mature and immature, but | prefer using the words novice and expert to be
consistent with the literature.
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& Scardamalia, 1987). One of these cues is the already-produced text. Although it is not
enough to organize the text coherently, this text can create a kind of stream of
consciousness. Related to this, the other cue can be the topic assigned by a teacher. It
can help the novice writer keep track of the content. The last cue is the previously stored
genre-specific elements and their organization (narrative, argumentation, etc.). Based on
this argument, Bereiter and Scardamalia (1987) suggest that novice writers use a
knowledge-telling model of discourse production. They use the abovementioned cues
and retrieve readily available knowledge to deal with problems such as the absence of
external support. In other words, the written output produced by novice writers is
dependent not only on language abilities but also, for example, on their topic knowledge
(Bereiter & Scardamalia, 1987).

On the other hand, more experienced writers adopt a knowledge-transforming
model (Bereiter & Scardamalia, 1987; Scardamalia & Bereiter, 1987). This complex
problem-solving model embeds knowledge-telling as a subprocess and considers
knowledge and operations (e.g., using knowledge to infer another knowledge, etc.) in
content and rhetorical spaces. In the content space, the knowledge states include beliefs,
and operations include transforming these beliefs (inferring, hypothesizing, etc.).
However, in the rhetorical space, the knowledge states include rhetorical context
representations such as the written text and goals, and operations include the changes in
text, goals, or their relations. What differentiates this model from the knowledge-telling
model is that expert writers do not only use previously stored knowledge but also

continuously detect rhetorical and content-related problems and create solutions to them.
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When a decision is made to deal with one of these problems, it will have implications
for the others.

Later, Kellogg (2008) introduced a model which considered the knowledge-
telling and knowledge transformation stages but also focused on a third, knowledge
crafting stage. Notably, he considered the importance of the audience and associated the
successful consideration of the audience with expertise. He also emphasized that EF
capacity is the primary constraint on writing development across these stages, and
reducing the demands on this system (e.g., by automatizing language production) can
help a writer to achieve the necessary control. He suggests that text composition is a
type of what-to-say (content) and how-to-say (rhetoric) problem, which consumes the
limited WM and attention resources. And just like in other kinds of learning, such as
playing chess, it takes time to mature and gain executive control of cognitive processes
to respond to the requirements of a task. Actually, according to him, it takes decades to
gain expertise in writing: at least two decades of maturation and practice to move from
simply telling what a writer knows (knowledge telling) to transforming what is known
for the benefit of an author (knowledge transformation), and finally, to the crafting of
what is known for the benefit of the reader.

According to him, at the most advanced knowledge crafting stage, the writer can
simultaneously maintain three components: the writer’s planned content, the text itself,
and the possible interpretation of imagined readers. Thus, for an expert writer, executive
attention is not allocated only to basic writing processes such as language production or
planning but also to these three alternative content representations that can contradict

each other. He emphasized that, for example, reader representation can also be available
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at an early stage, but its maintenance in WM may be unstable: the audience can guide
the word choices but not the review of a text, etc. Therefore, being aware of a reader’s
perspective can be a critical/necessary condition, but it is not sufficient to read and
interpret the text from the perspective of a fictional reader; enough WM system
resources must be available to coordinate the interaction among the author, the text, and
the reader in a relatively easy way.

More recently, Kim and her colleagues also contributed to the literature by
introducing, testing, reevaluating, and revising a comprehensive hierarchical model, the
DIEW, which quite explicitly and systematically considers EF resources and audience
processing (or reader PT).

Initially, the model was introduced and tested on native English speakers (Kim
& Schatschneider, 2017). Later, it was extended to Korean speakers by Kim and Park in
2019. And more recently, Kim and Graham (2021) worked on it and created a more
comprehensive version that specifies the directions between the processes more
explicitly.

DIEW is developed over an earlier model which differentiated lower-level
language (grammatical knowledge, etc.) and cognitive skills (WM, etc.) and higher-level
cognitive skills (inference making, etc.) (Kim, 2016). The essential suggestion of the
model is that the writing activity needs to generate ideas, translate them into oral
language and then transcribe them into written text (Kim& Park, 2019). And as this
happens, many component skills which have hierarchical structural relations are

involved (Kim & Park, 2019) (Fig. 6).
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Fig. 6 Direct and indirect effects model of writing
Taken from Kim and Park (2019, p. 1320).

At the lowest level, EF (e.g., WM and AC) establishes a necessary domain-
general foundation for basic language skills, such as vocabulary and grammar
knowledge, which are essential requirements for a writing activity.

The effect of EF on writing can be mediated by discourse oral language, and
transcription skills. The discourse oral language, which is defined as ‘the ability to
produce oral texts’ (p. 1321), is suggested to contribute to text production by generating,
organizing, and translating ideas. To be able to do this, it makes use of other skills from
different levels. First of all, it requires EF resources. Additionally, it draws on low-level
oral language skills such as vocabulary and grammatical knowledge and higher-level

cognitive skills such as inference, reasoning, PT, and monitoring. Thus, for example, PT
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can require EF, and writing can require PT, and this can result in partial mediation of the
EF’s effect on writing. As reported above, transcription skills are the other possible
mediator between EF and writing. Particularly, spelling and handwriting, which require
phonologic, orthographic, and semantics knowledge and awareness, can mediate the
effect of EF. It is reported that the extent of these transcription skills’ automatization can
determine the use of mental resources (WM and AC). If they are not developed enough,
the employment of other component skills during writing activity can be constrained.

Apart from these, it is stated that writing would be influenced by background
knowledge, including discourse and content knowledge. The first, discourse knowledge,
contains genre, and a writer needs to know both the characteristics of a genre (text
structure, etc.) and the way to present it (procedures and strategies). The second type of
background knowledge, content, can be essential particularly for novice writers who
tend to directly report their knowledge. The development of this knowledge is expected
to correlate with writing (and oral) language development. Lastly, the model recognizes
the influence of motivation and affect (e.g., anxiety) on writing (please see Kim & Park,
2019 for detailed literature support for all these components®®).

One contribution of this model is emphasizing the importance of high-level skills
such as PT, defined as “one's knowledge of and inferences about others' mental and
emotional states” (Kim & Park, 2019, p. 1323). It is suggested that audience awareness,

which is a kind of PT*®, is essential (e.g., Carvalho, 2002; Wollman-Bonilla, 2001)

15 The hypothesis of the model was tested both for English (Kim & Schatschneider, 2017) and Korean-
speaking children (Kim & Park, 2019), and both studies revealed that DIEW fits the data and higher-level
processes mediate the contribution of lower-level processes.

16 They used PT as a broader concept, suggesting it goes beyond audience awareness.
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because writers have to consider readers' needs and adapt the text accordingly (Kim &
Schatschneider, 2017). Another thing DIEW emphasizes is that the involvement of these
higher-order processes increases with the automatization of lower-level processes, such
as transcription. This is because these low-level processes may dominate and consume
particularly a novice writers' limited EF resources, which creates the basis for all these
processes.

Later, Kim and Graham (2021) evaluated Kim and Park’s (2019) DIEW model,
talked about its advantages, introduced a further expanded DIEW, and presented another
demonstration of it. In this introduction, they suggested that DIEW articulates three
related hypotheses, hierarchical, interactive, and dynamic, about the structural relations
of component skills. First, the hierarchical hypothesis specifies some pathways that
relate component skills and lower-level cognitive skills to written composition.
According to the model, these relations are not always direct. On the basis of previous
findings which indicate that WM is crucial for writing performance (e.g., Hayes &
Chenoweth, 2007), for component skills such as grammar and vocabulary (e.g., Kim,
2017), and for higher-level cognition such as discourse oral language (Kim, 2016) which
is associated with written composition (Kim & Schatschneider, 2017), the model
suggests that the contribution of WM on writing can be, for example, via grammatical
knowledge and discourse oral language. Secondly, the interactive hypothesis suggests
that, as they develop, component skills interact with each other and with writing overall
(Kim & Park, 2019). Lastly, the dynamic relations hypothesis suggests that the weight
of associations between component skills and written composition changes with

development. For example, as Kim and Park (2019) indicated, in the beginning,
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transcription processes/skills can determine writing performance. But, with the
development, discourse oral language can gain more importance (Kim & Graham,
2021).

After emphasizing these hypotheses, Kim and Graham (2021) extended DIEW
by particularly including the reading skill and emphasizing the importance of

considering written product dimensions (Fig. 7).

Measurement
[Dimension, Genre, Task)
Sacio-Emotion Reading Written Background Knowledge
(e.g., Motivation, Beliefs, = ® Comprehension  Composition = (World/Topic/
and Attitude) Discourse knowledge)
F 3

A 4 Hierarchical, ¥
Lexical-Level Literacy & Transcription Skills eEEn Discourse Oral Language/Oral

(Word Reading +——sSpelling & Handwriting* /Keyboarding*| R Dynamic. Composition

relations i

Higher Order Cognition & Regulation

€.8., Inference, Reasoning, Perspective Taking, Manitaring, Goal

Orthography

Setting, Self-Assessment, Self-Reinforcement

" - ---"'---__‘
T
Pt I }-— Maorphol |
ranaoey -| OTpnEIOEY I Foundational Oral Language

Vecabulary & Grammatical Knowledge

- I

Domain-General Cognitions/Executive Function
[e.g., Working Memary, Shifting, Inhibitory and Attentional Control)

Fig. 7 Expanded direct and indirect effects model of writing
Taken from Kim and Graham (2021, p. 2).

The basic rationale behind the inclusion of reading skills and their interaction
with writing is that a writer needs to read and interpret her text as she revises it.
Furthermore, a writer frequently needs to read and analyze source texts to create some
knowledge basis for her writings. To be able to do this, at least word reading is

necessary. Otherwise, a writer cannot decode the words that she wrote, and she cannot
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create an accurate mental representation to compare with her writing goals, which may
result in low-quality products. They also suggest that the pattern of the contribution of
reading can be dependent on developmental stages: for example, at initial stages,
lexical-level literacy skills can partially mediate the influence of component skills on
discourse oral language, but with reading development, the influence of these basic
skills can be less influential and reading comprehension can start completely mediating
the influence of oral language on writing quality.

The second important reason for modifying DIEW was the dynamic/differential
relations hypothesis (Kim & Graham, 2021). The basic idea behind this hypothesis was
that a written output could be approached from different dimensions (writing quality®’,
writing productivity, accuracy, syntactic complexity, etc.), and the effect of high-level
processes (inference, monitoring, PT, etc.) on these dimensions are not probably fixed.
In other words, DIEW suggests that if there are various dimensions of a written product,
then the relations of component skills to these dimensions can differ, and for this reason,
a theoretical model should consider both outcome (dimensions) and predictors
(component skills). For example, suppose the focused dimension is the quality of the
ideas. In that case, the ability to use vocabulary and grammar knowledge, the ability to
consider audience needs, and the ability to arrange the passage coherently, as well as the
ability to transcribe well, must be important (Kim & Graham, 2021). However, if the
focus is on writing productivity (the length of the passage), transcription skills rather
than higher-level skills will probably be important. Again, if the focus is on accuracy,

spelling ability and grammatical knowledge can be more critical. Previous empirical

7 The quality and coherence of the content, as well as language usage.
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studies revealed data that support this approach. Higher-order cognition, such as PT, is
associated with the quality of a written passage (Kim, 2020; Kim & Graham, 2021) but
not with writing productivity and accuracy (Kim & Graham, 2021). Reporting these,
Kim and Graham (2021) say that previous models were silent about the importance of
and the implications of dimensionality. According to them, this hypothesis must be part
of a writing model because the involvement of component skills will probably vary
depending on the focused dimension(s).

