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ABSTRACT 

 

Although L2 writing is an important skill in L2 language acquisition, it has 

remained neglected in the EFL context since it is looked upon as a complex skill 

to be mastered for L2 learners. However, L2 writing can be a vehicle for L2 

language learning and, moreover, developing self-regulated learning strategies 

for L2 learners when properly assisted. While the potentials of L2 writing 

practice assisted by online resources have been recognized, little empirical 

research has investigated them. 

The primary object of this study was to investigate L2 writing assisted by 

online resources of Korean EFL middle school students and the potentials of the 

online resources as useful tools for their L2 learning. The secondary aim of the 

study was to examine how they developed self-regulation throughout the L2 

writing process. 

The present study involved three Korean EFL students in their third year of 

middle school. Throughout sixteen sessions, they wrote a picture description L2 

narrative on a computer using a word processing program. Their writing 

processes and online resource look-ups were screen-recorded. Watching their 

own recorded writing processes, they were asked what kinds of problems they 

met and why they performed the queries, and their recall data were subsequently 

coded. The development of their self-regulated behaviors was also explored 

based on interview data. 

The participants developed their own strategies in using online resources 
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regardless of their L2 language proficiency and analyzed L2 knowledge that 

they previously had based on the data from online resources. In the process, their 

awareness of L2 linguistic knowledge was heightened. In addition, as they 

enjoyed receiving immediate feedback from the resources, they gained more 

control over their writing. This led them to develop self-regulated learning 

strategies such as evaluating their writing on their own, setting specific goals for 

their writing, and making self-initiated efforts to improve their writing.  

 

 

Keywords: L2 writing, dictionary, online resources, EFL students, self-regulation 
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CHAPTER 1. 

INTRODUCTION 

 

In Chapter 1, the research background, purpose, and organization of the 

current study are discussed. In Section 1.1, the background of conducting 

research on Korean EFL middle school students’ writing aided by online 

resources is discussed, which is followed by the purpose of the study and the 

research questions in Section 1.2. Finally, Section 1.3 presents the organization 

of the thesis. 

 

1.1. The Background of the Study 

 

Second language writing and its instruction have often been examined in the 

learning-to-write perspective (Hyland, 2011). Within this more traditional view, 

writing is referred to as the most complex skill to be mastered. It led many L2 

teachers and L2 learners to think that L2 writing is the last skill to be learned. 

They believe that only when L2 development has progressed sufficiently can L2 

writing be effectively taught.  

Another contrastive perspective is writing-to-learn. This perspective looks 

upon writing as a vehicle for learning (Manchón, 2009). Concerning this, 

Cumming (1990) argued that “Composition writing might function broadly as a 

psycholinguistic output condition wherein learners analyze and consolidate 
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second language knowledge that they have previously (but not yet fully) 

acquired” (p. 483). This body of research maintains that the production of 

written output promotes many processes regarded as conducive to language 

development. The theoretical background informing this strand of research is 

cognitive in nature, including the Noticing Hypothesis (Schmidt, 2001) and the 

Output Hypothesis (Swain, 1985). The Output Hypothesis suggests that output 

offers opportunities for L2 learners to test hypotheses about the rules they have 

constructed for the target language. This may result in more metalinguistic 

awareness so that learners may pay attention to form. This also leads to noticing 

a gap between what they intend to say and what they are able to say. DeKeyser 

(2007) mentions that output practice with repeated retrieval and application of 

knowledge can help learners automatize and consolidate the knowledge. 

Based on the theoretical background, a growing body of research has been 

conducted to show the potential of L2 writing for L2 development with the use 

of empirical data (Fortune, 2005; Izumi & Bigelow, 2000; Swain & Lapkin, 

1995; Swain 1998). Cumming (1990) and Swain & Lapkin (1995) delved into 

the language learning potential of the problem-solving activity, which is an 

inherent feature of the act of writing. They assumed that “problems that arise 

while producing the second language can trigger cognitive processes that are 

involved in second language learning” (Swain & Lapkin, 1995, p. 371). Their 

findings demonstrated writing as an activity that not only reflected but also 

promoted L2 development. 

Despite its L2 language learning potential, L2 writing is neglected and not 
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noticed by EFL learners and teachers. One of the reasons is EFL learners’ lack 

of lexical and syntactic knowledge of the target language. It often causes 

learners as well as teachers to put aside L2 writing and think of it as the last skill 

to learn (Moon, 2008). This is the reason that many L2 learners delay L2 writing 

practice until the moment comes when they may be able to write in L2. Without 

knowing when the moment is, however, they are often faced with the situation 

where they must write independently in L2 in college or in the workplace.  

The proliferation of online resources today, however, seems to be able to 

tackle this issue of L2 learners’ lack of linguistic knowledge for L2 writing 

practice. These resources can assist in the act of writing for L2 learners at any 

proficiency and work as a useful tool. Online resources in this study refer to any 

sources available online including online dictionaries, corpus tools, search 

engines, etc. The most traditional reference tool is dictionaries, and now they are 

available online. They provide a greater deal and variety of information as well 

as faster and easier access to the desired information (Dziemianko, 2012; Tono, 

2012; Yoon, 2016). Even new types of online resources, such as web search 

engines and corpus tools, have been examined as reference tools that can help 

solve lexical and grammatical problems L2 learners encounter during 

composition (Yoon, 2016; Yoon & Hirvela, 2004). In the studies investigated, 

online resources served not only as a reference tool, but also as a cognitive tool 

that shared the cognitive burden with writers and extended their knowledge and 

thinking during writing (Yoon, 2016). They also served as a tool that helped 

learners become more independent in their L2 writing (Yoon, 2008). When 
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effectively equipped with these tools, even L2 learners can enjoy the benefits of 

the output practice which, if they were low proficiency learners, it would be 

more difficult to enjoy in the oral production mode. Despite the growing 

availability of online resources and the evident potential benefits, however, not 

many Korean EFL learners seem to benefit from them. 

In order to show the potential of writing practice for L2 development, 

researchers have investigated whether there is anything special about 

composition practice that can promote L2 learning (Williams, 2012). One of the 

ways to answer this question was to qualitatively examine learners’ independent 

writing processes and the impact of writing in various aspects. The problem is 

that most of the research has been conducted on the process of the “raw” 

translation of language into ideas (Flower & Hayes, 1981; Manchón & Roca de 

Larios, 2007). In this information age, however, L2 writing is no longer limited 

to generating ideas and translating them into another language, but it includes a 

variety of interactions with multiple tools and resources for learners to reach 

their textual goals (Stapleton & Radia, 2009). This suggests that there is a need 

of research on L2 writing assisted by various online resources. 

Although there are several researchers who tried to explore L2 writing 

assisted by online resources, their research has largely been confined to adult 

learners (Park, 2012; Yoon, 2016) and classroom settings (O’Sullivan & 

Chambers, 2006). There has been little research on secondary school students’ 

writing although L2 writing assisted by online resources could be an effective 

form of language learning even for young students, regardless of proficiency, 
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and that independent writing is the form of L2 writing that most L2 learners in 

Korea are engaged in.  

Thus, this study aims to investigate Korean EFL middle school students’ 

independent writing supported by online resources with a focus on linguistic 

problem-solving activities to unveil the potential benefits of L2 writing assisted 

by online resources. It also aims to examine how their self-regulation develops 

during the independent writing process.  

 

1.2. The Purpose of the Study 

 

The primary purpose of this study is to explore problem-solving activities in 

Korean EFL middle school students’ independent writing assisted by online 

resources; that is, it aims to examine the kinds of problems they encounter in the 

writing process and how they interact with online resources to solve these 

problems. It also aims to examine any development of self-regulation during 

their writing processes. 

 

The two exploratory research questions are as follows: 

 

1. What kinds of problems do Korean EFL middle school students 

encounter in their writing processes, and how do they use online resources to 

assist their problem-solving activity? 
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2. How do the L2 writers develop self-regulatory strategies during the 

problem-solving activity using online resources? 

 

In order to answer the research questions, the present study involved three 

Korean EFL middle school students who were, then, seniors in middle schools 

in Gyeonggi Province and Seoul in South Korea. Their English learning history, 

prior use of reference resources for English writing, the problems they had met 

during writing, and their perception for L2 writing were obtained through 

individual interviews with the researcher. After the interviews, they wrote a 

picture description L2 narrative on a computer using a word processing program 

every session for a total of sixteen sessions. Their writing processes and online 

resource look-ups were screen-recorded. Watching their own recorded writing 

processes, they were asked what kinds of problems they met and why they 

performed the queries, and their recall data were subsequently coded. The 

development of self-regulated behaviors was also explored based on interview 

data. 

 

1.3. Organization of the Thesis  

 

This thesis consists of eight chapters. Following this introduction, Chapter 2 

reviews literature and research that motivates the research questions of this 

thesis, and gaps in previous research are subsequently identified. Chapter 3 
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depicts the methodological approach adopted in the study. In order to closely 

investigate what is special and unique in L2 writing assisted by online resources 

for language learning, a qualitative method design was adopted; justification for 

this approach is provided in the chapter. Key findings from an analysis of the 

research data are presented in the following three chapters; each chapter depicts 

each participant’s case in terms of their problem-solving activities in L2 writing 

assisted by online resources and their development of self-regulation. Chapter 7 

discusses significant issues to consider based on the present study. Chapter 8 

concludes the present study with several pedagogical implications. 
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CHAPTER 2. 

LITERATURE REVIEW 

 

This chapter presents the theoretical and empirical backgrounds of previous 

studies on writing process models, the potential of online resources as useful tools 

in the process of L2 writing, and self-regulation. In Section 2.1, the cognitive 

process models of writing are discussed and the problems L2 learners frequently 

encounter in these processes are reviewed. Section 2.2 discusses the potential of 

online resources as tools used for different purposes in the process of L2 writing. 

Section 2.3 gives an overview on the characteristics of self-regulated learning 

strategies. Section 2.4. discusses the limitations of previous studies and the 

rationale of this study. 

 

2.1. Writing Process as a Problem-Solving Activity 

 

Writing is a complex activity which inherently involves problem-solving in 

every stage. It is even more complicated for L2 learners who do not have enough 

linguistic knowledge of the target language. For this reason, they often 

encounter language-specific problems during the writing process. In Section 

2.1.1, writing models that depict the components of writing and its sub-processes 

are first discussed, which is followed by the discussion concerning the source of 

L2 writers’ major problems in Section 2.1.2. 
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2.1.1. Writing Process Models 

 

Hayes and Flower (1981) claim that “writing is a marvelously complex 

activity that allows writers great freedom of choice at many levels” (p. 207). In 

this complex decision-making process, writers move their thoughts back and 

forth between sub-processes. They must orchestrate many distinct sub-processes 

in the act of writing (Chenoweth & Hayes, 2001; Manchón, 2011; Zamel, 1982). 

To depict the cognitive processes involved in writing, a great number of 

attempts have been made by previous studies (Chenoweth & Hayes, 2001, 2003; 

Flower & Hayes, 1981; Hayes & Flower, 1980; Hayes & Nash, 1996; Wang and 

Wen, 2002). Hayes and Flower (1981) presented a writing production model, 

which has become the most influential in this field of research (see Figure 2.1). 

According to the model, the act of composing entails three major components: 

the task environment, the writer’s long-term memory, and the writing processes. 

The task environment includes all things around the writer, such as the rhetorical 

problem and the text written so far. The writer’s long-term memory is where the 

writer has knowledge of the topic, readers, and plans. The third element is the 

writing process, which involves three sub-processes: Planning, Translating, and 

Reviewing. Planning is generating content and setting a goal of the text. 

Translating is putting the content that arises during Planning into word. 

Reviewing is the text evaluation. 
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Figure 2.1. Model of Composing (Hayes & Flower, 1981) 

 

Chenoweth and Hayes (2001, 2003) developed a more detailed model of the 

writing production and made comparisons of writers’ writing in L1 and L2 (see 

Figure 2.2). The model presents the components involved in writing production 

as three levels: a resource level, a process level and a control level. The resource 

level entails internal memories concerning linguistic knowledge and general 

knowledge. The process level consists of two components: internal processes 

and the external environment of those processes. The internal processes involve 

a proposer, a translator, a reviser, and a transcriber. The proposer is a 

prelinguistic source that generates ideas to be expressed. The translator 

transforms the prelinguistic ideas into strings of language with appropriate 

lexical items and word order. The reviser evaluates the proposed and written 

language, and the transcriber converts the content into written language. The 
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external process includes task materials, dictionaries, and text written so far. The 

final level involves a control level that includes task schema at which the task 

goals are set and the interactions among the processes are governed. 

This model well describes the interactions among components during the act 

of writing. In the writing process, the proposer calls on long-term memory to 

provide information for content, the translator for lexicographic and 

grammatical information, and the transcriber for orthographic rules. The task 

schema activates these sets of interactions (Chenoweth & Hayes, 2001). 