Having reported these models, it may be important to note that their primary
focus was on native speakers. However, studies indicated that the component skills,
writing processes, or cognitive processes introduced in these models are also influential
in L2 context (e.g., Graham & Eslami, 2020).

For instance, Silva (1993) reviewed 72 studies and concluded that there are some
quantitative differences with respect to the involvement of writing processes and
components, but qualitatively similar processes are included in both first language (L1)
and L2 writing (Silva, 1993). As an illustration of the quantitative difference reported by
Silva (1993), writing in L2 was relatively more difficult and less effective (lower
holistic scores) than writing in L1. Regarding language usage, L2 writers’ sentence
structures were simpler, T-units were shorter, clauses were longer but fewer,
coordination was more, but subordination was less. Overall, the texts were less accurate
and less fluent. Regarding the discourse, the responses to argumentation tasks, etc., were
less effective (less defining, exemplifying, etc.), and the reader orientation was less
appropriate (e.g., underestimation of reader knowledge). There were different patterns in

the usage of cohesive devices; for example, L2 writers used more conjunctive but less
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lexical cohesive devices. And their overall lexical control, variety, etc., were less
effective. Regarding writing processes, L2 writers planned less and had difficulty in goal
setting, generating, organizing, and transcribing materials (less fluent and productive).
Although they also had difficulty in revising, they revised more than L1 writers;
however, they reviewed, reread, and reflected on their texts less.

Another important support for the existence of overall qualitative similarity
between L1 and L2 processes was provided by Kim, Tian, and Crossley (2021). They
tested Hayes and Berninger’s (2014) writing model in L2 undergraduate students and
revealed that similar processes are involved in L2 writing: There was an association
among cognitive and linguistic resources, writing processes, and the quality/length of
written products. Hence, although there were some quantitative differences, the overall
writing processes of L1 and L2 writers were qualitatively similar to each other, and the

suggestions of the models (e.g., DIEW) can be extended to L2.
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CHAPTER 3

DIRECTING ATTENTION TO AUDIENCE

In this chapter, I will narrow my focus to three components that can influence the
employment of EF resources and affect the performance of an EFL writer. The first one
is the language proficiency of an EFL writer. Although I will not directly study the
influence of L2 language proficiency as a variable in this research, it may be essential to
create a background for why I choose a relatively lower proficiency group (upper-
intermediate level learners), and how it can interact with EF. Secondly, | will focus on
the audience and try conceptualizing highly associated audience awareness and PT
concepts. | will also consider the recruitment of the limited cognitive resources (EF) by
this high-level PT and low level non-automatized language processes. Lastly, I will
concentrate on the possible role of an audience-oriented task that can direct the writer's
attention to the audience, help novice EFL writers manage their EF resources, and

increase writing performance.

3.1 Language processing
In this study, | will focus on relatively lower language proficiency (~upper-intermediate)
participants, thinking that the efficiency of my manipulation can be shown by this group
of EFL learners better.

As would be expected, although it may not be sufficient, high L2 proficiency is
necessary for composing well-written L2 passages (Cumming, 1989; Crossley &

McNamara, 2012; Ito, 2004). This is because, for example, L2 writers need to transform
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nonverbal messages, such as propositional content/ideas or audience awareness, into
appropriate verbal-linguistic forms, and if L2 writers’ language proficiency is not high
enough, they can have difficulties, for example, in connecting parts of a text
appropriately, which can make L2 writing more challenging (Schoonen et al., 2011).
Moreover, less proficient writers tend to create L2 sentences, for example, by generating
ideas in their L1 and then translating them to L2 (Wang & Wen, 2002). This
dependency can also increase writing difficulty and may be the other factor behind the
low text quality of the passages written by EFL writers (Weijen, Van den Bergh,
Rijlaarsdam, & Sanders, 2009).

The lack of enough language background may be one of the most important
reasons for being unable to write efficient passages. However, as the writing models
suggested (e.g., DIEW), it is not the only variable that influences, and its presence does
not guarantee the success of writing. Essential for this study’s concern, it may also be
essential to consider, for example, the involvement of one of the critical cognitive
components, EF.

An important consequence of having low language proficiency may be more
recruitment of the limited EF resources. As reported above, it is widely accepted that EF
resources, such as WM, create a foundation for writing (e.g., planning, transcribing, and
reviewing) (e.g., Kellogg, 2001; Kim & Park, 2019), which includes basic language
processes (e.g., Weigle, 2005). This may be because writing processes, such as turning
the retrieved and processed ideas into written forms (Kim, Tian, & Crossley, 2021),

recruit language knowledge (e.g., handwriting, vocabulary, and grammar), and this
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recruitment process may require EF resources particularly if the language proficiency
level of an EFL learner is not so high (Serafini & Sanz, 2016).

An important concept that can help us understand the reason behind this
association and which is related to EF and L2 proficiency may be automatization. Some
researchers operationalize it as a kind of fast, ballistic (unstoppable), effortless (without
cognitive load), and unconscious information processing, while some others, at least
implicitly, assume the existence of these characteristics but focus on the underlying
processes of it (e.g., what/how something is automatized, the role of automatization in
skill acquisition, etc.) (Segalowitz, 2003). DeKeyser (2001) is one of the researchers
who adopted the latter approach and, based on previous findings, suggested that with
automatization, there can be less memory load (capacity-free processing), and this
relative independence from the memory system can be associated with faster and more
accurate processing. Importantly, this capacity-free suggestion is in accordance with the
definition, which suggests that WM is involved more, particularly if the target processes
are not fully automated. In other words, if a process is not automatized enough, it will
require conscious processing, hence WM (EF) recourses (Baddeley, 1986).

Turning back to the association between language proficiency and the usage of
EF resources, the more the writers practice their basic language processes (e.g., via
sentence combining), the more automatically they can process (Graham & Perin, 2007)
and retrieve these kinds of basic information from LTM and automatically check, for
instance, the subject-verb agreement, etc. (Kellogg, 2008). On the other hand,
particularly if the writer’s language proficiency, such as in encoding and retrieving

syntactic structures (Vasylets & Marin, 2021) and associating orthography with the

36



lexical entry (McCutchen, Covill, Hoyne, & Mildes, 1994), is not high (automatized)
enough (Linck, Osthus, Koeth, & Bunting, 2014), writing activity can demand more
resources (e.g., for attending to L2 language and suppressing L1 cues) (Kormos, 2012;

Sunderman & Kroll, 2009).

3.2 Audience processing

Because their audience is generally distant readers who cannot respond to their passages
and are not personally known by them, “writers must abstract their potential readers, at
least to a certain degree” (Magnifico, 2010, p.170). Importantly, this can be the case
even when a passage is written to an active/participatory audience whose probable
reactions are known. There can be two sources of this controlled abstraction/imagination
(Gibson, 1950; Magnifico, 2010). Firstly, it can be based on the generalizations from the
writer’s own preferences, characteristics, etc. Secondly, it can be based on readers'
(external) features (e.g., the general content of the magazine they read). The latter is
associated with good writers who take the reader's perspective and consider the
audience’s needs to adapt their passages.

One important concept to consider in this context is PT. It is defined as “the
active cognitive process of imagining the world from another’s vantage point or
imagining oneself in another’s shoes to understand their visual viewpoint, thoughts,
motivations, intentions, and/or emotions” (Ku, Wang, & Galinsky, 2015, p. 94-95).
Importantly, a successful PT, which can engage the cognitive processes and make
others’ perspectives more cognitively accessible (Ku et al., 2015), can increase the

overlap between the mental representations of the self and the other and, in this way,
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help to bond with others more effectively (Galinsky, Ku, & Wang, 2005). Some
researchers differentiate and operationalize PT as a trait versus state PT. If it is a trait of
personality, it is about the nature of individuals, and it is either given by nature or
developed as a result of developmental experiences (Duan & Hill, 1996). On the other
hand, state PT is situation-specific (Duan & Hill, 1996). Its appearance may depend on
situational factors® relatively regardless of the personality characteristics. Still, the
availability of high trait PT tendency may make state PT easier. This is because, for
example, those who have higher PT tendency can judge other people’s unique level of
traits (Colman et al., 2017) and take their perspectives in different conditions better
(Crocetti et al., 2016).

According to Cho et al. (2021), the operationalization of PT is also associated
with theory of mind, epistemological understanding, and audience awareness. The
theory of mind, which develops in early childhood, is defined as the ability to
comprehend the mental states of others (what they know, want, feel, believe) and to
predict their behaviors (Baron-Cohen, Leslie, & Frith, 1985). When it comes to
epistemological understanding, it is about the development of PT with respect to
someone’s approach to knowledge (Cho et al., 2021). This development continues
during adulthood and consists of four stages (Kuhn, Cheney, & Weinstock, 2000). At
the initial (realist) stage, a person takes a single perspective and accepts the knowledge
as an objective truth without critically evaluating it. However, at the final (evaluativist)
stage, the knowledge is considered a constructed phenomenon and is critically

questioned/evaluated from different perspectives. Importantly, Kuhn et al. (2000)

18 For example, an audience-oriented task which encourages a writer to take reader perspective would
probably require state PT.
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compared different age groups and revealed that almost all undergraduate students could
take multiple perspectives while evaluating knowledge. The last concept associated with
PT is audience awareness'® which is defined as considering the audience's perspective
(their knowledge, needs, etc.) and trying to adapt a passage accordingly (Cho et al.,
2021).

On the basis of this short review, since this study will focus on adult preparatory
school university students, | assume that their theory of mind is developed, and although
their ability can range on a continuum, they have the ability to take the other people’s
perspectives?,

It may be important to report once again that the models | summarized above
recognize and emphasize the importance of considering the audience in writing. And
particularly a more recent one, DIEW, directly includes PT as an important writing
component. According to this model (Kim & Park, 2019), PT, which is a broader
concept than audience awareness (e.g., considering the reader needs during writing),
contributes meaning making in many different ways. As Cho et al. (2021) reported, it
may add the depth and coherence of a passage, for example, by helping the writer to
understand the aim and expectation of a writing task and to communicate more
effectively. Again, it may help using information resources (to be used in the written
passages) more critically, for example, by considering the source text’s author’s

motivation for writing and by evaluating his/her credibility. Furthermore, and most

19 Also known as sense of audience.
20 | will also consider the literature that associates PT with the theory of mind or being able to take

multiple perspectives, but instead of using these terms, | will use the term PT throughout this chapter to be
consistent.
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importantly, it may support effective writing by helping to consider the audience (e.g.,
putting the writers into the shoes of their audience) and to adapt the passages
accordingly. Hence, better PT may be associated with better passages and, as Cho et al.
(2021) and many researchers in the field suggested, this may be mainly because the
writers must be aware of their audience (Bereiter & Scardamalia, 1987; Carvalho, 2002;
Hayes, 2012) and try to consider their needs, for example, their background knowledge
and attitudes towards the topic (Weigle, 2005) as well as their linguistic and cognitive
competence (RoxfBnagel, 2000) in order to adapt and increase the efficiency of the
content.

However, taking other’s perspective in a specific condition, state PT, can be a
cognitively demanding activity that requires the usage of EF resources, such as WM
(e.g., Kim, 2020; Kim & Graham, 2021; Ryskin et al., 2015; Schneider, Lam, Bayliss, &
Dux, 2012; Wardlow, 2013) and AC (e.g., inhibition of a distractor)?* (Brown-Schmidt,
2009). Hence, an incident which leads to cognitive load?? may result in impairment in
PT (Roxpnagel, 2000), let alone adapting a passage accordingly. This can explain the
findings, which show that the reader support in a passage can be determined by WM
capacity (Alamargot, Caporossi, Chesnet, & Ros, 2011). Thus, the higher the EF
capacity, the more resources can be allocated to writing processes, including taking the
reader's perspective.

The associations between limited cognitive resources, linguistic processes, and

PT can be generalized to L2 writing. L2 writings by undergraduate students revealed

21 For example, a person who needs to take another person's perspective may need to inhibit her own
(egocentric interpretation) while maintaining the other’s perspective.

22 It is defined as the need to allocate limited cognitive resources for simultaneous processes.
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that cognitive (e.g., WM and AC) resources predicted the efficiency of the linguistic
processes (e.g., vocabulary knowledge), which in turn predicted the quality of the
written products? (Kim, Tian, & Crossley, 2021). As reported above, another process
predicted by WM is PT (RoxpBnagel, 2000), and importantly, this higher-order cognitive
skill can also predict the writing quality both in L1 and in L2 (Kim, Wolters, Mercado,
& Quinn, 2021). In other words, linguistic and PT performance can predict high-quality
L2 passages (e.g., having a well-structured organization with a logical flow of detailed
ideas). However, because both processes require EF resources, this dependency on the
same limited resource can create competition, which may impair PT (Roxfnagel, 2000),
and reduce audience processing (Carvalho, 2002) because of the priority given to the

fundamental language processes (Kim, 2020; Kim & Graham, 2021).

3.3 Designing a task directing the EFL writer’s attention to the audience

An important problem in EFL writing may be the allocation of less EF resources for
high-level audience processing, which may result from several reasons, such as the
dominance of not sufficiently automatized language processes (Kim, 2020; Kim &
Graham, 2021), the lack of enough EF resources (McCutchen, 1996), or simply (as a
novice writer) not being aware of the importance of audience who is not immediately

available (Traxler & Gernsbacher, 1993). The question is whether designing a task that

23 There can surely be some cases that indicate well-automatized language processes but not a good
writing pattern. | do not suggest that automatized language processes directly lead to well-written
passages, what | suggest is that language processes are essential in writing, and if not developed enough,
they can interrupt higher-level writing processes such as taking the reader’s perspective and adapting the
passage accordingly. In this study, I will consider relatively low (upper-intermediate) level L2 learners to
be sure of the existence of competition for using the limited EF resources.
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directs those (e.g., upper-intermediate level) EFL writers’ attention to the audience may
help them keep the audience in their minds and manage the allocation of EF resources
more efficiently, for example, by adapting their passages while considering the
audience/reader perspective, which may be reflected in their increased writing
performance.

As stated above, PT ability can be essential to consider audience and create high-
quality passages. However, although an average adult can take another person's
perspective, this does not mean that PT (or mind-reading inference) is automatic under
every circumstance (Apperly, 2018). Empirical studies confirmed this suggestion. For
example, Apperly et al. (2006) indicated that the (other's perspective) false belief?* of a
character was processed only when it was relevant to the task. In this study, the
participants were told that they were going to watch a video and were assigned one of
the three instruction conditions. In one of these conditions, the participants were not
explicitly instructed. In the second condition, they were asked to attend to an object's
(final) real-location after the change. And in the last condition, they were asked to attend
to both the real location and the woman's belief about the location. After the
instructions, they watched the video in which there were a woman and two boxes. The
woman in the video gave a clue about the location of an object which was put into a
box, and she left. Then, another man arrived and changed the location of the boxes.
Thus, the participants who watched this video need to update the location information in

their minds and must be aware that the woman has a false belief. After the video was

24 For example, suppose that you were together with a person, but then something changed in her absence.
Now, you are aware of the change, but she still believes that the environment is the same. This is her false
belief.
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stopped, to understand whether the participants automatically took the woman's
perspective, the researchers asked the participants to answer one of two probes. The first
one was a reality location probe, “It's true that it's in the box on the right [left]”, and the
second one was a false belief probe, “She thinks that it's in the box on the left [right]”
(p. 842). The results revealed that participants were slower to make judgments about the
woman's belief when the task did not give instructions and directed their attention to
taking her perspective. Thus, PT, which is a kind of mind-reading inference, may not be
automatic, and explicit instructions can make a difference in adults (Apperly, 2018). In
other words, even if a person has PT ability?®, the content of a task may be needed to
direct attention of him/her to use this ability efficiently.

Whether the direction of attention resources through task instructions improves
writing performance is also considered in the writing literature. Limited Attentional
Capacity model/Trade-off Hypothesis (Skehan, 2009) suggested that WM capacity is
limited, and because of this, the direction of the attention through a task can result in a
trade-off between different dimensions; that is, there can be an improvement on only
one dimension. For example, if a task directs the writer's attention by manipulating task
complexity, the task-based improvement on the final product can be either in its
complexity or accuracy. However, Cognition Hypothesis (Robinson, 2007) suggests that
the direction of attention resources through the task instructions?® can increase the

mental effort (the level of notice) of the writer, can help her to make cognitive

25 Apperly, Simpson, Riggs and Chiavarino (2006) did not assess the trait PT in the study. However,
thinking of the random assignment of participants into three groups, | assume that the trait PT ability was
similar across the groups.

% For example, by making multiple PT a part of the task and increasing its complexity in this way.
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distinctions in her language processes, and can improve her writing without a trade-off,
for example, between accuracy and complexity (Robinson, 2007; Robinson & Gilabert,
2007). Many studies have been conducted, and both models are supported to some
extent. This study aims not to compare these models, but they were reported to show the
potential of a task to direct the attention resources and to improve writing performance.
This can be the case because the direction of attention through instructions can
help participants take other people's perspectives (Apperly et al., 2006), and this can
encourage writers to try to take a reader’s perspective and increase the writers'
awareness of the audience's needs (Holliway, 2004; Holliway & McCutchen, 2004),
which in turn can increase their writing performance. In accordance with this
suggestion, some studies indicated that increasing audience awareness through a writing
task can improve the writers’ performance. For example, Traxler and Gernsbacher
(1993) conducted a pre-post-designed experiment to investigate the effect of a PT
intervention. In the study, L1 English undergraduate students wrote a passage describing
geometric figures. They had been instructed that another person would read their texts
and, based on their descriptions, try to select the appropriate figure among the similar-
looking distractors. Then, these students were divided into two groups. The PT group
was shown new figures and instructed to use the written descriptions (by other
participants) in order to select the appropriate figure. In contrast, a control group simply
ranked the figures on the basis of some instructions. After this intervention stage, all
participants revised their original passages in another session. The evaluation of the
revised passages revealed that the PT group improved their texts more than the control

group. The suggestion was that the experimental group had an opportunity to represent
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the readers more accurately after using the texts written by others to choose some
figures. In other words, they improved their awareness of how the audience could
perceive their passages and revised their texts accordingly.

Another study was conducted by Cohen and Riel (1989) to compare the essays
written for midterm evaluation (teacher) with the essays written for overseas
communication (peers in other countries). The analyses revealed that writing for the
latter (distant audience) resulted in higher performance: better language use,
organization, content (e.g., explicitly expressed ideas), etc. Again, Block and Strachan
(2019) conducted a study and indicated that writing for an external audience (e.g., a best
friend or a librarian who is outside the classroom), compared to writing for an internal
audience (e.g., classmates and teacher), produced higher quality texts. Lastly, Cho and
Choi (2018) compared two writing prompts, one of which specified an audience who did
not have knowledge about the topic, while the other one asked to write for evaluation
purposes?’. The results indicated that when the prompt made writers aware of the
audience more, they tried more to adapt their texts to respond to the readers’ needs (e.g.,
introducing a context).

Although their instructions did not explicitly state, in one way or another, all of
the above-reported tasks directed the writer's attention to the target audience's
perspective. For example, when | think about the study by Cho and Choi (2018), the
participants needed to take the perspective of a reader who did not have background

knowledge about the topic. Otherwise, it would not be possible to organize their

27 To note, one suggestion of these kinds of studies is that if no audience was mentioned in a writing
prompt, there would be an implicit assumption that the aim of writing is not communication but
evaluation (Cho & Choi, 2018).
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passages accordingly. Hence, these studies indicate that even a single writing prompt
can increase the writers’ audience awareness and orient the writer to the audience.

Based on the literature reviewed so far, | suggest that even relatively low (e.g.,
upper-intermediate level) language proficiency writers can benefit from an audience-
oriented task with instructions that explicitly increase audience awareness, for example,
by encouraging them to take the audience's perspective. This can be the case because
language processes, of particularly low-proficiency writers, may dominate and overload
cognitive resources (Kim, 2020; Kim & Graham, 2021) which would be needed by
audience processing (Ryskin et al., 2015; Wardlow, 2013). However, if the task
processing instructions direct their attention to the audience, they can balance and
manage their resources better. They can resist the pressure of competitive low level
language processes, allocate some resources for keeping the audience in their minds
while writing and adapting the text, and this can increase their overall writing
performance.

Moreover, this kind of task may also have the potential to increase the level of
persuasiveness of a passage. EFL university students are reported to have some
difficulties in developing persuasive texts by providing the reader with reasons
(Varghese & Abraham, 1998) and considering the alternative/opposing views (Qin &
Karabacak, 2010), which may be associated with PT (Reznitskaya et al., 2001), and this
is the case particularly if their proficiency level is relatively low (Cheng & Chen, 2009).
This may be because, as | reported above, they may be prioritizing and allocating more
of their EF resources for basic language processes. If this is the case, explicitly directing

their attention to consider the audience may help those novice EFL writers. Doing this

46



may increase their awareness, for example, about the audience's needs and expectations,
and they may support their opinions with more convincing reasons while also addressing
potential counterarguments. This would be in accordance with the research, which
indicated that thinking about the audience may potentially encourage writers to consider
the other party's view and increase the quality of their persuasive passages (Nussbaum &
Kardash, 2005; Wang, 2016). Thus, a task that directs the direction of the writer to the
audience may increase not only the overall writing quality but also the level of

persuasiveness.
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CHAPTER 4

PRESENT STUDY

This study will consider the EF capability and trait PT tendency of upper-intermediate
level novice Turkish EFL writers, direct their attention to the audience via an audience-
oriented writing task and investigate its influence on the overall writing quality and the
level of persuasiveness. The aim is to see whether the experimental writing task
improves the writing performance by interacting with EF capability (low versus high)

trait PT tendency (low versus high) of the participants.