 

Figure 2.2. A Model of Written Language Production (Chenoweth & 

Hayes, 2001) 

 

One of the characteristics shared by this strand of research on the cognitive 

process of writing implies that the writing process is not linear, but recursive. In 

other words, each of these thinking processes may take place at any time in the 
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whole composing process (Manchón & Roca de Larios, 2007; Zimmermann, 

2000). For instance, planning is not restricted to an initial stage of writing, and 

the writers’ setting to the process of translating does not mean that they have 

fully constructed the mental representation of what they are trying to say and 

finished the process of planning. In many cases, they encounter limitations and 

go back to planning to develop and clarify their intended meaning. Revising also 

occurs not only at the end of a draft, but also often takes place in the middle of 

composing. The sub-processes and the interactions of these components 

constantly run in the writer’s cognition until the writing is finished. 

The second attribute of the models presented above is that they define 

writing task as a complex, problem-solving process (Hayes & Flower 1979; 

Flower, 1989). A problem-solving process is a sequence of operations that 

advance from the initial state, where the writer presents the problem to 

him/herself, to a goal state where he/she finds the solution to the problem 

(Manchón, Murphy & Roca de Larios, 2009). The problem that the writer meets 

indicates the existence of a gap between an intended meaning and the lexical 

units and syntactic structures needed to express it (Roca de Larios, Marín, & 

Murphy, 2001). 

Based on the suggested models, the problems L2 writers usually encounter 

during the writing process are discussed in the next section. 
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2.1.2. Problems L2 Writers Encounter in the Act of L2 Writing 

 

Zimmermann (2000) argues that L2 problem solving activities appear most 

typically in the process of formulating between planning and reviewing (which 

is referred to as translating in Hayes and Flower’s model). The formulation 

process, where writers translate ideas (or pre-linguistic sources) into a string of 

words or a clause, is closely related to lower-order operations. Several studies 

comparing between L1 and L2 writing processes argue that problems in L2 

writing process are more relevant with lower-order operations, while higher-

order operations are related to L1 writing (Crossley & McNamara, 2011; 

Cumming, 1990). Higher-order operations refer to cognitive processes involved 

in developing ideas and revising the text in content level, such as global 

planning, brainstorming, and text evaluation, whereas lower-order operations are 

generally language specific and entail transforming a pre-developed idea into 

language. During L1 writing, writers mostly have lexical items and grammatical 

structures in an automatized way. L2 writing, on the contrary, is characterized 

by the writers’ limited vocabulary and structure knowledge of L2, and this 

problem often disrupts a L2 writer’s performance. In a nutshell, a major struggle 

for L2 writers is language-specific: the problems that they encounter in the 

process of L2 writing are mostly related to choosing appropriate words and 

syntactic structuring of the words (Crossley & McNamara, 2011; Nunan, 1989; 

Schoonen, Snellings, Stevenson, & Van Gelderen, 2009; Stevenson, 2005). 
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These findings imply that linguistic access and retrieval are especially 

crucial in second language production (Kellogg, 1996) and are a major source of 

problems at the same time. Even though language-specific problems are 

dominant in L2 writers’ struggle, most studies of L2 writing have endeavored to 

present holistic descriptions of learners’ writing, following the trend of L1 

writing research (Edelsky, 1986; Fagan & Hayden, 1988; Raimes, 1985).  

A few studies were aware of the need to draw attention to these sub-

processes that are related to linguistic problems encountered during L2 writing. 

One of these studies (Manchón et al., 2009) categorized lexical problem-solving 

activities of L2 writers. He categorized their lexical problems into four types 

based on an empirical study where the researchers investigated linguistic 

problems learners encountered in L1 and L2 writing (Roca de Larios et al., 

1996). Table 2.1 shows an analysis of the data. The protocol data of the study 

uncovered four main types of lexical problems that the 14 Spanish EFL learners 

encountered. 
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Table 2.1. Lexical Problems in L2 Writing (Roca de Larios et al., 1996) 

Problem Type Description 

P1 

 

The writer has constructed or is in the process of constructing a mental 

representation (at different degrees of complexity) or  

has to retrieve elements from long term memory to express it.  

P2 The intended meaning is encoded in the L1 and the writer tries to find a 

translation equivalent in the L2. 

P3 

 

The writer has an option available that expresses or conveys the already 

constructed mental representation (or intended meaning) but tries to 

upgrade it in conceptual or linguistic (stylistic) terms. 

P4 The writer has an option available to express the intended meaning but has 

doubts as to its correctness or appropriacy (in conceptual or linguistic 

terms). 

 

 

The first two types of problems (P1 and P2) arise when writers try to access 

linguistic items needed to express their intended meaning. In the first type (P1), 

their thinking process is at the pre-linguistic level, where they should pass their 

thoughts from proposer to translator. After translator formulates ideas into L1, 

writers are likely to face the P2 type of problem, where translator should work 

again to find a translation equivalent in L2. Not all L2 writing processes, 

however, undergo such L1 and L2 encoding problems. Some L2 writers may 

formulate ideas directly into L2 linguistic items, but in some cases, they want to 

upgrade the L2 words or expressions (P3) or cast doubt on their correctness or 

appropriateness of language (P4). In the latter two types, a reviser (or evaluator 

in Hayes’ recent model, 2012) evaluates the linguistic items they retrieve. 

Manchón, Murphy, and Roca de Larios (2009) describe how lexical access 

and retrieval occur in each stage of the writing processes, planning, translating, 

and revising (Hayes & Flower, 1986). In the planning process, lexical retrieval 

is related to language planning rather than abstract planning, which produces 
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ideas and outlines of a final text (Hayes & Nash, 1996). The outcome of 

language planning, in contrast, is text in the form of “a string of words, often a 

clause or two” (p. 43). Next, the translating (formulating) process highly relies 

on the availability and accessibility of linguistic items as well, since it is at this 

stage when writers convert ideas into words, which involves grammatical and 

orthographic encoding. Even during the process of revising, lack of linguistic 

sources may lead to disagreement between L2 writers’ intended meaning and the 

linguistic expression.  

Aware of the need of investigating these linguistic problems in L2 writing, 

this study attempts to explore L2 writing with more attention to the language 

planning, formulating, and revising processes, which are assumed to be the 

location where L2 writing may largely disclose its own specificity, in contrast 

with L1 writing. In the next section, online resources are discussed as writing 

supporting tools in those language-related stages. 

 

2.2. Online Resources as an ‘Intellectual Partner’ of L2 

Writers in Problem-Solving Activities 

 

In this electronic era, there is little doubt that most L2 writers are involved in 

writing tasks with the assistance of online resources, especially bilingual 

dictionaries. Most L2 learners consider them to be absolutely essential 

(Stapleton, 2010). Chenoweth and Hayes’s cognitive writing process model 
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(2001) also includes dictionaries as part of a writer’s external environment. 

Manchón et al. (2009) look upon dictionary use as one of the major lexical 

retrieval strategies. Yoon (2016) refers to online resources including dictionaries 

and corpus tool as an ‘intellectual partner’, which supports writers’ cognitive 

processes. Gu and Johnson (1996) and Schmitt (1997) view dictionary use as a 

L2 writers’ typical cognitive strategy. Nation (2001) also refers to dictionary use 

as a source strategy that offers information about a specific linguistic item. 

With the popularity of dictionary use as a reference tool for writing, today’s 

L2 writers have a wider choice than ever when it comes to online reference 

resources, such as online dictionaries, web-based corpus tools, search engines, 

etc. Dictionaries have now become made available for free and easily accessible, 

providing learners with a variety of linguistic information, from L2 equivalents 

to conjugations, parts of speech information, and many examples that show 

collocation information (Chon, 2007). Corpus tools have been explored as well 

in a growing body of research as a reference tool to facilitate L2 writing 

(O’Sullivan, 2007; Park, 2012). More recently, the web search engines such as 

Google have also been viewed as resources for independent language learning of 

advanced L2 learners (Chinnery, 2008; Yoon & Hirvela, 2004). Such online 

resources offer a vast amount of useful linguistic data. 

What is noteworthy in this growing body of research is that online resources 

are shown to help L2 learners’ writing by acting not only as tools to solve their 

linguistic problems but also as cognitive tools. Jonassen (1992) defined 

cognitive tools as technologies that amplify the learners’ cognitive processes, 
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thereby facilitating their knowledge building and meaning making. In other 

words, online resources may serve as such cognitive tools that extend writers’ 

cognitive function and amplify their cognitive processes because the use of 

online resources in L2 writing is not a straightforward technical and passive 

activity, but rather a complex process of hypothesis testing that involves the 

writers’ active participation (Elola, Rodríguez García, & Winfrey, 2008). The 

participants in a study on the L2 writers’ use of concordance and online 

dictionaries, for example, used the resources as cognitive tools that assisted their 

meaning making to achieve their textual goals (Yoon, 2016). The researcher 

refers to this relation between human and the reference resources as an 

“intellectual partnership” (p. 222). Through this “intellectual partnership”, the 

participants could share their cognitive burden with the online resources, and 

Park (2012) views it as a form of distributed cognition between the human mind 

and cognitive artifacts. 

In addition, several studies have noted the potential benefits of using online 

resources to facilitate language learning (Gavioli, 2002). The participants in a 

study came to understand linguistic features and patterns of a language and how 

to use them by examining data presented in online resources (Flowerdew, 1996). 

Some studies (Chan, 2011, 2012; Fankenberg-Garcia, 2011; Laufer, 2011) 

proposed dictionary-skills training as a means to raise learners’ language 

awareness. This strand of research has proved that the use of online resources 

has a positive influence on learners’ acquisition process of L2 (Hulstijn, 1993; 

Laufer & Hill, 2000).  
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However, most L2 writers reviewed in the previous section (see Section 

2.1.2) were not allowed to use reference resources even including dictionaries, 

which contrasts writing practice in real-life situations. In this electronic age, 

exploring L2 writing assisted by online resources is more authentic than the raw 

“translation” of ideas into language with no assistance of online resources. Thus, 

it should be replaced by a more strategic and authentic process where L2 writers 

use multiple resources for reaching their textual goals (Stapleton, 2010). 

 

2.3. Self-regulation with L2 Writing Assisted by Online 

Resources 

 

Self-regulation (or self-regulated learning) refers to “self-generated thoughts, 

feelings, and actions that are systematically designed to affect one’s learning of 

knowledge and skills” (Zimmerman, 2000). This concept is derived from the 

idea that learning is not an activity that responds to teaching but is seen as an 

activity that students do in a proactive way for themselves (Javela & Jarvenoja, 

2011; Zimmerman, 2008). 

Zimmerman and Pons (1986) examined students’ use of 14 self-regulation 

strategies using a structured interview procedure (Table 2.2). Their research 

shows that self-regulated students’ extensive reliance on social sources of 

assistance to accomplish their academic tasks. It demonstrates low achieving 

students showed more non-self-regulated other responses than high achievers. 
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Table 2.2. Self-Regulated Learning Strategies (Zimmerman & Pons, 

1986) 

Categories of strategies Definitions 

1. Self-evaluation  Statements indicating student-initiated evaluations of the 

quality or progress of their work, e.g., “I check over my 

work to make sure I did it right.” 

2. Organizing and transforming  Statements indicating student-initiated overt or covert 

rearrangement of instructional materials to improve 

learning, e.g., “I make an outline before I write my paper.” 

3. Goal-setting and planning  Statements indicating student setting of educational goals 

or sub-goals and planning for sequencing, timing, and 

completing activities related to those goals, e.g., “First, I 

start studying two weeks before exams, and I pace myself.” 

4. Seeking information  Statements indicating student-initiated efforts to secure 

further task information from nonsocial sources when 

undertaking an assignment, e.g., “Before beginning to 

write the paper, I go to the library to get as much 

information as possible concerning the topic.” 

5. Keeping records and monitoring Statements indicating student-initiated efforts to record 

events or results, e.g., I took notes of the class discussion.” 

“I kept a list of the words I got wrong.” 

6. Environmental structuring  Statements indicating student-initiated efforts to select or 

arrange the physical setting to make learning easier, e.g., “I 

isolate myself from anything that distracts me.” “I turned 

off the radio so I can concentrate on what I am doing.” 

7. Self-consequences  Statements indicating student arrangement or imagination 

of rewards or punishment for success or failure, e.g., “If I 

do well on a test, I treat myself to a movie.” 

8. Rehearsing and memorizing  Statements indicating student-initiated efforts to memorize 

material by overt or covert practice, e.g., “In preparing for 

a math test, I keep writing the formula down until I 

remember it.” 

9-11. Seeking social assistance  Statements indicating student-initiated efforts to solicit 

help from peers (9), teachers (10), and adults (11), e.g., “If 

I have problems with math assignments, I ask a friend to 

help.” 

12-14. Reviewing records  Statements indicating student-initiated efforts to reread 

tests (12) notes (13), or textbooks (14) to prepare for class 

or further testing, e.g., “When preparing for a test, I review 

my notes.” 

15. Other  Statements indicating learning behavior that is initiated by 

other persons such as teachers or parents, and all unclear 

verbal responses, e.g., “I just do what the teacher says.” 
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The act of writing is inherently self-planned, self-initiated, and self-sustained 

(Harklau, 2002; Zimmerman & Risemberg, 1997) since learners typically 

perform writing tasks independently and constantly make decisions on their own. 

They have to set a goal when they meet with problems, develop their own 

strategies to solve the problems, and evaluate the outcome. Thus, self-regulation 

in the act of writing is defined as “self-initiated thoughts, feelings, and actions 

that writers use to attain various literary goals, including improving their writing 

skills as well as enhancing the quality of the text they create” (Zimmerman & 

Risemberg, 1997, p. 76). 

It is widely accepted that online resources are tools to support L2 learners’ 

independent writing, which is assumed to support the development of their self-

regulatory learning. However, very few studies have investigated the potential of 

online resources as supporting self-regulation in the L2 learners’ writing process. 

A few studies on corpus use of Korean learners show that process-oriented 

writing along with corpus activities lead learners to monitor and regulate their 

own cognitive work by using a variety of learning strategies (O’Sullivan, 2007; 

Yoon & Jo, 2014). Another study on the use of dictionaries and corpora in L2 

writing also asserts that learners can be put in the situation they should regulate 

and monitor their writing by using online resources (Yoon, 2016). In other 

words, the process-oriented L2 writing using these tools can lead to the 

development of learners’ cognitive and metacognitive abilities by motivating 

discovery learning, which then enhances learners’ self-regulated learning. In the 

process, learners naturally monitor and regulate their own cognitive work by 
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adopting various learning strategies (O’Sullivan, 2007). 

 

2.4. Limitations of Previous Studies 

 

While most of L2 writing research focuses on a holistic description of the 

writing process, which is higher-order processes that are more related to L1 

writing, to uncover a more detailed picture of L2 writers’ writing processes, it is 

necessary to examine lower-order processes of their writing. It is possible to 

closely examine the lower-order processes when L2 learners’ writing processes 

are explored with the assistance of online resources. It is because the patterns of 

their utilizing online resources are likely to reveal the lower-order processes of 

their writing related to lexis and grammar. Through the examination of learners’ 

cognitive interactions with the resources, a more micro-level process of L2 

writing is likely to be uncovered. Moreover, as the variety and availability of 

online resources to support L2 writing are increasing in this electronic era, this 

present research attempts to examine the potential of online resources in 

different aspects from the previous studies which explored the different purposes 

for the use of each online resource or investigated the participants’ perception of 

the resources. 

Additionally, to be successful L2 writers, learners should develop self-

regulation in addition to acquiring knowledge of L2 vocabulary and grammar. 

However, most L2 learners seem to be unaware of this need (Bereiter & 



- 23 - 

Scardamelia, 1987; Wason, 1980; Zimmerman & Risemberg, 1997). While most 

studies concerning the use of online resources acknowledges that writing 

assisted by online resources provides an environment where L2 writers can 

develop self-regulation, this important component has been underexplored. 

Therefore, this study attempts to explore how L2 writers develop self-regulated 

strategies during independent writing assisted by online resources to show 

another aspect of potential of writing practice supported by online resources. 

The background of the previous findings and the lack of research on the 

potential of L2 writing supported by online resources have been discussed. The 

following chapter will present this study’s methodological design to address the 

two research questions on L2 writing assisted by online resources and 

development of self-regulation during the process. 
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CHAPTER 3. 

METHODOLOGY 

 

This chapter contains a discussion of the methodological approach and 

research design best suited to address the research questions set out in Chapter 2. 

The first section reports information about the participants. Section 3.2 

introduces the writing prompts used to elicit data of the participants’ written 

production and the online resources that were introduced in this study. Section 

3.3 discusses the tasks assigned to the participants during the study: personal 

interviews, writing tasks, and stimulated recall. The following section includes 

an illustration of the specific procedure of data collection, followed by an 

overview of methods used for data analysis. 

 

3.1. Participants 

 

This research involved three middle school students at the time of the study. 

Two male students and one female student participated in the study. One of the 

male students studied in a middle school located in Seoul, and the other two 

students studied in a middle school in Gyeonggi Province, South Korea. Their 

first language was Korean.  

The participants’ English proficiencies were estimated by their self-reported 

scores of English tests in their schools and the results from a set of three 
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vocabulary tests. A brief summary of the participants’ English learning 

background information is presented in Table 3.1. 

 

Table 3.1. Background Information of the Participants 

Name Gender Average English 

tests scores in school  

(100) 

Vocabulary Level 

Test (230) 

Yuri Female 97 101 

Minsu Male 92 111 

Dongmin Male 70 48 

 

 

The vocabulary tests were administered before and after the main sessions 

because vocabulary knowledge is viewed as one of the major components that 

facilitate L2 writing proficiency (Laufer & Nation, 1995). In order to estimate 

the participants’ L2 proficiency related to L2 writing, three vocabulary tests 

were administered: Vocabulary Level Test (Nation, 1990), Phrase Test 

(Martinez 2011), and Productive Vocabulary Level Test (Laufer & Nation, 

1999). The information on the vocabulary tests is presented in Table 3.2. and the 

example test items of each test are included in Appendix 1. Each participant’s 

total score of the three vocabulary level tests administered as pre-test is 

presented in Table 3.1. and their pre-test and post-test scores of each test are 

given in Table 3.3. 
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Table 3.2 Vocabulary Test Information 

 Test No. Type of Vocabulary Test  

Receptive 

Vocabulary 

Test 

1 Vocabulary level test, 2k-10k 

(Nation, 1990) 

30 questions for 

90 vocabulary items 

2 Phrase test, 1-5k 

(Martinez, 2011) 

50 questions for 

50 vocabulary items 

Productive 

Vocabulary 

Test 

3 A vocabulary-size test of controlled 

productive ability  

(Laufer & Nation, 1999) 

90 questions for 

90 vocabulary items 

 

 

Table 3.3. The Participants’ Scores of the Vocabulary Level Tests 

Participants  Test 1 (90) Test 2 (50) Test 3 (90) 

Yuri Pre-test 56 26 19 

Post-test 61 30 27 

Minsu Pre-test 59 28 24 

Post-test 61 25 20 

Dongmin Pre-test 31 13 4 

Post-test 23 15 5 
  

Yuri started to learn English when she was five years old. The main source 

of her exposure to the target language had been books before she entered middle 

school. She read many story books written in English and listened to some audio 

materials provided by her mother. She began to learn English grammar after she 

entered middle school. She had steadily studied English through books and 

audio material since she was five years old. 

She reported that the act of writing itself did not cause her problems and it 

was attributed to her reading fluency, which she had been engaged in since she 

was little. Her major problem during English writing was her fear of making 

grammatical errors. Her fear of making errors in minor aspects such as spelling 
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and grammar lingered throughout her writing process. She stated that she 

experienced difficulty in choosing proper prepositions and thought it as the most 

difficult task for her. She complained that she often used incorrect prepositions 

and her usage was inconsistent with what she learned. She said she was not 

confident about writing for this reason and she did not know how to solve her 

problem. She was aware of the importance and necessity of practicing English 

writing. Her school had assigned writing tasks for homework twice per semester 

and the students were required to write narrative essays about the given topics. 

The writing tests were scored by her teachers and the scores was applied to her 

performance tests in school. In her school, there was no course for English 

writing, but she thought it was necessary for her to learn how to write in English, 

or at least to practice English writing.  

Her self-perception related to writing was very low. She heard an English 

native speaker tell her that her sentences seemed to carry her intended meaning 

when she went to a private institution (hagwon in Korea), but that they were not 

good sentences. Since then, she always felt unsure about the quality of her 

written production. She added that her writing had not improved from then and 

she did not know how to improve her writing.  

When it comes to her use of online resources, she rarely consulted any online 

resources when she wrote English sentences. She only searched a few unknown 

words and usually consulted Naver’s Korean-English dictionary. She often used 

the first entry choice that appeared on the first line without searching for any 

more information on the word. She did not check any example sentences or 
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additional information of the searched word. The only online resource in her 

mind was Naver’s English Dictionary.  

Minsu was exposed to English for the first time when he went to an English 

kindergarten at the age of seven. He participated in a one-month schooling 

program in the Philippines when he was a fourth grader. He constantly attended 

private institutions to learn English in Korea. He attended the same middle 

school as Yuri. He talked about several English writing tests conducted at his 

school. In these tests, writing task prompts were given in advance so that the 

students could prepare for them. He reported that many of the students asked 

their tutors or teachers in private institutions to correct their writing or even to 

complete the writing for them, and they memorized it. He was also aware of the 

importance of writing, because he believed the most important skill is speaking, 

and that writing could help improve his speaking skill. 

He said that he often got lost when he wrote in English. Not being able to 

think of what to write and what words to use caused him to become frustrated 

easily. He thought that his English had not improved much, but he admitted that 

his lack of motivation might be the reason. His only resource was also Naver’s 

English Dictionary, and the only purpose was also looking up unknown words.  

Dongmin was a shy and quiet student. He reported that he was not very 

confident in English and was not interested in English either, but he still 

believed it was important. He had not been involved in writing practice that 

much before the study. He participated in the study because his mother wanted 

him to practice English writing and he partly agreed with her. However, his 
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motivation was very low and his apprehension towards English writing was very 

strong as revealed in his pre-interview. 

The major source of his problems in L2 writing reported in his interview was 

grammar. He specifically reported that his grammar proficiency was low. He 

thought that writing was difficult and caused him to think about too many things. 

He had attended a private academy which taught all school subjects. His school 

also conducted writing tests for performance evaluation. The teachers gave the 

students writing prompts in advance as well so that the students could prepare 

for the tests. He said he brought the topics to his tutors in his private academy 

and asked them to complete his writing for him. The test topics included writing 

about his best friend or his favorite things. When he wrote by himself, he used a 

translation application called “Papago” and he sometimes used Naver’s 

dictionary to look up some unknown words. 

The three participants’ proficiency levels varied. Yuri and Minsu’s scores 

from school tests were relatively higher than Dongmin’s, and Vocabulary Level 

Test results also implied that the proficiency levels of Yuri and Minsu were 

higher than that of Dongmin. This proficiency difference caused the size of data 

such as written production data and interview data to differ from participant to 

participant although the same amount of time was given to each of them. In 

particular, Yuri showed great interest in the L2 writing practice conducted in this 

study, which made her data bigger than the other two’s. The participants’ 

proficiency difference and varied motivation made the size of each participant’s 

data different from person to person.  
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To sum up, Yuri and Minsu were relatively more proficient than Dongmin 

and they began studying English earlier than him. When it comes to their 

perception towards L2 writing, all of them were not confident about L2 writing. 

Yuri reported her fear for making grammatical mistakes. Due to the fear, she 

was not confident about L2 writing. Minsu said he often felt lost when he started 

L2 writing. Dongmin said he had not had much experience of L2 writing and 

had not been interested in it, either. Concerning the use of online resources, they 

all used Naver’s English Dictionary to look up unknown words, but not actively. 

Dongmin used the translation application “Papago.” 

 

3.2. Materials 

 

In this section, materials that were used as writing prompts and online 

resource tools in this study are introduced. The first section presents the writing 

prompts utilized in this study, the subsequent section describes the online 

resources used in the study. 

 

3.2.1. Writing Prompts 

 

The present study aims to explore L2 writers’ writing assisted by online 

resources. Given that the participants were young adolescents who are generally 

thought to be in the process of development of cognitive ability, argumentation 
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was assumed to cause a great cognitive burden to them. To better explore the 

lower-level operations of their L2 writing, this study tried to lessen a possible 

unnecessary cognitive burden. For this reason, picture descriptive narration was 

chosen for the task because narration is usually viewed as the least cognitively 

demanding writing task, while argumentation is considered to be the most 

demanding (Grabe & Kaplan, 1996). The participants were required to write as 

many words as they wanted based on wordless picture prompts, which consisted 

of nine to twelve pictures on average (Appendix 2). 

 

3.2.2. Online Resources 

 

Online resources in this study refer to any resources available online. At the 

orientation session, three types of resources were presented to the participants: 

Naver English Dictionary, Google search engine, and the corpus tools Lextutor 

and COCA. The website of each resource was shown on each tab of the browser 

in a single window. The participants used these resources for writing assistance 

as consultation to solve their L2 writing problems.  

The most typical online resource is Naver’s English Dictionary (NED) 

which the participants had typically used to find L2 equivalents before the study. 

NED offers English-Korean, Korean-English, and English-English dictionaries 

on a single page. It provides users with a variety of linguistic information such 

as multiple meanings of a word, example sentences, synonyms, collocations, and 
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idioms. It also provides several useful functions, such as predictive search in the 

search box, related search words under the search box, and hyperlink service for 

the words in the example sentences (Naver, 2011). 