4.1 The theoretical and empirical background

As mentioned in Chapter 2, many cognitive writing models emphasized the importance
of EF as a core ingredient that orchestrates and monitors many demanding activities
(e.g., Kellogg, 1996). They also recognized the importance of considering the audience
for producing high-quality passages (e.g., Hayes & Berninger, 2014; Kellogg, 2008;
Kim & Graham, 2021) and noticed that the efficient consideration of the audience might
be associated with the availability of the limited EF resources (e.g., Kim & Park, 2019)
which determines the writing performance (McCutchen, 1996).

Importantly, the availability of these resources may also be influenced by the
automatization of fundamental linguistic processes. This is because conscious
processing is dependent on EF (Baddeley, 1986), and the possibility of the involvement
of higher-order processes, such as considering the audience in a writing task, may

increase with the automatization of basic language processes (Kim & Graham, 2021). If
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not automatized, these processes, such as connecting parts of a text appropriately
(Schoonen et al., 2011), may overload or dominate the limited EF resources that a writer
needs for taking audience perspective and creating efficient reader-oriented passages.

High EF capability may have the potential to reduce the effect of this limitation
because, in that case, the possible load created by relatively less automatized language
processes (Serafini & Sanz, 2016) and state PT [maintaining audience while writing]
(Roxpnagel, 2000) can be managed relatively more easily. In other words, even if low-
level language processes may dominate and consume an EFL learner’s EF resources, an
individual with relatively higher EF capability may spare some cognitive resources for
considering the audience sufficiently (Alamargot et al., 2011). Still, because of the
dominance of fundamental language processes (Kim, 2020; Kim & Graham, 2021;
Schmidt, 1992) and difficulty of successfully integrating the audience into writing
processes (Kellogg, 2008) or because of not being aware of the (importance of) audience
who is not immediately available (Becker, 2006; Cho & Choi, 2018; Traxler &
Gernsbacher, 1993), novice writers may ignore them (Hayes, 1980b).

Modifying a task with a part that directs the relatively low proficiency (upper-
intermediate) novice EFL writers’ attention to the audience may be one possible way to
increase their awareness and help them manage their limited EF resources more
efficiently. As Hayes and Berninger (2014) suggested, the task environment and task
initiator are essential factors that modulate writing processes. The task initiator
establishes the task environment, specifies the topic, audience, etc., and directs the
planner to set writing goals at the control level. Hence, it can be plausible to suggest that

task directions, which can be designed to direct someone's attention to another person's
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perspective (Apperly, 2018; Apperly, Simpson, Riggs, & Chiavarino, 2006), can be
arranged accordingly in order to help writers take audience perspective, increase their
audience awareness (Cho & Choi, 2018) and create high-quality reader-friendly (Block
& Strachan, 2019; Cohen & Riel, 1989; Kim, 2020; Kim & Graham, 2021) and
persuasive passages (Midgette, Haria, & MacArthur, 2008).

Following this suggestion, I will design an audience-oriented experimental
writing task that will include pictures with representative faces, vignettes with
representative names, a short state PT activity, and a prompt which directly refers to the
audience. On the other hand, the non-audience-oriented control task will include
pictures without representative faces, vignettes without representative names, a kind of
simple brainstorming activity which will not encourage taking reader PT, and a prompt
which does not directly refer to the audience (see Methodology section for the details).
The experimental task will probably encourage the writers to take audience perspective
and keep them in their minds while writing which may require the allocation of EF
resources (see Brown-Schmidt, 2009; Schneider, Lam, Bayliss, & Dux, 2012; Wardlow,
2013).

Besides the availability of EF resources, because those who internalized PT
skills may show better PT performance (Colman et al., 2017; Woodbridge, 2017) in
different contexts (Calvard, 2010; Crocetti et al., 2016; Holt, Bobocel, & Chen, 2021),
trait PT (the general tendency of a writer to take others' perspectives) may also influence
the efficiency of the experimental task.

Moreover, although this audience-oriented task, which is a kind of state PT

activity, may increase the level of engagement with the audience and recruit some of the
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limited EF resources (e.g., Davis, Conklin, Smith, & Luce, 1996; Ryskin et al., 2015;
Wardlow, 2013), because it may make others' perspectives cognitively more accessible
(Ku et al., 2015), having a natural tendency for PT (trait PT) may decrease this
dependency of state PT (audience processing) on EF. In other words, high trait PT may
have the potential to compensate for the limited EF resources. If they have a natural
tendency to take others’ perspectives, even the ones with relatively lower EF capability

may benefit from this audience-oriented task.

4.2 The aim and contribution
The main aim of this study is to contribute to the literature by designing a task that
directs the attention of upper-intermediate level novice Turkish EFL writers to their
audience and helps them manage their limited EF resources. The influence of the task,
which may be observed in the overall writing quality and the level of persuasiveness of
a passage, may be more visible for the participants with relatively higher EF capability
and trait PT tendency.

The previous studies indicated the importance of EF (e.g., WM) (Vasylets &
Marin, 2021) and PT (Cho et al., 2021), which is associated with audience awareness
(Kim & Park, 2019). Again, some studies indicated the importance of embedding the
audience component into a writing task (e.g., Block & Strachan, 2019; Cho & Choi,
2018). However, they did not create a writing task that directs writers' attention to
encourage a novice EFL writer to consider/maintain her audience throughout writing
and investigate its effect on writing performance by considering the EF capability and

trait PT tendency. This study may fill this gap and contribute by answering whether a

51



designed audience-oriented task interacts with EF and trait PT and increases the writing

performance of upper-intermediate level novice EFL writers.

4.3 The research questions and hypotheses
This section will report the study’s three main questions and the related hypotheses.

Question 1: What are the effects of task type (audience-oriented experimental
versus non-audience-oriented control?®) and EF capability (high versus low) on the
overall writing quality and the level of persuasiveness of the passages written by novice
EFL writers?

Hypothesis 1: The experimental audience-oriented writing task will increase the
overall writing quality performance of novice EFL writers with high EF capability.

Hypothesis 2: The experimental audience-oriented writing task will increase the
level of persuasiveness performance of novice EFL writers with high EF capability.

Question 2: Does trait PT (high versus low) moderate the effect of the task type
(audience-oriented experimental versus non-audience-oriented control) on the overall
writing quality and the level of persuasiveness of the passages written by novice EFL
writers?

Hypothesis 3: The experimental audience-oriented writing task will increase the
overall writing quality performance of novice EFL writers with high trait PT tendency.

Hypothesis 4: The experimental audience-oriented writing task will increase the

level of persuasiveness performance of novice EFL writers with high trait PT tendency.

28 During the rest of the study, the terms experimental task, experimental condition, or experimental group
can be used to refer to audience-oriented task condition, and control task, control condition, or control
group can be used to refer to non-audience-oriented task condition.
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Question 3: If trait PT moderates the effect of experimental audience-oriented
writing task on the overall writing quality and the level of persuasiveness of the
passages, can it compensate for the lack of sufficient EF resources when a novice EFL
writer with low EF capability was exposed to an audience-oriented experimental task?

Hypothesis 5: High trait PT tendency can compensate for insufficient EF
resources (low EF capability) and increase the overall writing quality performance of
novice EFL writers exposed to the experimental audience-oriented writing task.

Hypothesis 6: High trait PT tendency can compensate for insufficient EF
resources (low EF capability) and increase the level of persuasiveness performance of

novice EFL writers exposed to the experimental audience-oriented writing task.
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CHAPTER 5

METHODOLOGY

This study was designed as a between-subject experiment that included two critical
writing task conditions, an audience-oriented experimental task versus a non-audience-
oriented control task. Besides the main experimental writing tasks, the other
independent variables were the EF (low versus high) and trait PT (low versus high)
capability. The overall writing quality and the level of persuasiveness of the passages
were dependent variables.

This section will start with the participant characteristics, the context, the
materials, and the procedure of the study. Then, | will focus on the target writing and

control measurements. Finally, some ethical considerations will be reported.

5.1 Participants

Participation in the study was voluntary, and this was emphasized on the consent form,
which was approved by the Ethical Committee of Bogazi¢i University and the private
university where the data was collected (Appendix A).

The participants were 133 native Turkish students who had completed the
Upper-Intermediate level and just started taking Advanced level English lessons in a
private university preparatory school. The mean age of acquisition (AoA) of the sample
was 10.96 (SD = 3.94), and the mean current age was 20.02 (SD = 1.056). The reason
for choosing these novice EFL writers were directly related to one of the basic

assumptions of this study. Because they are struggling with basic language processes,
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their WM (limited EF resources) could be more actively involved compared to relatively
more expert writers, and the effect of the experimental task could be more observable
(McCutchen, 2000).

Half of these students (n = 66) were randomly assigned to the audience-oriented
experimental and the rest (n = 67) to the non-audience-oriented control group. The
gender and department distribution across the groups were similar (See Table 2 for
details), and a between-subject t-test analysis revealed no statistically different AoA and

current age differences (all Ps > .1).

Table 2. The Distribution of Participant Gender and Department Types across Groups

Experimental Control
Female 46 44
Gender Male 20 23
Mathematics / Physical Sciences 20 25
Department Type
Verbal / Social Sciences 7 5
Equal Weight 39 37

Note: In Turkish education system, the students need to take a university entrance exam. In this exam, the
weight of the scoring can change depending on the department a student wants to prefer. For example, a
student who wants to prefer industrial design or biomedical engineering needs to focus on mathematical
(quantitative) part of the exam. However, a student who wants to prefer new media or public relations
needs to focus on verbal (qualitative) part of the exam. Finally, a student who wants to prefer psychology
or interior architecture needs to focus on equal weight (both qualitative and quantitative) part of the exam.

5.2 Context

5.2.1 EFL (Preparatory School Program) Context

As mentioned above, the data were collected in a preparatory school of a private
university. Regarding the school’s context, it offered five levels of content-based

English learning courses. They were Track 1 (Al), Track 2 (A2), Track 3 (B1), Track 4
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(B2), and Track 5 (C1) levels?. Each level lasted one semester (16 weeks), but a student
could skip a level if his/her performance was good enough.

In each semester, the students took two language exams (17% of the total), one
midterm exam (30% of the total) exam, and one final exam (40% of the total). The
language exam included vocabulary and grammar sections. The midterm and the final
exam also included vocabulary and grammar, but the main focus was listening, reading,
and writing. Additionally, a speaking exam was part of the final exam but was taken the
day after. Also, the students were evaluated for their independent studies (5% of the
total), for example, for writing their reflections/opinions about a passage processed in
the lessons and contributing in this way. Lastly, they needed to complete a portfolio
comprising six writing and one speaking task (8% of the total). The writing tasks
required the students to use information from the reading or listening passages processed

in the lessons (Table 3).

29 According to Common European Framework of Reference (CEFR; Council of Europe, 2001), six main
proficiency levels progress from very basic beginner (Al: Breakthrough and A2: Beginner) to
intermediate (B1: Lower Intermediate and B2: Higher Intermediate), and advanced levels (C1: Advanced
and C2: Very Advanced). In the following part, | will use this framework to give information about the
levels.
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Table 3. The Distribution of Assessment Components

The Assessed Work (%) The Content
Language Exams 17% Grammar and VVocabulary
Midterm Exam 22% Grammar, Vocabulary, Listening, and Reading
Midterm Writing Exam 8% Text-Based Writing
Final Exam 31% Grammar, Vocabulary, Listening, and Reading
Final Writing Exam 9% Text-Based Writing
Final Speaking Exam 8% Sharing ideas in pairs or groups, etc.
Independent Studies 5% Contribution to the lessons, etc.
Portfolio 8% 6 writing and 1 speaking tasks

Completing at least four tasks in this portfolio (6 writing and one speaking tasks)

and attending 85% of the lessons each semester were the basic requirements to pass to

the following levels successfully. Otherwise, they were asked to repeat the same level in

the following semester. If the students from the first four levels completed these

requirements and got an overall average between 0-64, they would move to the next

level. For example, a B1 student who got 64 would move to B2. However, if a student

from the first three levels completed these requirements and got an overall average

between 65-100, she would move to two levels above. For example, a B1 student who

got 65 would move to C1 (see Table 4 for a sample scenario).

Table 4. A Sample Possibility Table for a B1 Level Student

The Current Level

Conditions

The Next Level

Bl

Less than 4 Portfolio Task

Less than 85% Attendance Bl
0-64 B2
65-100 C1
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When it comes to the successful completion of the preparatory school, there
were two alternative ways. The first was to directly pass the school by taking
sufficiently high scores from midterm and final exams in B2 or C1. The average of these
exams had to be 75 or above for B2 and 65 or above for C1 students. The second
alternative was to gain a right to take the proficiency exam of the school, which consists
of reading (40%), listening (30%), and writing (30%) parts, and to be successful in it by
getting 60 or over. To have this opportunity, the student’s overall average had to be 75

or above for B1, 65 or above for B2, and 60 or above for C1 students (Table 5).

Table 5. The Conditions to Complete the Preparatory School Successfully

The Current Conditions Proficiency Exam/ Proficiency
Level Direct Pass Score Needed
Bl The overall average is Proficiency Exam 60 or above
75 or above
The average of midterm .
B2 and final is 75 or above Direct Pass
B2 The overall average is Proficiency Exam 60 or above
65 or above
The average of midterm .
¢l and final is 65 or above Direct Pass
C1 The overall average is Proficiency Exam 60 or above

60 or above

The students who took English lessons during two semesters (32 weeks) after
enrolling at the university and met the criteria but failed to pass their departments were
seated in a B2 or C1 classroom in the summer school. The target sample of this study

was those C1 students®® who were required to attend the summer school program for

30 Their attendance level was similar across groups.
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eight weeks; the data collection period corresponded to the first six weeks of this
period.

The initial starting level of these students (at the beginning of the academic year)
was mostly A2 (n = 90). However, there were students whose initial seated level was Al
(n=31), Bl (n=3),and B2 (n = 7). Importantly, the distribution of the participants
across the conditions was similar to each other (Table 6).

Table 6. The Distribution of the Initial Levels across Groups®!

Experimental Control
Al (Track 1/Elementary) 17 14
A2 (Track 2/Pre-Intermediate) 44 46
B1 (Track 3/Intermediate) 2 3
B2 (Track 4/Upper-Intermediate) 3 4

5.2.2 Writing Context
To begin with, the school did not adopt a traditional approach that emphasizes the
structure of paragraphs or essays. For example, the students were never told to create a
thesis statement in the introductory paragraph, etc. However, there was an emphasis on
task fulfillment, language use, and the rhetorical pattern, which can be associated with
different paragraph/essay types (e.g., description, cause-effect, compare-contrast,
advantage-disadvantage, or problem-solution).

To illustrate, the main course book for A2 students was Unlock 3 Reading,

Writing and Critical Thinking (Westbrook, Baker, & Sowton, 2019). In the program, the

311 did not prefer excluding those students who started at higher level in order not to lose data. However, |
will check the influence of the initial level of the participants if needed.
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teachers were asked to omit the writing part of the second unit, which was about
identifying the main, supporting, and concluding sentences in a short paragraph. Again,
a part that focused on identifying a topic sentence in the third unit, writing topic
sentences in the fourth unit, writing concluding sentences in the seventh unit, and essay
organization in the eighth unit were asked to be omitted during the lessons. However,
the writing task of the arguments for and against funding space exploration, completing
a T-chart with arguments for and against, evaluating the arguments to be used, and some
related phrases were included.

Beyond this general approach, the writing context can be thought of in four
categories. The first one was six writing portfolios. These tasks asked the students to
consider a listening or reading passage from the lessons and to use the information in it,
rather than personal ideas, to answer a writing question. For example, the fifth portfolio
task of A2 level was “Write ONE effect and TWO solutions for traffic congestion using
the information from the UNLOCK 3 RW Unit 3, Reading 2” ... “Key words and
linkers you may use are: practical, lead to, it is important to ..., etc.”.

The second category can be the midterm and final writing exams. They followed
a similar procedure, and the answers were expected to base on the processed passages
rather than personal opinions. There were three important criteria in the evaluation of
these passages. They were “Task Fulfillment” (whether the question was answered with
details), “Use of Language” (whether appropriate vocabulary and sentence structures
were used), and “Rhetorical Pattern” (whether the ideas follow each other smoothly and

the linkers were used accordingly). The rubrics were not contextualized for the tasks,

and these general criteria were used to evaluate all the passages written to answer a
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portfolio or an exam question. Apart from these, the students were taught and were
strongly encouraged to paraphrase the sentences whenever they used lesson material as a
resource text. Starting from the B1 level, their final writing exam texts were uploaded to
Turnitin, and if the similarity rate was 30 or above, they got 0.

The writing tasks the teachers created can be considered another category. These
tasks generally aimed to collect the personal opinions of the students about the materials
processed during the lessons, and their structure was generally dependent on the needs
and expectations of the students. For example, depending on the level of the students, I
tended to ask students to write a short paragraph about the issue of that day's lesson
before coming to the classroom. Again, when | asked my colleagues whether they ever
asked the students to write short or long opinion/argumentation passages, one of them
reported that "They are always short. | ask questions like Do you agree with the
lecturer/author/the person in the video/ this particular woman or man? and give at least
two reasons (these HAVE TO come from credible sources) why you agree or disagree
with the ... or What would you do if you were...? Would you do ... if you were ...
Explain why fiving reasons (again HAVE TO be credible)". The other one said that I
ask the students, Do you agree/disagree with the main idea given in the text?/Do you
agree/disagree with the writer of the text? Please write your response agreeing or
opposing the necessary details from the text.". These kinds of activities depended on the
teachers' approach, and there were no lessons specifically allocated for teaching writing.
It was incorporated into teaching the other skills.

The final category is the proficiency exam and its writing tasks which many

students need to take in order to pass the preparatory school. The writing part of this
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exam included questions such as “In your opinion, what are the most important factors
that make a new product successful? Write an essay of at least 350 words. Give reasons
and examples.” (Kadir Has Universitesi, n.d.). The students were given some possible

29 ¢

ideas, such as “customer needs,” “prices”, etc., and were told they could use them. They
had 10 minutes to complete the compulsory brainstorming and outlining part and 50
minutes to write the essay. The criteria for evaluating the essays were similar to the

portfolio and the other exams, which included task fulfillment, rhetorical pattern, and

language use.

5.3 Materials

As detailed in the procedure section below, | separated the study into three stages. The
background data, which included personal information and diagnostic writing, was
collected in the pre-experimental stage. Then, within two weeks, the experimental
essays and the retrospective questionnaire data were collected. After that, within around
3-4 weeks, EF data (AC and WM), and finally, a questionnaire which investigated
strategy use during EF tasks was applied and an online trait PT scale data was collected

(Table 7).
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Table 7. The Material List

Stage Material Aim
Background Questionnaire Collecting general background
Pre- information
experiment Diagnostic Writing Comparing EFL writing level of the
participants
Main Experimental Writing To assess the effect of directing the
Main- attention of the writer to the audience
experiment Retrospective Questionnaire To collect reflections on the main
writing and get some background data
AC and WM To evaluate the EF capacity of the
participants
Post- Trait PT Scale To evaluate the PT tendency of the
experiment participants

EF Tasks Strategy Use

To investigate what kinds of strategies
used by the participants

*In addition to these the language related data (initial proficiency, reading, vocabulary,
and grammar scores) were collected from the testing unit of the school.

5.3.1 Pre-experiment stage materials

5.3.1.1 Background questionnaire

A background questionnaire that aimed to collect basic information, such as age and

student department, was employed before the main experiment (Appendix B).

5.3.1.2 Grammar and vocabulary exam of the preparatory school

Although the participants of this study were from the same level, there could be some

variations in their language background. To control this in statistical models, I collected

the summer school vocabulary and grammar exam scores of the students from the

testing unit of the school.
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5.3.1.3 The initial language proficiency exam of the school

Again, to check the language background of the participants, I used the initial language
proficiency exam results of the students taken at the beginning of the academic year.
The test consisted of four sections that employed increasingly difficult language use

questions and aimed to detect the students' proficiency and seat them accordingly.

5.3.1.4 Reading comprehension exam of the school

Because the students needed to read some vignettes during the main writing stage (see
below), and reading ability can be crucial in writing (e.g., Kim & Graham, 2021; Kim &
Park, 2019) for different reasons (e.g., reading the written text so far to evaluate it,
reading a task, etc.) (Hayes, 1996), checking their reading comprehension performance
would be important. For this purpose, | used the detailed reading scores that the students

obtained in the final exam of the summer school.

5.3.1.5 Diagnostic writing task

As Rahimi and Zhang (2018) did, | wanted to consider/control the writing performance
of the participants, as well. For this reason, | employed a diagnostic writing task
(Appendix C). The aim was to check whether the students' writing performance was
similar across the conditions. Moreover, because the organization of the main question
part of this task was similar to the main writing, it would familiarize the students with

the main writing task.
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5.3.2 Main-experiment stage materials

5.3.2.1 Main writing tasks

The main experimental data was collected via the prompts, which instructed the
participants to write a convincing opinion passage by giving reasons and details
(Appendix D). This type of passages can be associated with argumentative or persuasive
essays, which require the writer to be highly aware of the audience and aim to convince
others to take some action etc. (Ferretti, MacArthur, & Dowdy, 2000; Schneer, 2014).
They employ many elements highly associated with thinking processes and, compared
to narratives, require relatively more cognitive demand (Kim & Pae, 2021).

The writing tasks, except from the writing itself, had four components: vignettes,
pictures, a kind of simple brainstorming (non-audience-oriented control) or PT
(audience-oriented experimental) section, and a prompt. Firstly, they included a short
message/vignette, defined as carefully created realistic scenarios to enhance
experimental realism, thus improving internal and external validity (Aguinis & Bradley,
2014). The vignettes are considered efficient and less disruptive data collection tools
(Wilson & While, 1998) which may be used, for example, for encouraging PT and
increasing the originality of ideas during brain storming (So & Joo, 2017). When it
comes to its format, different video-recorded vignettes (Mohr, Howells, Gerace, Day, &
Wharton, 2007) or written vignettes (Gliner, Haber, & Weise, 1999; Hanson & Scott,
1995) can be presented, and the reactions to these passages can be collected. Important
for our present concern, they are successfully used in PT studies (e.g., Holt et al., 2021,
Mohr et al., 2007). For example, a video-recorded vignette was used, and the following

prompt manipulated PT (e.g., self-versus-other) before asking for a (written) response
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(Davis et al., 2004), different written vignettes were presented to assess the reader’s
awareness of the victim in the passage (PT reactions) (Hanson & Scott, 1995), and so
on. Essentially, they can manipulate/control independent variables and assess dependent
variables (Aguinis & Bradley, 2014). Thus, presenting vignettes can be appropriate to
direct the attention of the writers to the audience. In this study, I employed written (to be
read) vignettes as a part of the main writing task.