Another kind of resource was Google web search engine, which is used by 

most people around the world. In recent years, researchers have investigated 

Google as a concordancing tool that L2 writers can utilize to improve their 

writing (e.g., Conroy, 2010; Fujii, 2007). The search results show the webpages 

that contain the user’s search terms. Each entry of the webpages presents a title 

of the webpage, a short preview of the information on the webpage, and a URL. 

Aside from Google, the participants were allowed to use any search engine to 

support their writing in this study. 

The last kind of resource was corpus tools. With the growth of computer 

technology, corpora and tools to analyze them have been subsequently 

developed. The tools were typically used by language experts who investigated 

the patterns of language use, but another strand of research has paid attention to 

the potential of the tools’ use as reference tools for L2 learners. It was data-

driven learning (DDL) (Johns, 1991, 1994). Under the framework, its potential 

to influence L2 learners’ writing in L2 instruction was explored and verified. In 

this study, Lextutor (www.lextutor.ca) and the Corpus of Contemporary 

American English (COCA) (corpus.byu.edu.edu/coca) were provided for the 

participants. They are web-based corpora equipped with corpus analytic tools. In 

the Lextutor website, users can choose the corpus they want to analyze and see 

(Cobb, 1999). The 2k graded corpus and 1k graded corpus were presented to 
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students in the orientation session because the corpora were formed from 

hundreds of graded readers whose genres accord with what the participants were 

supposed to write, based on the pictures. The 1k graded corpus is comprised of 

530,000 words and the 2k graded corpus of 920,000 words. COCA is composed 

of 520,000,000 words of spoken text, fiction, popular magazines, newspapers, 

and academic texts (Davies, 2015). COCA and Lextutor provide keyword-in 

context generated from List, wherein the search word or phrase is underlined in 

bold type with its immediate context provided. 

 

3.3. Tasks 

 

This research uses multiple elicitation methods to investigate EFL middle 

school students’ writing process assisted by online resources. This section 

presents the tasks assigned to the participants for data collection. The first sub-

section discusses the interview conducted in the first and last sessions of the data 

collection. The next sub-section describes the writing tasks given to the 

participants, which is followed by the discussion of stimulated recall, which 

elicited their cognitive processes. 
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3.3.1. Interviews 

 

Prior to the experiment, a semi-structured interview was conducted on the 

participants’ English learning history, writing experience, and online resource 

use in writing. The semi-structured interview questions were designed by the 

researcher (see Table 3.4). 

The first part of the interview was conducted relating to the participants’ 

English learning history, such as English learning experience in English-

speaking countries, the duration of their English study, and their primary 

methods for English learning. The second part of the interview was about 

writing experience. They were asked about the frequency of their writing in 

English, writing assessment experience, the affective factors involved in English 

writing, the difficulties they experienced in writing English, and a sense of the 

necessity of learning to write in English. The third part was on online resource 

use in writing.  
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Table 3.4. Guided Interview Questions 

1. English Learning History 

-Have you ever been to English speaking countries to learn English? 

-When did you start to learn English? 

-How have you studied English? 

 

2. Writing Experience 

-Have you taken writing tests in your school? What kinds of difficulties have you been faced 

with? 

-Did you write in English except for school tests? What genres did you usually write? 

-How do you feel about English writing? 

-Do you think it is important to improve your English writing? 

 

3. Online Resources 

-What kinds of difficulties have you had while writing in English? 

-When you have difficulties, what do you usually do? 

-Do you use online dictionaries?  

-For what purposes do you use online dictionaries? 

-Are you aware of other online resources you can consult to solve your language problems?  

-Do you think you are a skillful user of online dictionaries? 

-What dictionary do you usually use?  

-What functions do you usually use in the online dictionary?  

-Don’t you google some information when you have a problem in writing?  

-Have you heard about corpus? 

-Have you heard about thesaurus? 

 

 

3.3.2. Writing Tasks 

 

The participants were engaged in independent picture descriptive L2 writing 

every session. They were given a wordless picture story every session and asked 

to describe it in English using the Windows software “Notepad”. In this study, 

the participants were allowed to use any type of online resources, including the 

online resources introduced in the previous section. Each participant produced 

16 texts in total, including pre-test and post-test writing texts. Information about 
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the participants’ production time and produced texts are presented in Table 3.5. 

 

Table 3.5. Information of the Participants’ Written Production 

Participants Production Time The Number of Words 

Mean Total Mean Total 

Yuri 21m 337m 206 3311 

Minsu 17m 285m 105 1680 

Dongmin 17m 277m 52 845 

 

 

Their pre-writing and post-writing texts were rated by two raters: one is a 

female English native speaker from Canada who studied English education and 

now works for a high school in Korea and the other is a male English native 

speaker in the U.S. who works for a publishing house as an editor. The rubric is 

adapted from TOEFL Junior Speaking Scoring Guide for task 2, which is picture 

narration, because the task is similar to that of this study in a few aspects, and 

the rubric is included in Appendix 3 (So et al., 2015).  

 

3.3.3. Stimulated Recall 

 

After the main writing tasks, the participants were shown video-stimuli that 

recorded their writing and online resource consultation process and asked to 

verbalize what they were thinking during the writing. To reduce the participants’ 

unnecessary cognitive burden during the L2 writing, this study adopted 

stimulated recall other than think-aloud protocol (Bosher, 1998; Rose, 1984). 
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The recall data was collected with a focus on the problems they met during their 

writing processes, the underlying purposes of the searches, and the overall 

emotions or perception changes that they underwent as the writing sessions went 

by. The language of verbalization was Korean, the participants’ L1. 

 

3.4. Procedure 

 

This section provides information about the settings and procedures to 

collect data. Section 3.4.1 describes the time and place arrangements for the 

study. Section 3.4.2 explains the whole process of data collection and features of 

the collected data. Section 3.4.3 describes how the data was transcribed in order 

to be analyzed. 

 

3.4.1. Settings 

 

The time for data collection was flexibly adjusted to the participants’ 

schedules, and each participant participated in the study from one to three times 

per week. The place for collecting data was a classroom of a private academy or 

a quiet café near the participants’ houses. The researcher’s laptop was used for 

eliciting their writing process data. The time was not limited because this study 

examined writers’ independent problem-solving activities in L2 writing.  
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3.4.2. Data Collection 

 

The data collection process was divided as three parts. First, interviews, 

English vocabulary tests, and L2 writing were conducted respectively in the pre- 

and post-meetings. Second, an orientation was conducted on how to use NED, 

Google, Lextutor, and COCA as reference tools before the main sessions began. 

Third, the participants were engaged in the main writing sessions. 

In the sixteen main sessions, the participants were engaged in independent 

writing and their writing processes were screen-recorded. Then, they reported 

the problems that they experienced during the writing, along with their problem-

solving processes assisted by online resources, based on the video stimuli. After 

the stimulated recall, the participants were encouraged to correct or improve 

their writing by using online resources and the researcher helped them so that 

they would be accustomed to using the online resources. Meantime, the 

researcher introduced each resource’s major functions again that had been 

explained in the orientation and showed the model of how to use the online 

resources by revising their writing. The instruction was given individually on a 

need basis, but the overall order was generally fixed.  

In the first three sessions, the researcher showed the model of correcting 

their writing by using NED. The explanation on its predictive search functions, 

related searches, and hypertext functions were presented. In the next two 

sessions, basic functions of Google URL were presented such as predictive 
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function in the search box, functions of each tab, and a list of searches related to 

keyword. In the next two sessions, major search functions and query syntax 

manual of COCA and Lextutor were explained by the researcher during the 

revision. In the following sessions, questions concerning the use of the online 

resources were answered.  

 

3.4.3. Data Transcription 

 

The participants’ screen-recorded writing process and recall data were 

segmented into units of problems first. A problem in this study was defined as a 

linguistic question arising that prompts a resource consultation.  

The problem space adapted from Yoon (2016) was used to transcribe the 

writing process and the protocol data was transcribed in the same form. A 

problem means an initial question that prompts a query, and subsequent queries 

for the problem-solving are included in the single problem space (see Table 3.6.). 

The recorded interview data was also transcribed into text.  
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Table 3.6. Problem Space for Transcription (Adapted from Yoon, 2016) 

Session Problem Type 

Initial Query  

Purpose  

Resource  

Query term  

Query results  

Evaluation of the query 

results and decision 

 

  

Subsequent Query 1  

Purpose  

Resource  

Query term  

Query results  

Evaluation of the query 

results and decision 

 

 …… 

Final text  

 

 

3.5. Data Analysis 

 

The collected data were writing process data and interview data. The 

analysis of the writing process data focused on investigating the participants’ 

linguistic problems that they encountered during the writing assisted by the 

online resources. The analysis of the interview data explored the participants’ 

development of self-regulation throughout the writing.  
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3.5.1. Analysis of Problem-Solving Processes 

 

In the present study, writing supported by online resources is counted as a 

problem-solving activity as the previous literature views writing as a problem-

solving activity (Hayes & Flower 1980; Flower, 1989). The screen recordings 

and recall data disclosed the problems that the participants encountered while 

they carried out picture descriptive writing tasks in L2, and their problem-

solving strategies were demonstrated in their query purposes, query types, and 

choice of online resources. 

The problems were first segmented into units of lexical problems because 

the majority of the problems the participants encountered were lexical. The 

problem types were adapted from previous studies (Manchón et al, 2009; Roca 

de Larios et al., 1996; Yoon, 2016) for the current study’s data set (see Table 

3.7). 
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Table 3.7. Lexical Problems in L2 Writing  

(Adapted from Roca de Larios et al., 1996) 

Problem Type Description 

P1 

(Encoding/Constructing) 

The writer has constructed or is in the process of constructing a 

mental representation (at different degrees of complexity) . Even 

if he/she has encoded L1 for what he/she is trying to say, but it 

turns out to be wrong or inappropriate and he/she lack L1 or L2 

items that can materialize his/her thoughts.  

P2 

(Translating) 

The intended meaning is encoded in the L1 and the writer tries to 

find a translation equivalent in the L2. 

P3 

(Upgrading) 

The writer has an option available that expresses or conveys the 

already constructed mental representation (or intended meaning) 

but tries to upgrade it in conceptual or linguistic (stylistic) terms. 

P4 

(Checking 

correctness/appropriacy) 

The writer  has an option available to express the intended 

meaning but has doubts as to its correctness or appropriacy (in 

conceptual or linguistic terms). 

 

 

The first two types concern whether the writer has constructed a mental 

representation or not. That is, the writer is in the process of constructing a 

mental representation and has not found both L1 linguistic items and L2 items 

that can materialize their thoughts (P1), or the writer has L1 linguistic items to 

express their intended meaning but has not found L2 equivalents yet (P2). The 

following two problems entail the evaluation of L2 options that they already 

have. The writer has an L2 option but wants to upgrade it (P3) or has doubts as 

to its correctness or appropriateness (P4). Aside from the lexical problems, the 

participants encountered grammatical problems, and they were also explored 

independently. 

The participants’ queries of online resources were divided into 15 types 

according to the purposes. A brief description of each query purpose is presented 

in Table 3.8 with example questions that prompts problem-solvers to consult 
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online resources. 

 

Table 3.8. Types of Queries and Query Purposes (Yoon, 2008) 

Query Purposes   

Simple 

Confirmation 

Is X (a word, phrase, or syntactic pattern) actually used? Can I say 

X in this context? Is X typically and frequently used in the given 

context? 

SC 

L2 equivalent What is the L2 equivalent of X? L2 

Collocation Is X a typical or appropriate collocate of Y? 

What is the most typical or appropriate collocate of X? 

Col 

Intended meaning Does X deliver the intended meaning? 

What is the accurate meaning of X in the given context? 

IM 

Simple alternatives What are the alternatives of X that can replace X to avoid 

repetition? 

SA 

Upgrading 

alternatives 

What are the alternatives of X that are more accurate and 

appropriate in the given context? How can X be better expressed? 

Up 

Article/determiner Should X be used with an article/determiner? AR 

Argument pattern What are the typical/frequent object types X takes? Does X take a 

noun (phrase), to infinitive, gerund, or clause as its object? Is X a 

transitive or intransitive verb? 

AP 

Noun ending Should X be in the singular or plural? Is X a countable or 

uncountable noun? 

NE 

Sentence/phrases 

hunting 

How can multiple content words be combined in a sentence? 

(searching for sentences similar to what the writer is trying to say) 

SH 

General usage How is X used in sentences? (aimed to discover typical syntactic 

patterns in which it is used or its collocation) 

GU 

Register Is X in the right register? (formal/informal or academic/non-

academic) 

R 

Part of speech Is X a noun (or a verb, etc.)? Which word class does X belong to? PS 

Spelling Is X spelled correctly? How is X spelled? SPEL 

Others How should X be inflected or derived? Others 

 

 

All units of analysis were identified and classified through triangulation of 

the stimulated recall data, the screen recordings of the writer’s writing processes, 

and the texts the writers produced. 
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3.5.2. Analysis of Interviews 

 

The interview transcripts were analyzed thematically based on a grounded 

theory approach. The transcript was sorted and categorized to draw themes 

inductively from the transcript data (Glaser & Strauss, 2017; Roulston, 2014). 

Table 3.9. presents the coding scheme for the interview transcript. The dataset of 

the writing process, the stimulated recall data, and the interview data were 

triangulated in the analysis to support the findings of the study. 

 

Table 3.9. Coding Scheme for the Interview Transcript 

Writing Process 

 

Difficulties of writing in English (WD)  

Thoughts and perceptions on writing in English (T)  

 

Online Resource Use 

 

Perception of online resource use: Positive (P), Negative (N) 

Advantages (+) and disadvantages (–) of each online resource 

 

Self-regulation  

 

Self-evaluation (SE) 

Goal-setting and planning (GS) 

Self-initiated efforts (SI) 

 

 
 

In the following chapters, results of the analysis will be presented and 

discussed. The findings for each individual case will be presented in the chapters 

regarding the two research questions, respectively.  
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CHAPTER 4. 

From a Diffident Writer to a Confident Strategic 

Wordsmith: The Case of Yuri 

 

In Chapter 4, the case of Yuri is discussed. Section 4.1 presents her writing 

process and online resource consultation. Her writing process is firstly examined 

based on the problems that she encountered and then her problem-solving 

activities are discussed through close examination of the purposes of her online 

resource use. Section 4.2 shows the development of her self-regulation during 

the L2 writing assisted by online resources. 

 

4.1. Yuri’s Problem Solving in L2 Writing  

 

Yuri perceived grammar and collocation as the main source of her L2-

writing related problems in her pre-interview. She reported that she felt unsure 

about the quality of her texts and thought they consisted of many errors, but she 

could not figure them out for herself and did not know how to deal with them, 

either. The only way she thought she could improve her texts was with teacher 

feedback. She mainly simply followed her intuitions when writing in L2, which 

led her to lack confidence in English writing. 

When it comes to the use of online resources as problem-solving tools, she 

was not aware of their value and usefulness. She hardly consulted online 
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resources in the pre-writing session conducted before the different uses of online 

resources were introduced by the researcher. The only resource she used was 

Naver English Dictionary, for the purpose of finding L2 equivalents and spell-

checking. 

 

Table 4.1. The Types of Yuri’s Lexical Problems in L2 Writing 

Problem Types Frequency (192) Percentage (100%) 

P1 (Encoding/Constructing) 8 4.17% 

P2 (Translating) 95 49.48% 

P3 (Upgrading) 14 7.29% 

P4 (Checking correctness/appropriacy) 75 39.06% 

 

The problem type Yuri encountered most frequently was the translation 

problem (P2) where the writer has his/her intended meaning in his/her first 

language, but he/she tries to find a translation equivalent in L2 (see Table 4.1). 

This problem accounts for 49.48% among all the problems she encountered. It is 

one of the major problems that many L2 writers confront. Many L2 learners 

search out the appropriate wording in L1 and translate it into L2 because they 

lack L2 vocabulary knowledge. It is consistent with the previous findings that 

L2 learners typically use such L1-based strategies in L2 writing (Cumming, 

1990; Jones & Tetroe, 1987). Yuri also frequently encountered this type of 

problem. 
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Her recall data revealed that she had often failed to produce some lexical 

items though she recognized them as soon as they came up on the screen 

through the online resource (see Excerpt 4.1). She often commented that she 

understood their meaning when she read them, but they were not retrieved 

during writing. Her reports support the finding of several studies that argue that 

receptive vocabulary size is typically larger than productive vocabulary (Webb, 

2005). Concerning this, Laufer (1999) claimed that productive vocabulary does 

not always develop in parallel with receptive vocabulary development. In 

addition, Brown and Payne (1994) proposed that the ultimate stage of 

vocabulary learning happens when learners convert receptive vocabulary into 

productive vocabulary, and Muncie (2002) claimed that a writing course might 

be the place for this to happen. She added that when L2 writers have greater use 

of resources as dictionaries, it allows them to test new words and acquire them. 

Thus, it shows that writing practice with online resources is a good way for 

vocabulary learning. 

 

Excerpt 4.1. When I write, words do not come to my mind although I would 

know them if I read them. When I see the words in online resources, I can 

say I know them but they are just not retrieved. (Yuri’s interview quote, 

Session 3) 

 

When she was unfamiliar with the searched words, she conducted 

subsequent queries to see if they would deliver her intended meaning. In this 
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way, her translation problems (P2) often led to several subsequent queries. 

Yuri often had an L2 option available that expressed or conveyed the 

intended meaning, but she often had doubts as to its correctness or appropriacy 

(P4) as reported in her pre-interview. 39.06% of her problems belong to this type, 

and she mentioned that her lack of confidence made her continue to search the 

already retrieved vocabulary to confirm their correctness. The online resources 

began to serve as tools to accomplish this purpose, which is confirming 

linguistic items she already had. It seemed to lead her to have more confidence 

over her writing (see Excerpt 4.2). 

 

Excerpt 4.2. I find online resources really useful because I can check my 

vocabulary. I did not know I could do this. I came to feel more confident 

about my writing (Yuri’s interview quote, Session 9). 

 

She also looked up words to upgrade her lexical options (P3). There were 

several reasons she wanted to upgrade her choice: to avoid repetition and 

paraphrase her expressions or to find better options for her intended meaning.  

She sometimes failed to encode her intended meaning both in L1 and L2, or 

her L1 search term did not carry what she intended to mean (P1). In this 

problem-solving process, she refined her search terms through information that 

came up on online resources. Table 4.2 below shows the purpose of the queries 

used for the online resources. 
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Table 4.2. Yuri’s Query Frequency and Purposes for Problem Solving 
Table 4.2 Yuri’s Query Frequency and Purposes for Problem-solving 

  Frequency Percentage 

Frequency Problems 192  

 Queries 302  

    

Query Purposes L2 equivalent 126 39.38% 

 Intended Meaning 57 17.81% 

 General Usage 27 8.44% 

 Spelling 25 7.80% 

 Simple Confirmation 24 7.50% 

 Sentence Hunting 20 6.25% 

 Collocation 17 5.31% 

 Upgrading Alternatives 12 3.75% 

 Others 5 1.56% 

 Simple Alternatives 4 1.25% 

 Noun Ending 3 0.94% 

    

Online Resources NED 267 88.45% 

 Google 28 9.24% 

 Lextutor 4 1.32% 

 NAVER search engine 2 0.66% 

 COCA 2 0.66% 

 

 

She performed a total of 302 queries to solve 192 problems. It means that 

she conducted one or multiple queries to solve a single problem.  

The P1 type where the writer has not found L1 items as well as L2 items that 

can materialize his/her thought often accompanied several subsequent queries. 

Through an initial query, she found out her L1 search term was not what she had 

initially intended and received a hint about what she might write. This was 

followed by several queries that refined her mental representation and she was 

finally able to find linguistic items that delivered her intended meaning. 

For example, she wanted to say “byeon-sin-ha-da”. When she looked it up in 

NED, the query results are change into, transform into, and turn into. She felt 

the query results were not good enough to deliver her intended meaning. She 
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wanted other vocabulary items, so she entered the link pages and looked over 

example sentences. There was an example sentence that said, “It is expressed as 

Master of disguise. It means ‘Byeon-jang-ui dal-in’”. She said when she saw the 

sentence she realized that “byeon-jang” was what she was trying to say and 

perform another query with the revised L1 search term. She then checked it with 

more queries (see Excerpt 4.3).  

 

Excerpt 4.3. The options available did not sound perfect to me in the first 

query. It was change into and transform into. I thought my L1 search term was 

not actually what I intended to mean. So, I entered the linked page and looked 

over example sentences, one of which showed the word “byeon-jang.” I 

realized that it was closer to what I was trying to say. I again looked it up and 

checked the usage and used it. (Yuri’s interview quote, Session 6) 

 

This tendency was reported in the previous studies (Qi, 1998; Smith, 1994) 

that showed that L2 writers reformulate their intended meaning in the L1 as a 

way of finding the L2 equivalent. 

As aforementioned, her translation problems (P2) repeatedly led to 

subsequent queries as well to check its correctness. She often double- or triple-

checked the linguistic items or sentences presented by online resources as well 

as her linguistic knowledge retrieved from her long-term memory. She 

continued to check whether the given vocabulary or phrases in the online 

resources delivered her intended meaning. 
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Her subsequent queries were also related to P4 where the writer has an L2 

option but has doubts to its correctness. The queries were performed for various 

purposes, such as spelling, simple confirmation, general usage, sentence hunting, 

collocation, etc. Interestingly, she used L1 to tackle this type of problem even 

though she had L2 options available.  

For instance, she was about to use the word, “Fortunately”. However, she 

doubted its appropriacy in her context and carried out a query. To achieve this 

purpose, she did not use the English word “fortunately” as her search term. She 

used her L1 and entered “da-haeng-hi” (see Excerpt 4.4). 

 

Excerpt 4.4. Fortunately came to my mind, but I was not sure about its usage 

and spelling. I decided to look it up. I entered da-haeng-hi in the search box. 

(Yuri’s interview quote, Session 9) 

 

In such instances, it seems that L2 writers tend to retrieve “a list of similar 

words or phrases in the L2 but to switch to the L1 for assessing and making a 

choice appropriate to contextual features” (Wang, 2003, p.363). Her search 

pattern concurred with the previous finding.  

The main purposes of her use of online resources in the problem-solving 

activity was finding L2 equivalents, checking if the given words deliver her 

intended meaning and finding typical syntactic patterns in which they are used. 

The three purposes account for 65.63% of the total number of queries. This 

demonstrates that the process of choosing the appropriate words and structuring 
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those words syntactically is a major struggle for many L2 writers, as revealed by 

many empirical studies (Bell & Burnaby, 1984; Brown & Yule, 1983; Nunan, 

1989; Schoonen et al., 2009; White, 1981). 

Her use of online resources for finding L2 equivalents was frequently 

followed by several other queries for checking their intended meanings. Just as 

she had remained doubtful to the appropriacy of linguistic items from her long-

term memory, she also raised questions over the search results. To confirm their 

correctness and appropriacy, she actively looked for example sentences in NED 

and Google and checked the images of the given word through Google’s image 

search engine. 

During her written language production process, active interactions among 

cognitive processes occurred. Her sentence generation started with the proposer 

that generates prelinguistic representation and passed it to the translator that 

changes encoded L1 into L2 words. The translator then processed the input and 

yielded the output. In this process, she struggled to retrieve appropriate lexical 

items and generate the output in L2, as many other L2 learners do. Then, she 

consulted the online resources. However, she did not just pass them to the 

transcriber after she found L2 equivalents. The linguistic items extracted from 

the online resources were frequently passed to the reviser. That is, she checked if 

the output was acceptable in various ways. In the process, the online resources 

started to be considered as a valuable tool for her. An example of her typical 

problem-solving sequence is presented in Table 4.3. 
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Table 4.3. An Example of Yuri’s General Problem-Solving Sequence 

Session 8 P2 problem solving 

Query 1  

Purpose L2 

Resource NED 

Query term 동정하는 

Query results sympathy (for), pity (for), compassion (for).. 

Evaluation of the query results 

and decision 

“I don’t know which word to choose at first but chose 

compassion because I learned it a few days ago. I decided 

to perform another query to see if it delivered my intended 

meaning.” 

  

Query 2  

Purpose Intended Meaning 

Resource NED 

Query term compassion 

Query results to feel/show compassion 

Rachel has compassion for the poor. 

… 

Evaluation of the query results 

and decision 

“I thought compassion might deliver my intended meaning 

but I wanted to confirm it again when it comes to whether 

it is actually used in the given context. I decided to perform 

another query for simple confirmation.” 

  

Query 3  

Purpose Simple Confirmation 

Resource Google 

Query term Compassion 

Query results Compassion motivates people to go out of their way to 

help… 

Compassion literally means “to suffer together.” Among 

emotion researchers, it is defined as the feeling that arises 

when you are confronted with another's suffering… 

Evaluation of the query results 

and decision 

“I was still uncertain about the appropriacy but thought it 

was the best option available based on the data from online 

resources.” 

  

Query 4  

Purpose General Usage 

Resource NED 

Query term feel compassion 

 

 



- 54 - 

Query results feel compassion for (=toward) 

How can you not feel compassion for those who lose their 

legs. 

… 

Evaluation of the query results 

and decision 

I decided to use feel compassion for but I was still uncertain 

about whether for is right preposition for the phrase. 

  

Query 5  

Purpose Collocation 

Query term Compassion 

Search results While our compassion for those who fight… 

…compassion for and personal encounter with people… 

Evaluation of the query results 

and decision 

I thought it was appropriate in my context and decided to 

use for in the phrase. 