To prepare and finalize these vignettes, | searched the internet for the issues and
activities related to the student clubs (theatre, music, and outdoor sports) and wrote the
first drafts. Like studies that manipulated the independent variables via vignettes (e.g.,
Skarlicki & Turner, 2014), | tried to keep the core content constant across the
conditions. The vignettes were around 80-90 words. In the vignette with audience focus
(experimental condition), there was an emphasis on people, the sentences were active,
and the names of the participants or the words that directly refer to them were used. For
example, the names of the representatives were explicitly stated, and the activities,
expectations, and needs of the club members were mentioned in active sentences. Each
vignette started with a general introduction. Then, the aim and interests of the club
members were stated. Some activities and reasons were mentioned, and a need was
expressed. The emphasis was on a club rather than people in the non-audience-oriented
(control condition). Instead of the names of the participants or the words that refer to
them, the words such as ‘club’ were used. The topics were again related to the three
student clubs mentioned above.

After creating the first drafts, | asked an expert (my thesis advisor) to get

feedback about both the internal validity (e.g., whether there is a consistency between
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the research aim, methodology, and the written vignettes) (Skilling & Stylianides, 2020)
and external validity (e.g., whether the content is realistic, etc.) (Bradbury-Jones &
Herber, 2014; Skilling & Stylianides, 2020). Then, | showed the passages to the
instructors®? who taught the target group of EFL learners and got their feedback about
the appropriateness of the language and their ideas about whether my manipulation can
successfully induce audience focus, etc. Finally, I also got feedback from the target-like
students by asking them to evaluate the following statements. ‘The content of this
passage was plausible’, ‘The complexity level of this passage was normal, it was not
difficult to understand’, ‘The passage sounded natural enough’, ‘I am familiar with this
audience (student clubs)’, etc. They assured that the vignettes related to the school
clubs®® were appropriate/understandable, etc.

Secondly, | presented pictures next to the vignettes because adding visuals can
strengthen engagement (Lee & Goh, 2020). The visuals included three to four human
faces in the vignettes with audience focus, but general topic representative pictures in
the vignettes without audience focus. All the pictures were cropped in a one-to-one ratio
(Appendix E).

Thirdly, | embedded a state PT (experimental) and a kind of simple
brainstorming (control) activity into the task. The PT literature indicated that PT
increases self-other overlap in cognitive representations (Galinsky et al., 2005) and the

other's perspective (the audience in this case) was processed more when it was relevant

32| thank to my colleagues, Bassel Kaskas and Giilsen Yilmaz.
33 There was another alternative topic, city projects. | excluded it because the students reported and the

pilot study results revealed that student clubs was a more appropriate topic than that; they found the city-
projects topic boring, etc.
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to the task instructions (Apperly et al., 2006). Moreover, it has some benefits such as
going beyond the mental routines and involving more cognitively demanding activities
(Ku et al., 2015), which may result in, for example, remembering more details (e.g.,
after shifting the perspective) (Anderson & Pichert, 1978). Accordingly, this part aimed
to differentially increase the students' engagement with the audience’s perspective in the
experimental condition. For similar purposes, some researchers asked the participants to
write down about, for example, a typical day by taking the perspective of another (e.g., a
photographed) person or seeing the world from her eyes in the experimental condition,
but just to write down about the typical day of the person in the control condition
(Galinsky et al., 2005). Inspired by this, | created two versions of this part. The
following instructions were presented under the vignette and picture: “Now, please take
the perspective of these club members (their expectations, thoughts, feelings, etc.) and
write whatever comes to your mind. You have 3 minutes.” On the other hand, there was
no explicit direction of attention to the audience in the control condition, and the
instruction included, “Now, please just write whatever comes to your mind. You have 3
minutes.”

The last component of the tasks was the essay prompts adapted from Rahimi and
Zhang (2018). The prompts were previously used in the audience awareness literature to
emphasize and manipulate the audience focus. For example, Cho and Choi (2018)
emphasized the audience (“Your report is intended for your classmates, who have not
read or heard the sources, may not know anything about the topic and are depending on

you to be clear and informative™) or the text itself in the prompts®*. Departing from these

34 Taken from the supplementary material of Cho and Choi (2018) for the sake of illustration.
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kinds of samples and thinking of it can increase the efficiency of the manipulation
further, I also organized the prompts. With this purpose, they employed either an
audience-oriented task (experimental) or a non-audience-oriented task (control) content
by referring to people (rector and club members) or to organizations (management and
clubs), respectively (Appendix D).

After piloting on myself, I also piloted the whole experiment on the target-like
students to check the appropriateness of the tasks. The aim was to understand whether
the instructions were clear, whether the manipulation seemed to work, and whether there
were any procedural problems, such as the duration needed to complete the task.
Additionally, I asked two target-like students to translate the tasks into Turkish to check
their comprehension.

The writing task | reported above was the final version | created after the first
pilot and translation stage. After piloting the experiment with 12 students and asking
two students to translate them (to check their comprehension), | got their ideas about the
whole writing task, which at that time included an alternative topic (city projects). After
these checks, | gave up the alternative topic and a control task with no brainstorming
part. Both proved that they would make the design unnecessarily more complex.

Around one month after the first pilot, | conducted a second pilot with two
students. My observations revealed that the tasks and the other materials were ready for

the experiment with respect to time management, etc.
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5.3.2.2 Retrospective questionnaire
A brief retrospective questionnaire, which is less intrusive and more practical than
think-aloud and introspection (Ong, 2014), was used to check the interaction of the
participants with the task (e.g., to what extent they considered the audience in their
writings, etc.) and control the similarity of the groups with respect to their writing and
topic background (Appendix F).

This retrospective questionnaire included a manipulation check inspired by
Todd, Bodenhausen, Richeson, and Galinsky (2011). The participants were asked to
mark whether they tried to take the perspective of the club members (e.g., when | read
their messages, | tried to understand the expectations of outdoor sports club members
from their point of view.) and whether it was difficult to take their perspectives (e.g.,
when | read their messages, | had a hard time understanding the expectations of outdoor
sports club members from their point of view.) on a five-point scale. They did this for
each club and then reported whose perspective they took. An adapted item from Smith
(1995) “Did you think about a reader or readers while writing your essay? Who? Why
did you choose this reader or these readers?” (p.418) was used for this purpose. This
part was followed by a part that included questions related to the main writing (difficulty
in understanding the prompt, etc.) and a part that tried to understand the approach of the
participants to the evaluation of their writings (How do you think this text you wrote
will be evaluated? Can you give details?). Then, their interests in the clubs were checked
by asking questions such as: Do you have a special interest in music, theater, or outdoor
sports? Can you give details? These sections were followed by sections that questioned

the participants’ previous writing experience, general writing experience, and free time
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writing activities (see Appendix F for the complete questionnaire and the Control

Measurements section below for coding details).

5.3.3 Post-experiment materials
5.3.3.1 Attention control and working memory tasks
5.3.3.1.1 Flanker (AC) task
The idea behind the flanker task is based on Eriksen and Eriksen (1974), who indicated
that incompatible letters around a target letter create noise, distract attention, and
increase reaction time.

In this task (Martin et al., 2021), a fixation point is presented at the beginning of
a trial. Then, a target arrow that points either to the left or right and is accompanied by
two flanking arrows on both sides is presented at the center of the screen. There are two
different trial types. In a congruent trial, the flanking arrows point in the same direction
as the target (e.g., € €« « « «). On the other hand, in an incongruent trial, they point in
the opposite direction (e.g., € € > « «). The task is to press a button (“z” for the left
and. “.” for the right) as fast as possible to show the direction of the target/middle arrow.
The participants keep their index fingers on the keyboard buttons to respond quickly and
accurately.

There are 144 (96 congruent and 48 incongruent) trials with a randomized 400-
700 msec inter-trial interval. The dependent variable, the flanker interference effect, is
calculated by subtracting the subject’s mean reaction time in congruent trials from that

in incongruent trials. Only accurate trials were considered in this calculation.
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Although this is a task widely used to assess attention, Draheim, Tsukahara,
Martin, Mashburn, and Engle (2021) reported that using reaction time to assess AC can
be problematic because it is sensitive to speed-accuracy interactions. Moreover, some
participants may be more deliberate and slower respondents, so their performance may
seem to be worse than those who are quick but error prone. Thus, we cannot be sure
whether it is about general processing speed or AC. Because of this, | included an

alternative AC (antisaccade) task, which I will explain in the next part.

5.3.3.1.2 Anti-Saccade (AC) Task

Antisaccade task is a nonverbal attention task that requires minimum memory retrieval
(Kane et al., 2001). In each trial of it (Draheim et al., 2021), a fixation cross is presented
for between 2000-3000 msec and this is accompanied by an alerting tone for the last 300
msec After that, an asterisk cue appears on the 12.3° visual angle left or right of the
central fixation for 300 msec Following this, a target letter, “Q” or “O”, is presented on
the opposite side of the asterisk for 100 msec and is immediately masked by “##” for
500 msec The task is to look at the opposite side of the asterisk in order to catch the
target letter (“O” or “Q”) and to press the associated letter on the keyboard. Following
the response, correct/incorrect feedback is presented for 500 msec. There is a 1000 msec
blank interval between the trials (Fig. 8). The participants complete 72 target trials in
total. The dependent variable is the level of accuracy in reporting the presented letters

(Draheim et al., 2021).
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+ + *EQ + +

Fixation (2000-3000 ms) Asterisk cue (300 ms) A target letter, “Q” or Mask (500 ms) Response?
Tone (the last 300 ms) “O” (100 ms)

Fig. 8 A sample anti-saccade task trial

To perform in this task well, the participants must inhibit a dominant response
(e.g., looking at the asterisk) and plan and execute a voluntary saccade in the opposite
direction. Because these anti-saccades require not only inhibition but also the direction
of the focus and are controlled voluntarily (top-down), they require the inclusion of
executive control processes, which are associated with WM capacity (Unsworth,
Schrock, & Engle, 2004).

As mentioned above, the reason for including this task is that it can be less prone
to speed-accuracy trade-offs. In this task, the participants need to make a quick saccadic
movement to the opposite direction of the cue (asterisk) in order to identify a target
stimulus (Q or O) that is presented very shortly (100 msec) and masked quickly. If they
are not quick enough, they will miss the target letter and will not be able answer which
one is presented. Thus, the speed is irrelevant, and, unlike the flanker task, there is a
minimum speed-accuracy trade-off. This makes this accuracy-based anti-saccade task a

valuable alternative for assessing the AC of the participants (Draheim et al., 2021).