  

Final text “…the bear felt compassion for the fox…” 

 

 

As Table 4.3 shows, in the Query 1 process, Yuri first saw the task material 

and constructed a mental representation, and then encoded the prelinguistic 

material into L1 (i.e. dong-jeong-ha-neun). She consulted NED to find an L2 

equivalent for the word. There were many options including sympathy (for), pity 

(for), and compassion (for). Then, compassion was retrieved from her long-term 

memory. She had learned the word a few days before and wanted to use it, 

which concurs with the finding of Elola et al. (2008) that investigated the L2 

learners’ dictionary use and vocabulary choice. Many participants of the study 

were influenced by their familiarity of words. When they looked up a word, they 

tried to find a word that sounds familiar to them.  

However, her search did not stop there. She cast doubt to its appropriacy, so 

she decided to perform another query for simple confirmation to check if it was 

actually used in the given context. She looked the word compassion up in NED 

and also googled it (Table 4.3). When she googled it, she mistyped it as 
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compashion because she thought that was the spelling she had seen on NED. 

She thought it was the right spelling, but the predictive input search box 

provided the right one, compassion. She realized here that the spelling she knew 

was wrong. On Google, some sentences that include compassion showed up. 

The options in the sentences seemed to deliver her intended meaning but she still 

had doubt. However, she decided to use it since it was the best option available 

for the time being based on the data from the online resources. Now she wanted 

to know how it could be used in a sentence, and looked it up again on NED. 

Then, the phrase feel compassion for (=toward) and many other example 

sentences appeared. She decided to use the phrase but still wanted to confirm the 

appropriacy of for in the phrase. She entered COCA and put compassion in the 

search box. Many sentences that included compassion and for showed up. She 

decided to use the phrase feel compassion for after conducting several queries 

explained above and she mentioned she used it with confidence because she saw 

many examples sentences throughout the search process. 

This kind of search pattern continued when she looked up L2 equivalents on 

online resources. Yuri developed highly routinized online resource consultation 

patterns that were mostly aimed to find L2 equivalents and check their 

appropriacy and correctness. Such a pattern of her queries is found in the 

following examples (see Excerpts 4.5 and 4.6). 
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Excerpt 4.5. I looked up seon-chag-jang in NED (L2). The search result 

showed dock as the first entry. But the word was unfamiliar. I wanted to 

check if it really delivers my intended meaning. I googled it and clicked the 

image tab. It showed the images of exactly what I wanted to say. That is why 

I chose to use the word dock. (Yuri’s interview quote, Session 8) 

Excerpt 4.6. I wanted to discover syntactic patterns in which sail is used and 

search for example sentences to confirm how sail and sea can be combined 

in a sentence. When sentences similar to what I was trying to say appeared in 

the resources, I could use them with more confidence. (Yuri’s interview 

quote, Session 8) 

 

As discussed above, many of her queries were motivated by her strong 

tendency to cast doubt on the given words. This tendency resulted in performing 

multiple queries per problem. She also tested her intuitions about English 

vocabulary and syntactic knowledge as well as data retrieved from online 

resources. Lack of her confidence about the words she came up with often 

prompted such searches for confirmation.  

During the course of the writing sessions, she became aware that her L1 

search terms might be the source of her problems. This kind of problem was 

categorized into P1 type, where the writer has constructed or is in the process of 

constructing a mental representation and has to retrieve elements from long term 

memory to express it (Roca de Larios et al., 1996). The example of P1 type is 

presented in Excerpt 4.7. 
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Excerpt 4.7. I have started to change my L1 search terms because I realized 

that my Korean search term did not often carry what I intended to mean. 

(Yuri’s interview quote, Session 4) 

 

From the fifth session, Yuri made a habit of checking whether her word from 

her long-term memory or from the online resources really delivered her intended 

meaning. Another example was the search for skateboard shown in the Table 

4.4. 
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Table 4.4. An Example of Yuri’s P1 Problem-Solving Sequence 
Table 4.4. An example of Yuri’s P1 problem-solving sequence 

Session 5 P1 problem solving 

Query 1  

Purpose L2 

Resource NED 

Query term 보드 

Query results board 판자, 널 

bored 지루해, 따분해 하는 

baud 보드 (정보 전송속도 단위) 

Evaluation of the 

query results and 

decision 

“This was not what I intended to say. I thought, ‘Does this L1 search 

term deliver my intended meaning? Let’s check it’.”  

  

Query 2  

Purpose IM 

Resource Google 

Query term board 

Query results Google translation 판 

영어사전에서 “board”의 의미: a thin, flat piece of cut wood or other hard 

material, often used for a particular… 

board 번역: 칠판, 게시판, (게임등을 하기 위한) 판, (특정 목적을 가진) 판, 

나무 판자, (호텔)식사, (학교나 대학 기숙사에 사는 학생들에게 제공되는) 

식사 
… 

Evaluation of the 

query results and 

decision 

“It was not what I wanted to say either. I came up with the word ‘kick 

board’, so I decided to google it.” 

  

Query 3  

Purpose IM 

Resource Google 

Query term kick board 

Query results 

 
Evaluation of the 

query results and 

decision 

“I was so surprised at the pictures. They were unexpected pictures. I was 

curious about the word. I decided to go to NED to find what kick board 

really means.” 

  

Query 4  

Purpose IM 

Resource NED 

Query term 킥보드  
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Query results 킥보드 kick board 

kickboard 킥보드 (물차기 연습용의 널빤지) 

Evaluation of the 

query results and 

decision 

“I finally realized that the word kick board was not what I thought it 

was. I decided to search it in Naver’s search engine to figure out how 

people say what I wanted to say. ” 

  

Query 5  

Purpose IM 

Resource Naver search engine 

Query term 보드 

Query results 연관 검색어 :  스케이트보드 롱보드 크루져보드 코리아보드 

킥보드 전동보드 보드 종류 

 
Evaluation of the 

query results and 

decision 

“When I saw the ads, I found out that the exact term is ‘skateboard’. But 

to confirm it, I re-searched it on the search engine.” 

  

  

Query 6  

Purpose IM 

Resource NED 

Query term 스케이트 보드 

Query results 

 
Evaluation of the 

query results and 

decision 

“I eventually found the word that I wanted to say. It was skateboard, but 

to make sure I looked it up again in Google.” 

  

  

Query 7  

Purpose IM  



- 60 - 

Resource Google 

Query term skateboard 

Query results 

 
Evaluation of the 

query results and 

decision 

“I felt really proud of having found it! I used this in my writing.” 

  

Final text The papers that the man riding a skateboard held were blown off. 

 

 

Until she found out that the word that delivered her intended meaning was 

skateboard, she interacted with online resources in many ways. Her initial 

search term was bo-deu while she pictured a skateboard in her mental 

representation. The first query results showed the words board, bored, baud, and 

etc. (Query 1) She thought there was no word that matched her mental 

representation. She went to Google and entered board to see if it can deliver her 

intended meaning, but the results showed it was not (Query 2). She changed her 

search term into kick board and clicked the image tab (Query 3). She was 

surprised when she saw many swimmers’ kickboards because they were 

unexpected pictures. She went to NED because she got to be curious about what 

kickboard means (Query 4). After she found out kickboards are boards for 

swimming practice, she went to Naver search engine to see what the thing in her 

mental representation is called in her L1, Korean. When she entered bo-deu in 

the search engine, related search terms showed seu-ke-i-teu-bo-deu, long-bo-deu, 
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and so on (Query 5). She finally realized what she had in her mind was seu-ke-i-

teu-bo-deu (skateboard). She looked it up in NED again to make sure (Query 6). 

She again googled it and saw its images to doublecheck (Query 7). 

In such situations, online resources seemed to serve as an intellectual partner 

to her and enhance her intellectual performance for solving lexico-grammatical 

problems that arise while writing. As the participants in the study of Yoon 

(2014) experienced, Yuri was able to acquire many lexical and grammatical 

options (search results), just by giving only a limited description of what she 

wanted to say (her search terms), that she would not have been able to access 

instantly without online resources.  

 

4.2. The Development of Yuri’s Self-Regulation 

 

In her pre-interview, Yuri complained of difficulties she had experienced 

while writing in English. She reported that she could write, but with a lack of 

confidence and with inhibition. Her fear was mainly associated with 

grammatical mistakes, choice of prepositions, and naturalness. Moreover, she 

had been told from a foreign tutor that her sentences were not very good when 

she was younger (reported in the pre-interview). This caused her to have more 

doubt in her L2 writing ability.  

Despite the lingering doubt about her writing, she had not tried to tackle the 

problem. It was reported that she had hardly used online resources for writing 
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before and had never thought that there would be ways to address her problems. 

When it comes to the use of online resources in writing, she was skeptical 

about the possibility for it to assist her L2 writing. She stated she used only an 

online dictionary, and for the sole purpose of finding L2 equivalents. She even 

asked what she could do with online resources. This was shown in her queries in 

the pre-writing. The only online resource was NED, and the only purpose was 

finding L2 equivalents and spelling. There were no subsequent queries in the 

pre-writing. Her initial perception over writing assisted by online resources and 

learning behaviors are indicated in the following excerpts from her interviews. 

 

Excerpt 4.8. I am terrible at choosing appropriate prepositions. But I do not 

know how to make the right choice. (Yuri’s pre-interview quote). 

Excerpt 4.9. I am always uncertain about my word choice. So, after I write, I 

soon have doubts about my choice. (Yuri’s interview quote, Session 1) 

Excerpt 4.10. That was not actually what I intended to mean, but I could not 

improve it. What can I do with it? Is there any way? (Yuri’s interview quote, 

Session 2) 

 

Over the sessions, she gained more and more control over her own writing 

and her self-regulation developed. She developed a few of self-regulated 

learning strategies suggested by Zimmerman and Pons (1986) such as self-

evaluation, goal-setting and planning, and self-initiated efforts while involved in 

L2 writing supported by online resources. Her learning behavior moved from 
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other-initiated to self-initiated as well, and she came to be capable of 

independent problem solving. She could not identify trouble sources in the text 

on her own at first. Only by help of the researcher could she find out problems in 

her text. However, she came to figure out trouble sources in her text, initiate 

searches, and gain alternatives for the text better and better over the sessions. 

Moreover, she seemed to internalize the search patterns and acquire self-

confidence in terms of language use and content.  

In the first few sessions, she hardly checked over her work (self-evaluation). 

She just wrote and said she did not know what to do with her finished work. She 

was not able to evaluate her text. After a few sessions, however, she started to 

evaluate her work on her own and think over possible problems in her writing 

(see Excerpt 4.11).  

 

Excerpts 4.11. I want to fix this. It sounds strange. It might be because of this 

verb. I want to check if it is right in the online resource. (Yuri’s interview 

quote, Session 5) 

 

She also started to set a goal in her writing (goal-setting) as sessions went by. 

L2 writing with online resources made her set a goal to write an error-free text. 

She mentioned her goal several times in her interviews after the main writing 

sessions (see Excerpt 4.12). 
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Excerpts 4.12. I tried really hard to write without errors. Before I started to 

write in this session, I thought I wanted to make no mistake by using the 

online resources. I reread my writing and checked every spelling and 

expressions by looking them up in the resources. (Yuri’s interview quote, 

Session 7) 

 

Moreover, her learning behavior was initiated by teachers during revision in 

the first few sessions (see the example in Excerpt 4.13), but later in the sessions, 

she made a decision initiated by herself (self-initiated efforts). She did not even 

think of what kinds of errors her writing could have and she just wanted the 

researcher to indicate her error at first. She also expressed her frustration in not 

being able to find her errors in the first few sessions. However, she began to gain 

control over her writing and find her errors by herself.  

 

Excerpt 4.13. Does this sentence have an error? To my eye, it looks correct. I 

cannot find the error by myself. Is this word wrong? Or this? Really? (Yuri’s 

interview quote, Session 2). 

 

In the 11th session, her recall on her search for the word put reported that she 

had looked it up to find the past form of the verb. In this recall, she reported her 

heightened awareness of language problems (see Excerpt 4.14). 
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Excerpt 4.14. I looked it up to check out the past form. I was really proud of 

myself. I used to write hurted in my writing and thought that it was the past 

form of the verb hurt. Once I wrote it, I didn’t even think it could be wrong. 

In the first few sessions, I did not know what I could revise, but now I 

myself can raise questions to my own words and expressions. I am aware of 

possible errors in my writing and think about how I might be able to correct 

them. It’s really amazing. (Yuri’s interview quote, Session 11) 

 

The presence and use of online resources heightened her awareness of 

language problems and provided a means to address them. This could be the 

answer to the question of whether or not the use of online resources can help to 

increase L2 learners’ lexical knowledge and their control over the use of their 

lexical items.  

Zimmerman (2008) argued that in the final self-regulated level, learners 

adapt their skills and strategies to change in personal and contextual conditions. 

Yuri adapted her skill to use online resources to her school assignment which 

was her personal situation, not the experimental situation. Her quote regarding 

the experience was as follows in Excerpts 4.15 and 4.16. 