5.3.3.1.3 Symmetry Span (WM) Task
In symmetry span task, which assesses WM (Unsworth, Redick, Heitz, Broadway, &
Engle, 2009), the participants are required to keep the location of a series of squares

presented in a 4x4 matrix as they decide whether a presented pattern is symmetrical or
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not (Fig. 9) (Draheim et al., 2021). In the task, first, a 16x16 matrix, which includes
white and black squares, is presented, and the participants decide whether the pattern is
symmetric. To be sure that they make these symmetry decisions accordingly, the
participants are asked to have at least 85% accuracy and to follow their scores in the
upper-left corner of the screen. The aim is to keep them engaged and prevent rehearsing
of the target boxes. Then, a 4 x 4 matrix is presented, and one of the to-be-recalled
squares is highlighted in red. The number of alternations on each trial depends on the
number of spatial locations to be recalled (3 to 7). Finally, at the end of a trial, the
participants must click on the locations in the previously presented order. The dependent
variable of this task is the total number of locations recalled in the correct order (the

partial span scores) (Conway et al., 2005).

Fig. 9 A sample symmetry span task trial

5.3.3.1.4 Operational span task

| also used a shortened version of the Operational Span Task (Foster et al., 2015;
Unsworth, Heitz, Schrock, & Engle, 2005) to assess WM capacity. This task requires
participants to keep a series of letters in their memory as they solve simple mathematical
problems (Fig. 10) (Draheim et al., 2021). In the task, first, a math problem (e.g., (2x1)

+ 1) is presented as a distractor, and the participants need to decide whether the
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presented result in the following window is true. Similar to symmetry span task, they
also need to reach at least 85 % accuracy. Following that, a to-be-recalled letter (e.g.,
“F) is presented. Again, the number of this alternation on each trial is dependent on the
number of letters to be recalled (3 to 7). Finally, at the end of each trial circle, the
participants need to select the letters in their presented order. The dependent variable is
the sum of the number of letters recalled in the correct order (the partial span scores)

(Conway et al., 2005).

Fig. 10 A sample operational span task trial

5.3.3.1.5 Retrospective Strategy Use Self-Reports

After collecting the EF data, the participants were asked to report if they used any
strategies during the tasks. The answers to the questions such as "did you use any
strategies as you completed the attention task during which you chose the direction of
the arrows (left or right)?" were collected via an online form. The aim was to understand
whether they did something unnatural and whether they could influence the obtained

results. For more details, please see the “Control Measurements™ section below.

5.3.3.2 Trait Perspective-Taking Scale
Finally, online trait PT scale data were collected to get insight into the participants'

general PT characteristics and to see whether they are associated with their writing
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performance. For this purpose, | used the Turkish version (see Engeler, 2005; Bolat,
2019) of Davis' (1980) 7-item, 5-point PT scale, which includes items such as “I try to
look at everybody's side of a disagreement before | make a decision” (Davis, 1980, p. 7;

see Appendix G for the other items).

5.4 Procedure

The participants of this study were recruited on a voluntary basis. Before the
experiment, their permission was taken via a consent form, and following the
experiment, they were paid 50 liras (~3 dollars) for their participation.

The pre-and main-experiment stages were paper-based, and the data were
collected in the classrooms during the lessons. The AC and WM data were collected in a
laboratory with four computers in separate sections. Lastly, trait PT data were collected
by using online Google Forms.

The pre-experiment session lasted around 75 minutes. After summarizing the
whole procedure and the overall aim of the study, the consent forms were given, and
three-digit participant codes were assigned to the subjects who signed the form. From
this point on, only the participant codes were associated with the data.

Following the collection of background questionnaires (Appendix B), the
participants had 40 minutes to write an essay in response to the diagnostic writing task
(Appendix C).

The instructions and the procedure of the diagnostic writing part were as the
following. First, the participants were reminded that they mustn’t use their phones

during writing. Then, they were given 3 minutes to read the writing task instructions.
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Following that, they were encouraged to ask clarification questions if they had any. To
be sure that everybody understood the task, I also assessed their understanding by asking
them to evaluate the statement “I have understood the instructions of the writing task.”
on a 5-point scale (1 meaning I have not understood at all and 5 meaning | have
completely understood.). If any of them evaluated it by giving 4 or a lower score, the
task was clarified again. The most important clarification at this stage was about the
employment of their own ideas. Because the main aim was to collect their opinions via
an English text, | emphasized that they would share their ideas/opinions about the
issue® by writing around the 250-word long text. After being sure that the task was
understood, they were reminded that they could use the empty part of the writing task
paper to do any preparation (planning, creating an outline, etc.). They were also told
they needed to use a pen but could cross out any words, sentences, or paragraphs and
revise their writing anytime. Then, two empty papers were distributed to collect the
essays from the participants. They were given 40 minutes, and the timing was reminded
from time to time (the last 20, 10, and 5 minutes). The writing duration of each
participant was noted down.

In the main experiment stage, at least two days after the pre-experiment session
(within two weeks), the main writing essays and the following retrospective
questionnaire data were collected. Similar to the diagnostic writing, this paper-based
data was collected from the classrooms randomly assigned as experimental or control

groups.

35 Apart from this, similar to, for example Qin and Liu (2021), | did not encourage the participants to
avoid using the information given in the vignettes.
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The main data collection started with the writing task (Appendix D). Although
the general procedure of this task was similar to the diagnostic writing, there were some
differences, some of which were specific to control or experimental groups. First, all the
participants were asked to read the instructions carefully for 2 minutes. Then, the three
vignettes/messages were counterbalanced and distributed one by one, and the
participants were told that they had 1 minute to read the passages. After reading each
vignette, they were asked to reflect on the vignettes in a kind of brainstorming activity
within 3 minutes. However, there was a difference in the instructions given to the groups
at this time. The control group was just asked to note down whatever came to their
minds (relevant/irrelevant). On the other hand, the experimental group was encouraged
to take the perspective (which was simply defined as trying to understand the
expectations, needs, and feelings of other people) of the audience (rectorate and student
clubs) and note down whatever came to their minds. The completion of this part took
around 15 minutes.

Following this, the writing prompts were distributed, and the participants were
given 2 minutes to read them by themselves. Similar to the diagnostic writing, their
comprehension was checked. Again, it was emphasized that the main aim of writing was
sharing their opinion about the issue (the allocation of money) by writing an English
text. The empty writing papers were distributed after ensuring they understood the

writing prompt. The whole task processing (including task introduction, vignette
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reading, a kind of brainstorming, and prompt processing) lasted around 20 minutes.
Finally, the participants were given 40 minutes to write their target essays®.

After completing their passages, the participants took ten minutes break and
completed the retrospective questionnaire (Appendix F). This main experimental stage
lasted around 75 minutes on average.

When it comes to the post-experimental stage, as mentioned above, it mainly
consisted of EF (WM and AC), trait PT, and strategy use during EF tasks data
collection. Following the main experiment stage, the participants were invited to the
laboratory, and their WM and AC data were collected in two separate sessions. The
counterbalanced flanker and symmetry span tasks were given in the first, and the
counterbalanced antisaccade and foster operation span tasks were given in the second
session. Four computers in the laboratory inserted into four separate cubicles were used
for this purpose. This allowed me to give initial instructions, at most, to four participants
simultaneously and to collect their data separately. They were actively followed to
check if they understood the task and tried to do their best to complete it accordingly (all
the computers were visible simultaneously). Each session lasted around 30 minutes.
Upon completing the data collection, the participants were paid 50 liras (~3 dollars) and
thanked once again.

Finally, the online data for strategy use during EF tasks were collected, and in
average around one month after the first session, | created a Google form and collected

trait PT data using Davis’s (1980) 7-item PT scale (Appendix G).

% Following pilots, | decided that these may be enough for participants to process and complete the
writing task. This was important because, as Becker (2006) reported, the time factor can create extra
cognitive load and | wanted to avoid its contribution.
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The whole data collection was completed within six weeks. You can see the

summary of the whole data collection procedure in the flowchart below (Fig. 11).
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Stage 1
Pre- Experiment

(Background
Data)

~55 minutes

Stage 2
Main-Experiment

(Orientation to
Audience

Manipulation)

~ 75 minutes

Session 3
Post- Experiment
~70 minutes

Fig. 11 A summary of the data collection procedure
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5.5 Target writing and control measurements

This section aims to report the evaluation and coding procedure of the data collected
from the participants but needs further processing (e.g., main writings and retrospective
self-reports). I will consider them under three titles. The first one will focus on the main
experimental measurements of the study: the overall writing quality and the level of
persuasiveness. The second part will focus on control measurements, including the
measurements which aimed to check the background similarity of the groups, the
reflection of the groups on the writing task, and the strategies they used during the EF
assessment. Lastly, the third part will consider the control measurements, which aim to
assess the efficiency of the manipulation. These data will be analyzed later, under the

preliminary analysis part of the results chapter.

5.5.1 Main experimental writing measurements

5.5.1.1 The overall writing quality

The overall writing quality of the passages was assessed by two independent
evaluators®” on the basis of the writing assessment rubric of Jacobs, Zinkgraf, Wormuth,
Hartfiel, & Hughey (1981) (Appendix H).

This rubric is widely used in the EFL literature (Weigle, 2002), for example, to
evaluate the overall quality of argumentative essays (e.g., Ong & Zhang, 2010; Ong,
2013; Rahimi, 2019; Xu, Zhang, & Gaffney, 2023). Additionally, its subcomponents are
used to evaluate argumentative essays (e.g., content and organization) (Rahimi, 2019),

and introductory parts of narratives (Rahimi & Zhang, 2021), etc.

37 Special thanks to Mehtap Gliven Coban for her valuable support as a second evaluator.
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It is also used to classify the proficiency of EFL writers (Jacobs et al., 1981;
Ong, 2014; Ong & Zhang, 2010; Rahimi, 2019). Jacobs et al. (1981) suggested that the
scores between 74 and 100 can be classified as advanced (74-82: low advanced, 83-91:
advanced, 92-100: high advanced), the scores between 47 and 73 can be classified as
intermediate (47-55: low intermediate, 56-64: intermediate, 65-73: high intermediate),
and the scores 46 and below as beginning (0-37: beginning, 38-46: high beginning). As
an alternative, some researchers considered their study’s context and classified the
scores accordingly. For example, Ong (2013) classified participants as high-proficiency
writers if their scores were between 68 and 75, as mid-proficiency writers if their scores
were between 57 and 65, and as low-proficiency writers if their scores were between 46
and 56.

The rubric considers five aspects of writing (content, organization, vocabulary
use, language use, and mechanics). Each of these aspects has four levels. The first two
levels, excellent to very good and good to average, are associated with successful
communication, while the last two levels, fair to poor and very poor, are associated with
communication breakdown. Thus, effective communication is at the center of the whole
evaluation.

The evaluation procedure was as the following. After studying the
operationalizations and grading the sample papers in Jacobs et al.’s (1981) guidebook,
the raters discussed the purpose of the writing task. There were some context-dependent
things to consider. For example, as mentioned in the context section, the school did not
encourage the participants of this study to organize the essays by dividing them into

introductory and conclusive paragraphs, etc. Thus, during the evaluation, it was
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important to focus on the organization of the ideas, the supporting details, etc., rather
than considering the mechanical division of the paragraphs. This would be in
accordance with the “being succinct” criteria of the organization, which meant the
concise direction of all ideas to the central focus of the essay. Other than that, as Jacob
et al. (1981) stated, all the papers were to be evaluated on their own merits rather than in
comparison with the other ones. Each evaluation was expected to take 2-3 minutes in a
distractor-free environment. Again, after evaluating around 25 essays, the rater had to
stop and check the operationalization of the criteria. If a need was felt, she/he was
recommended to check the sample essays and sample evaluations and to do a
consistency calibration with the other rater.