 

Excerpt 4.15. I think it is really helpful for me. I had to write a book report 

yesterday. I found myself consulting online resources and checking my 

writing. I hadn’t done so before. I naturally accessed the online dictionary 

and checked if my sentence was wrong or my expressions were wrong. It 
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was about the novel that I read so it was not that difficult, but I checked even 

minor details of my sentences. After checking I came to have confidence 

about my writing. (Yuri’s interview quote, Session 11) 

Excerpt 4.16. I was assigned a translation project in school. I think I was 

really doing well. I even signed up for COCA to use it for my writing and 

consulted other online resources for my writing task. I am satisfied. (Yuri’s 

interview quote, Session 13) 

 

As the excerpts describe, Yuri transcended her search skills to the task in her 

personal condition. This shows that the online resources served as a tool to 

enhance her self-regulated learning. 
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CHAPTER 5. 

From a Doubter of Online Resources to an Error-

Free Sentence Architect: The Case of Minsu 

 

In Chapter 5, the case of Minsu is closely examined. Section 5.1 shows his 

writing process and online resource consultation. His writing process is analyzed 

first in terms of the problems that he encountered and then his problem-solving 

activities are discussed through close examination of his online resource use. 

Section 5.2 presents the development of his self-regulation during the L2 writing 

supported by online resources. 

 

5.1. Minsu’s Problem Solving in L2 Writing 

 

In his pre-interview, Minsu reported that he felt at a loss when he wrote in 

L2. That is, he did not know what to do during writing. He attributed this feeling 

to his lack of vocabulary. He just followed his intuitions because he thought 

there was no other way to handle the problems that arose for him during L2 

writing and test his own hypotheses of vocabulary. His only problem-solving 

method before the study was reported to be teachers’ feedback. He did not view 

online resources as problem-solving instruments in L2 writing either, just as 

Yuri did not. 
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Table 5.1. The Types of Minsu’s Lexical Problems in L2 Writing 

Problem Types Frequency (156) Percentage (100%) 

P1 (Encoding/Constructing) 13 8.33% 

P2 (Translating) 96 61.54% 

P3 (Upgrading) 5 3.21% 

P4 (Checking correctness/appropriacy) 42 26.92% 

 

As shown in Table 5.1, the main problem Minsu underwent was P2 type 

where the writer tries to find a translation equivalent in the L2. It was the most 

frequent purpose shared by all the three participants in this study. It is consistent 

with a previous study that found out that L2 writers’ common use of the online 

resources was to look up words to find L2 equivalents of L1 words (Eloa et al., 

2008). Roca de Larios et al. (1999) also show that extensive use of L1 at a 

linguistic, textual, and ideational processing level is revealed throughout the L2 

composing process. Minsu showed the same pattern during the study. What’s 

noteworthy in the pattern, he often held a full sentence of his L1 source sentence. 

Rather than trying to find L2 equivalents at word level, he often had full 

sentences in L1 in his mind and tried to translate them into L2. It often led him 

to perform queries at phrase level rather than word level and he frequently failed 

to find expressions or words that delivered his intended meaning. He often 

expressed frustration in not being able to find one-to-one translation of what he 

had in mind (see Excerpts 5.1 and 5.2). In this process, he often abandoned what 
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he had in mind and changed the expression into what sounded natural to him. 

 

Excerpt 5.1. I wanted to find the expression for get caught in there, so I 

entered geo-gi-e geol-li-da in NED. But I could not find any expression to 

deliver my intended meaning there. (Minsu’s interview quote, Session 5). 

Excerpt 5.2. I wanted to translate dan geos seom (which literally means, 

“Sweet Thing Island”. I could not find any expression for this. (Minsu’s 

interview quote, Session 3) 

 

Compared to Yuri’s data, he mostly generated his ideas in L1 and looked for 

their equivalents. He was prone to encode what he wanted to say into L1 more 

frequently at the phrase or the sentence level and translate the L1 chunks in his 

mind into L2. It often caused him to fail to accurately find what he wanted to say. 

He often gave up and avoided translating the generated idea and reformulated a 

sentence with words that he already knew. 

The next frequent problem he faced was P4 where the writer has L2 options 

available but raises doubt to its appropriacy, which was followed by P1 where 

the writer does not have a clear idea about what to say and is supported by 

online resources in formulating a sentence and then P3 where the writer tries to 

upgrade their options that are available. 

Hayes and Flower (1981) argued that writers have more or less developed 

representation in one form (i.e. L1) and translate it into another form (i.e. L2). In 

the process of translating this encoded representation to another form, new 
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constraints are added, which often forces the writers to develop, clarify, and 

revise their meaning. They claimed that for this reason, “the act of translating 

often sends writers back to planning. Often these processes alternate with each 

other from one minute to the next” (p. 209). It seemed that Minsu frequently 

went back to the planning stage where he developed, clarified, and revised his 

intended meaning. He revised his encoded L1 or L2 when he failed to find 

appropriate words or phrases that might deliver his intended meaning. If he 

found that there was no equivalent for his intended meaning, he would 

reformulate a sentence that expressed the picture. 

For instance, he tried to find the L2 equivalent for mun-je-ui in Session 5. He 

reported that he wanted to say mun-je-ui won-sung-i. He wanted to keep the L1 

structure, so tried to see if there was an expression for this phrase. However, 

there were no phrases that he wanted to use in online resources. He found some 

phrases such as something in question and into question, but he evaluated them 

as not what he intended to say (see Excerpt 5.3). He decided to abandon them 

and reformulated the sentence that has a clause structure, not the phrase noun of 

noun which he wanted to use. The final text after the search was as follows: The 

flying baby approached to the clown playing with the monkey, which started this 

commotion.  
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Excerpt 5.3. I intended to say mun-je-ui won-sung-i. There was no such 

expression in the online resources. I think English doesn’t have a phrase that 

delivers what I intended to say. I just abandoned it and reorganized the 

sentence structure. (Minsu’s interview quote, Session 5)  

 

As discussed above, Minsu mostly had a clear encoded L1 phrase that 

delivered his intended meaning, but he could not find its equivalent in any entry 

of NED. He soon gave up after a single search and reformulated his sentence to 

express his mental representation. This is a typical search pattern that was seen 

in Minsu’s case.  

Another example was his search for phrases that express people who are 

born into a wealthy family, which can be expressed as a person who was born 

with a silver spoon in his mouth. Minsu tried to find L2 equivalent for geum-su-

jeo (which literally means a gold spoon). Although NED entry showed silver 

spoon, he tried to find the exact one-to-one translation of his L1 and even 

doubted the search result without performing extra searches and gave up 

translating it. He just chose to explain the word with a relative clause. The final 

text was Children whose parent is rich can… His interview quote for this search 

is shown in Excerpt 5.4. 

 

Excerpt 5.4. There was no choice that sounded perfect to me. I just gave up 

translating it and expressed it using a relative clause. (Minsu’s interview 

quote, Session 9) 
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This tendency may be attributed to the doubt that he had towards online 

resources which was expressed many times in his interviews. He reported his 

frustration caused by the failure of searching 18 times in total throughout the 

study and the examples are presented in Excerpts 5.5 and 5.6. 

 

Excerpt 5.5. I wanted to say The frog was stuck in the bottle, so I entered kki-

da but there was no word for it. The dictionary did not give an appropriate 

word for it. I just came up with a word wear because there was no way to 

express it. I just wrote The frog wears the bottle. (Minsu’s interview quote, 

Session 3) 

Excerpt 5.6. I wanted to describe the dogs running here and there over the 

whole town in a single word like how I can express it with hwi-jeos-da in 

Korean. I looked it up but nothing came up in the online resources. (Minsu’s 

interview quote, Session 6) 

 

His disfavor on reading many lengthy sentences was one of the reasons for 

his failure in searching. He reported that he had resistance against reading long 

sentences in his interview (see Excerpt 5.7). It is reflected in a very few queries 

that he carried out in Google (8 queries) compared to the number of Yuri’s 

Google searches (28 queries). He did not examine the data provided by Google 

because he did not want to read every sentence in Google. He looked them over 

quickly and gave up the queries quickly. This tendency of his search patterns is 

mingled with his doubt on the potential use of online resources for problem-
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solving in writing, which led him to frequently abandon the search results. His 

results indicate that he would simply settle on the words he had previously 

learned and expressed dissatisfaction. 

 

Excerpt 5.7. When I see the many long English sentences that appeared on 

Google search engine, I just did not feel like reading them. I just checked if 

people really use the word or expression I was going to use quickly through 

the Google search engine. (Minsu’s interview quote, Session 9) 

 

However, he still benefited from the online resources when solving L1 

problems where he had to refine his L1 search term. Through search results, he 

realized that his search term in L1 did not deliver his intended meaning, and so 

he changed his search term. By doing so, he found out that his L1 search term 

did not describe his mental representation and finally found a phrase that 

delivered what he meant. 
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Table 5.2. Minsu’s Query Frequency and Purposes for Problem Solving Table 5.3 Minsu’s Query Frequency and Purposes for Problem-solving 

  Frequency Percentage 

Frequency Problems 156  

 Queries 268  

    

Query Purposes L2 equivalent 147 52.50% 

 Intended Meaning 61 21.79% 

 Simple Confirmation 14 5.00% 

 Sentence Hunting 14 5.00% 

 Upgrading Alternatives 10 3.57% 

 General Usage 9 3.21% 

 Spelling 8 2.86% 

 Collocation 4 1.43% 

 Noun Ending 4 1.43% 

 Argument Pattern 4 1.43% 

 Simple Alternatives 2 0.71% 

 Others 2 0.71% 

    

Online Resources NED 259 96.64% 

 Google 28 2.99% 

 NKD 1 0.37% 

 

 

The purposes and frequencies of his queries are presented in Table 3.2. The 

most frequent purpose was finding equivalents. He tended to find word-for-word 

translations in L2, and when he failed, he thought it was a lack of lexical 

directories in L2, rather a difference between L1 and L2 or lack of his skill in 

searching. In most cases, he was dissatisfied with the search results. He tended 

to rely on his intuitions while evaluating the search results. As Yuri did, he also 

reported that he found it harder to retrieve English words than decode L2 

vocabulary. This also supports the idea that receptive vocabulary size is 

generally bigger than productive vocabulary size of L2 learners. 

To verify his lexical choices, he often used L1 as the problem-solving device. 

His reliance on L1 was reported in connection with P4 problems where he 
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already had an L2 option available but may doubt the appropriacy or correctness. 

It concurs with the finding of the study conducted by Wang (2003) and Yuri’s 

case. Wang (2003) found that L2 writers had been reported to retrieve a list of 

similar words or phrases in L2 and to switch to the L1 for evaluating and making 

a choice proper to contextual features. 

Compared to the other two participants, Minsu’s recall data revealed that he 

seemed to have higher metalinguistic awareness and good deductive skills. He 

checked argument patterns of verbs to figure out if they were transitive or 

intransitive verbs and he knew the metalinguistic terms such as transitive verbs, 

intransitive verbs, passive forms, and active forms (see Excerpt 5.8). He was 

aware of the need to consider the argument pattern of verbs or adjectives and 

tried to write grammatically correct sentences through the search of online 

resources, while Yuri and Dongmin did not use online resources for this purpose. 

 

Excerpt 5.8. I wanted to know if annoy is a transitive verb or an intransitive 

verb. I also wanted to think over whether I should make it a passive form or 

active form. That is why I looked up the word annoy in NED. (Minsu’s 

interview quote, Session 4) 

 

He looked up some nouns to examine their noun endings. He also checked if 

a word was an adverb or an adjective. In his interviews, he often used 

metalinguistic terms. He also set goals to make error-free sentences by the help 

of online resources (see Excerpts 5.9 and 5.10). 
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Excerpt 5.9. I tried to see the plural form of flamingo. That is why I looked it 

up again in NED. (Minsu’s interview quote, Session 7) 

Excerpt 5.10. The reason why I looked hardly up in NED was that I was 

confused about whether the adverbial form of the adjective hard is hard or 

hardly. I knew hardly has a different meaning, but I just wanted to 

doublecheck it. (Minsu’s interview quote, Session 12) 

 

During the whole process, he kept checking the tense in his writing, as well. 

Kormos (2008) argued that learners who have high metalinguistic awareness and 

good deductive skills are better at noticing gaps in their grammatical knowledge 

during writing process and might show more active and successful problem-

solving behaviors when faced with these gaps. As argued, when it comes to 

error-free writing, he benefited from online resources now that he had more 

metalinguistic knowledge than the other two participants. He mentioned about 

the usefulness of online resources as supporting his grammar knowledge (see 

Excerpt 5.11). 

 

Excerpt 5.11. I liked using online resources when I was not sure about some 

grammar points. Whenever I had used leave in my writing, I had always felt 

uncertain about whether it should be used as a transitive verb and an 

intransitive verb for my intended meaning. Now I can check its usage on 

NED. It is really good. (Minsu’s interview quote, Session 13) 
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Besides, his interview and recall quotes show that he did not want to make 

any mistakes by avoiding using vocabulary that he was not familiar with (see 

Excerpt 5.12).  