In the next step, | randomized all the essays by giving them a random code
between 401 and 999 and chose some anchoring (seemingly poor, moderate, and strong)
papers. Then, the second rater and | evaluated these papers to check if we were
calibrated. Seeing that we agreed on the operationalization of the criteria and their
employment in our assessments, we continued evaluating the papers separately.

Each paper was evaluated by each rater at least twice. In the first evaluation, the
focus was on the content and the organization. In the second cycle, the focus was on
evaluating vocabulary knowledge, language, and mechanics. Importantly, all these
components were considered to the extent they strengthen or weaken the communication
because they were thought of as different windows/viewpoints for judging the overall
communication. In other words, the important question was to what extent the writer

effectively communicated a clear and complete message. For example, the language
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evaluation was not about the number of syntactic errors but whether a syntactic error
affects the comprehension of meaning.

After evaluating all papers, an inter-reliability analysis was conducted. The
computed Cronbach’s alpha was high for both diagnostic (« = .91) and main writing («
=.89). Still, the scores were compared, and all discrepancies (more than 10 points
difference) were resolved by negotiating. The final interrater reliability was increased to
.94 for both diagnostic and main writings. These values are above the desirable reader
reliability (.85) reported by Jacobs et al. (1981, p. 39). At the final step, the average

scores of the evaluators were taken for descriptive and inferential analysis.

5.5.1.2 The level of persuasiveness

For the evaluation of the written passages with respect to their persuasiveness, | adopted
a holistic approach and contextualized a rubric considering the previously created ones
(e.g., Ferretti et al., 2000, Qin & Karabacak, 2010, Ong, 2013, Vdgelin, Jansen, Keller,
Machts, & Moller, 2020) (Appendix I).

I reviewed and analyzed several holistic assessment tools shared in the literature
in order to adopt some operationalizations and adjust them to create a holistic rubric that
can evaluate the general level of persuasiveness. The main reason for this adjustment
was that most of the rubrics in the literature (e.g., Ferretti et al., 2000, Ferretti, Lewis, &
Andrews-Weckerly, 2009) focus on typical agreement/disagreement
argumentative/persuasive essays, which include instructions that directly ask the
participants to take a clear stand and write a persuasive essay. However, in our

institution, although the students were encouraged to support their ideas by including
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reasons and considering different perspectives (e.g., advantages and disadvantages of an
issue), etc., they were not mechanically taught to write traditional argumentative (or any
other) essays (starting with an introduction, including a thesis, etc.). Considering the
research in the literature (e.g., Rahimi, 2019; Revesz, 2011; Watson, DeSanctis, & Scott
Poole, 1988) and considering the school’s context, I created a task which asked for
opinions on how to share a limited amount of money, 80.000 liras among three student
clubs (outdoor, theatre and music). The participants needed to decide how to allocate
this money and write a convincing passage by providing reasons and examples. Thus,
the contextualization for assessing persuasiveness was important to reflect the demands
of this untraditional task given in this specific context®® (e.g., Tedick, 2002; Varghese &
Abraham, 1998).

Accordingly, I considered the holistic rubrics in the literature (e.g., Chase, 2011;
Cheng & Chen, 2009; Ferretti et al., 2000; Geng, 2017; Majidi, Janssen, & de Graaff,
2021; Nusshaum & Kardash, 2005; Nussbaum & Schraw, 2007; Reznitskaya, Kuo,
Glina, & Anderson, 2009; Ong, 2013; Qin & Karabacak, 2010; Wang, 2016) and
adapted the basic components of them in order to create a 7-level rubric and to evaluate
the passages from a specific dimension, persuasiveness. To illustrate, one of the holistic
rubrics related to our present concern is the persuasive writing rubric introduced by
Ferretti et al. (2000). The levels of it range between 0 (no opinion is stated) and 7 (well
elaborated and addresses the opposition). To get the highest scores, the participants need
to write a well elaborated persuasive passage that employs clearly explained opinions

and supporting/convincing reasons. This highly evaluated passage would also employ

38 Beyond these, another reason for adjusting the rubric was that the persuasiveness rubrics in the
literature are mostly used to assess L1 rather than L2 learners.
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opposing opinions with reasons and rebuttals. Ferretti et al.’s (2000) rubric was adapted
by many following researchers, such as Nussbaum and Kardash (2005), Nussbaum and
Schraw (2007), Chase (2011), and Ong (2013), for the evaluation of persuasive
passages.

From the literature review, it was clear that although the researchers created or
adjusted the previously used ones, the holistic rubrics' basic components stayed quite
similar. Two important things considered were the presence of a position/opinion and
supporting data. The other important thing was the strength/soundness of data which
supported the positions, etc. Generally, they also expected the writers to consider the
opposite ideas (counter positions) together with their rebuttals which can weaken them.
Thus, good writers were to stand for a clear position/claim/standpoint, include
supporting data, consider alternative views/counterarguments, and try to employ
rebuttals. For example, a very convincing passage in Ong’s (2013) adjusted rubric
includes the following criteria “The essay is overall very convincing. The development
of ideas is very good. A stand is provided, with at least three main reasons to support the
stand. The reasons are very well-supported and elaborated by examples, reasons, or
illustrations. One or two counterarguments are proposed with refutations.” (p. 541).
Beyond these, one difference between the rubrics which assess the first and the rubrics
which assess the L2 was the requirement for the counter position and rebuttal. For
example, Qin and Karabacak (2010) and Qin and Lu (2021) included counter position
and rebuttal, but they used the modal “may” and stated that the rebuttal is not

necessarily required. To illustrate, their level five criteria stated that “The paper may
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present reasonable opposing view(s) and also refute the opposing view(s) appropriately,
though they are not required.” (Qin & Karabacak, 2010, p. 455).

In the following part, | will share four questions that I considered as | worked on
the rubric. They are about the number of levels, the main focus and division, the
essential components, the data's soundness, and the rubric's distribution of scores. To
note, I will use the term position rather than the other related concepts such as claim,
standpoint, stand, and opinion in order to be consistent. Again, the term counter position
will be used to refer to the alternative view, opposite view, or counterclaim.

The first question is how many levels must be employed. Most of the rubrics in
the literature range from 5 (e.g., Erduran, Simon, & Osborne, 2004; Majidi et al., 2021)
to 7 (e.g., Ferretti et al., 2000) levels. And, believing that keeping more levels can
increase the precision of the evaluation and the increase in the scores can be more
ordinal, I will create a rubric with seven levels.

The second question is what the main focus of the rubric must be. It may be
important to remind that in the main writing task of this study, the participants were
asked to think about the importance of the needs of clubs and decide how much money
to allocate for each of them. The aim would be to convince people/readers by supporting
their ideas with reasons and examples. Thus, “whether a passage is overall convincing
or not” must be at the core of this holistic rubric.

The third question is what the core components of the rubric must be. As |
mentioned above, many persuasive writing researchers gave importance to the existence
of a clear position, supporting reasons for that position, the elaboration of the supports

(examples and explanations), the recognition of counter positions, and an attempt to
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weaken them (e.g., Midgette et al., 2008). In line with this observation, the things to
consider can be the existence of a position for each club, counter position(s), rebuttals,
and the data which support/weaken/refute these positions. Because the task of this study
asked the participants to do so, a well-written passage must reveal the writer's position
for all three clubs. In the literature, it is accepted that an explicit statement of viewpoints
may increase the level of persuasiveness effect of the texts (O'Keefe, 1997). Thus, the
statement of a clear position is important. In our study's context, some participants stated
their positions for all three clubs in a single sentence, while many others distributed
them across the passage. To illustrate the latter, a participant first mentioned that he
would give 5000 liras to the outdoor club. Then, in another part, he stated that he would
give 25000 liras to the theater club, and then in another part, 50000 liras to the music
club. These kinds of distributions are acceptable. Secondly, the counter position and
rebuttal may also be important indicators of a well-written passage. They can signal
whether a writer overcomes his/her my-side bias and contributes to the level of
persuasiveness. Thus, although they are not necessarily required to get a high score,
their existence may contribute to the evaluator's decision. Lastly, it is certain that these
positions, counter positions, and rebuttals need the data (reasons, examples, etc.) which
can support the writer's position or counter position or can weaken/refute the counter
position.

The fourth question is about the soundness of the supporting data. According to
some researchers (e.g., Stapleton & Wu, 2015; Zhang, 2018), considering not only the
pure existence but the quality of the supporting data is important. It is certain that this is

a holistic rubric, and the data will not be assessed individually. However, it is important
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to be aware of soundness, for example, whether the data is acceptable, whether it is
logically and pragmatically valid, etc. (Eemeren, Henkemans, & Grootendorst, 2002) to
evaluate the development of ideas. In line with this, the rubric will emphasize different
levels of overall soundness of the supporting data by inspiring, for example, from
Stapleton and Wu’s (2015) non-acceptable versus weakly acceptable versus acceptable
categorization. Also, if a position is supported, and the support is elaborated well, it
must not be weakened by irrelevant information or inconsistencies in the data (Ferretti et
al., 2000).

Based on these considerations, a primary trait-scoring guide created by Ferretti et
al. (2000) and used/adapted by many following researchers in both L2 (e.g., Chase,
2011; Ferretti et al, 2009) and L2 (Ong, 2013; Qin & Karabacak, 2010) are adjusted to
evaluate overall persuasiveness of the passages. Apart from Ferretti et al.’s (2000)
original rubric, its adjustment by other researchers, particularly by Ong (2013) and Qin
and Karabacak (2010), is considered.

When it comes to the validation of the rubric, the following steps were adapted
for finalizing it. After completing the literature review and creating an outline based on
my notes, | randomly chose seven passages and, together with one of my colleagues®,
analyzed the content/criteria which can contribute to the persuasiveness of the passage.
Then, | created a list (position, counter position, etc.) and randomly chose 32 more
passages to analyze their content further. Because EFL learners wrote the passages, it
was impossible to clearly label the statements in many cases. However, this

investigation helped me note down the most important criteria and to revise the holistic

39 Special thanks to Mehtap Giiven Coban for her valuable negotiation.
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rubric in several steps. Following this, I used the revised rubric to evaluate the randomly
chosen 32 passages, finalized the rubric, and asked a testing member*° to check the
wording, etc. Then, | evaluated all the passages and revised the rubric when needed.
Finally, around ten days later, | evaluated the passages once again and checked the
consistency of my scoring. After establishing the validity and reliability of the rubric, a
second grader*! and 1, as the researcher, evaluated all the passages using the finalized
holistic rubric by following the steps below.

The evaluation of the passages included the following seven steps.

In the first step, before starting to evaluate, as Jacobs et al. (1981) suggested, the
first and the second evaluator talked about the aim of the study and the intended use of
the results.

The second step was familiarizing with the task of the study, the background of
the rubric, the rubric itself, the definition of core components (see above), and this
guideline. After reading them carefully, the second rater came together with the
researcher to clarify if there were any ambiguities.

At the third step, 16 papers (~10 %) from 