 

Excerpt 5.12. There were bump and crash. I debated over which one to 

choose in myself but I settled on crash because bump seems to be used with 

prepositions and I was afraid of making a mistake with the preposition. That 

is why I chose crash. (Minsu’s interview quote, Session 8) 

 

Throughout the sessions, he was very careful and reluctant to use words or 

expression that he was unsure about. He did not like to make mistakes or errors 

in his writing. Such attitude of his for writing made him even cast doubt on the 

data in online resources. He often abandoned the search results and did not enjoy 

reading many long sentences online. However, he still benefited from online 

resources in the way that he checked the argument patterns of verbs, noun 

endings, and the part of speech, and such a pattern of his search enabled him to 

reduce grammar/spelling error rates from 8% in pre-writing to 2% in post-

writing. 
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Table 5.3. An Example of Minsu’s P1 Problem Solving 

Session 10 P1 Problem Solving 

Query 1  

Purpose L2 

Resource NED 

Query term 먼지가 쌓이다 

Query results dust collects 

Evaluation of the query 

results and decision 

“It’s not what I intended to mean. It’s movement of dust but I 

want to talk about the state. Then, I changed my search term.” 

  

Query 2  

Purpose L2 

Resource NED 

Query term 먼지가 끼다 

Query results be covered with dust 

Evaluation of the query 

results and decision 

“It’s what I was trying to say. I decided to use this.” 

  

Final text “The box was covered with dust.” 

 

 

His P1 problem solving pattern is presented in Table 5.3. The first query 

result showed that the L1 search term was not what he really meant. He found 

out that what he intended to say was a box is covered with dust, but he entered 

the L1 search term that means dust accumulates. He said when he saw the search 

result he realized that his Korean search term did not exactly deliver his intended 

meaning and he reported that he had tried to find an expression that describes 

dust on the box, not the movement of dust accumulating (Excerpt 5.13). 

 

Excerpt 5.13. I wanted to say that a box is covered with dust. I put the search 

term meon-ji-ga ssah-i-da. The result was dust collects, dust accumulates, 

and so on. I did not mean it, and came to think that my L1 search term may 

not exactly deliver what I meant. I changed it into meon-ji-ga kki-da which 
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sounded more like what I intended to mean. The result gave me be covered 

with and it was what I wanted to say. I chose this and the final text was the 

box was covered with dust. (Minsu’s interview quote, Session 10) 

 

He attempted to think about a word that was closer to his intended meaning 

and changed his search term in the subsequent query with the search term, meon-

ji-ga kki-da. Through the process, he finally found the expression that he really 

meant in NED.  

As the sessions proceeded, he seemed to acquire the skill of using online 

resources in this pattern, though he was still uncertain about it. He looked up 

some words and thought over whether his search terms really delivered what he 

meant and changed them and found appropriate words. He said he might have 

wrong conception of some words of his L1. This strategy worked for him well 

and he continued to find words in this search pattern. 

 

5.2. The Development of Minsu’s Self-Regulation 

 

Minsu showed the development of self-regulation learning strategies that 

Zimmerman and Pons (1986) presented just as Yuri did. They two showed the 

development in the categories of self-evaluation, goal-setting and planning, and 

self-initiated efforts for problem-solving. 

In his pre-interview, Minsu reported that he had mostly followed intuition on 
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word choices. When asked how he would check if his instincts were right or not, 

he said he would bring his writing to his teachers. He felt like he had no ability 

to evaluate his own writing, so he did not even think about revising his own 

writing (see Excerpt 5.14). 

 

Excerpt 5.14. I hardly look up words in dictionaries. Even if I wanted to say 

something in L2, if I couldn’t translate it into L2, I used to just give up and 

change it into an easy sentence that was close to my intention. I follow my 

intuition in writing, and when I have a vocabulary problem, I look it up in 

Naver English Dictionary and use the entry that I am most familiar with 

without much thought. (Minsu’s interview quote, Pre-interview) 

 

As the sessions went by, he started to evaluate his sentences in a 

grammatical sense (self-evaluation). He often reread them and checked if they 

were correct with focus on mechanical and grammatical errors. He made a habit 

of doublechecking his sentences. It shows that he developed self-evaluation 

strategy on his own writing. He said it was one of the benefits that the online 

resources offered him (see Excerpt 5.15). 

 

Excerpt 5.15. I did not use to check my sentences after I wrote, but now I 

came to reread what I write and check if there is any error based on data 

from online resources. This activity made me unintentionally study English 

grammar. It is one of the benefits that online resources give to me. (Minsu’s 
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interview quote, Session 12) 

 

In addition, he began to set a goal in his writing (goal-setting). In the Session 

9, he talked about his goal he had set before the session began. He said he 

wanted to write a story that sounded philosophical and profound (see Excerpt 

5.16). It seemed that he was aware of readers of his writing. 

 

Excerpt 5.16. I wanted to describe the pictures with words that would sound 

philosophical. I mean I wanted to impress those who read my writing with 

sentences that sound awesome. That is why I performed many searches in 

this session. (Minsu’s interview quote, Session 9) 

 

He had not been aware that online resources could support his writing 

activity, but through this study he began to view online resources as tools to 

develop his language competence. 

In his post-interview, he reported that he had developed his intuitions to find 

better word choices through the writing practice with the online resource use 

conducted in this study. He said he became able to find words well in online 

resources and improved his intuition in the target language. He was content that 

he was able to find some information related to words he used through the online 

resources and felt that he had developed a stronger sense of intuition in English. 

He reported that he came to be able to find words better in the online resources 

(see Excerpt 5.17). 
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Excerpt 5.17. It feels like I developed more of a hunch in the language. I’ve 

become able to find words better in the online resources. (Minsu’s interview 

quote, post-interview) 

 

He added that he also became able to learn some unknown words, and the 

usage of words he had previously learned. In the process of searching, he 

acquired some unknown words and gained clear knowledge of some words that 

he had known but had not been clear about, in terms of their usage and argument 

structure. 

When it comes to the evaluation of each online resource, he reported that he 

had come to use NED better than before and he would keep using Google in his 

writing. However, he said that it was difficult to use COCA or Lextutor and to 

analyze the data in the resources, so he would not use the resources later in his 

writing. 

He was not sure, however, about whether he would actively use online 

resources for his school writing assignment just as he did in the study. He said 

he might use them in college (see Excerpt 5.18). 

 

Excerpt 5.18. I wonder if there is going to be any assignment in school that 

requires me to use online resources this extensively. I don’t think so. 

Probably I will use these skills after I enter college. It will be very useful 

then, I guess. (Minsu’s interview quote, post-interview) 
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His self-regulation developed in terms of self-evaluation, goal-setting, and 

self-initiated efforts for problem-solving, but he was not sure about whether he 

would use the online resources and skills to use them in his real situation. 
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CHAPTER 6. 

Becoming Familiar with English Writing through 

the Use of Online Resources: The Case of Dongmin 

 

In Chapter 6, the case of Dongmin is closely examined. Section 6.1 shows 

his writing process and online resource consultation. His writing process is 

analyzed first in terms of the problems that he encountered and then his 

problem-solving activities are discussed through close examination of his online 

resource use. Section 6.2 presents the development of his self-regulatory 

strategies while engaged in the L2 writing assisted by online resources. 

 

6.1. Dongmin’s Problem Solving in L2 Writing 

 

In the pre-interview, Dongmin reported that writing in English itself caused a 

lot of cognitive burden to him. He indicated his lack of grammatical knowledge 

as the cause of his difficulty in writing. 

In the pre-writing session, he seemed to struggle. He often paused for a long 

time and wandered on the screen without knowing what to do. He even wrote his 

negative feelings toward L2 writing by typing “What should I do?” in Korean. 

This kind of behavior concurs with what he said in the pre-interview, that is, he 

reported frustration he had felt when he started to write in L2. He said he did not 

know what to do when he was given any English writing task. He had a hard 
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time translating his ideas into L2. 

In addition, even though online resources were available to him, he could not 

benefit from them, even NED. Differences between language learners of 

different proficiencies were found here. Chun’s (2001) study revealed that 

learners with lower proficiency may be overwhelmed or confused by the 

multiple and nonspecific word definitions provided in online dictionaries. He 

expressed his frustration in L2 writing and using the online resources in the first 

few sessions. 

 

Table 6.1. The Types of Dongmin’s Lexical Problems in L2 Writing 

Problem Types Frequency (138) Percentage (100%) 

P1 (Encoding/Constructing) 16 11.59% 

P2 (Translating) 106 76.81% 

P3 (Upgrading) 2 1.45% 

P4 (Checking correctness/appropriacy) 14 10.14% 

 

As presented in Table 6.1, the major problem type Dongmin encountered in 

L2 writing was also related to finding L2 equivalents just as that of the other 

participants was. What is noteworthy is approximately three fourths of his 

problems were P2 problems, where the writers have constructed a mental 

representation but have no option available in L2 to express them. He often 

reported his difficulty in translating his idea in L2 (see Excerpt 6.1). 
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Excerpt 6.1. I did not know what to do at all. Korean words and sentences 

came to my mind, but I did not know how I could change them into English 

words and sentences. It was extremely hard for me to write in English itself. 

(Dongmin’s interview quote, Session 1) 

 

The fact that 98% of his initial queries were conducted in L1 shows his lack 

of L2 vocabulary. He was rarely able to come up with L2 words throughout the 

whole sessions of the study. This caused him to struggle especially in the first 

few sessions. The proportion of 2%, equal to only 8 queries, conducted in L2, 

was relatively very low compared to the search queries of Yuri (25% of initial 

queries in L2) and Minsu (14%). Thus, it is natural that Dongmin’s search 

purpose was mainly for finding L2 equivalents to fill his vocabulary gaps. 

Dongmin also encountered P3 problems, where the writer has L2 options 

available but wants to upgrade them and P4 problems, where the writer casts 

doubt on the appropriacy and correctness of their L2 options. The two kinds of 

problems can occur only when the writer has L2 options available. As reported 

in his interview and revealed in his vocabulary test result, however, he lacked 

the knowledge of L2 vocabulary compared to the other two participants. Thus, 

his main purpose of the use of online resources was finding L2 equivalents. 

Moreover, the very few search queries using L2 words were loanwords from 

English, such as penguin and click, and the other L2 search terms that he used 

were used in subsequent queries after he saw them in the online resource, NED. 
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As stated previously, Dongmin did not know what to do in the first few 

sessions although NED was available for assisting his writing. He seemed to 

suffer from a great cognitive burden caused by his lack of vocabulary and the 

task itself. Everything surrounding his L2 writing seemed to cause a burden to 

him. He watched the picture prompts for a long time and thought for a while 

doing nothing. All the processes seemed to be burdensome to him. He appeared 

overwhelmed and confused. It is the reflection of his interviews about his 

concerns related to English writing. He reported his worries about L2 writing 

many times in the first few sessions (see Excerpt 6.2).  

 

Excerpt 6.2. It is really hard. When I begin writing, I feel like I forgot 

everything. Even the words that I did know do not come to my mind. 

(Dongmin’s interview quote, Session 2) 

 

However, he started to develop his own skills to support himself cognitively. 

In other words, he began to make use of online resources to support his lack of 

L2 linguistic knowledge and to lessen his cognitive burden. His query frequency 

and purposes for problem-solving are presented in Table 6.2. 
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Table 6.2. Dongmin’s Query Frequency and Purposes for Problem 

Solving

  Frequency Percentage 

Frequency Problems 138  

 Queries 148  

    

Query Purposes L2 equivalent 116 71.60% 

 Sentence Hunting 21 12.96% 

 Spelling 14 8.64% 

 Simple Confirmation 5 3.09% 

 Intended Meaning 4 2.47% 

 Upgrading Alternatives 2 1.23% 

    

Online Resources NED 148 100% 

 

 

Dongmin’s cognitive burden was shown in his multiple queries performed in 

the process of finding a single L2 equivalent. For example, after he performed a 

query to find an L2 equivalent, he went to Notepad to write the word or 

expression. However, he often forgot how it was spelled. Therefore, he then 

went back to the webpage which included the word or expression, or conducted 

another query for the same word to check its spelling, or he re-searched the 

previous search term to check the spelling. 

To write a single sentence, he had to find almost every L2 equivalent to 

express his encoded L1 in his mind. In the 6th session, he intended to say that the 

parrot in the picture got angry. He performed a query in NED to find the L2 

equivalent for aeng-mu-sae and found it, a parrot. Then, he looked up the 

appropriate verb for ppi-chi-da. He found an example sentence that says, “She 

looks really sullen.” Then, he came back to Notepad and wrote a letter, p to 

write a parrot, but he paused for a while. He forgot the word and its spelling, so 
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performed another query to check it (see Excerpt 6.3). 

 

Excerpt 6.3. While I was looking for the verb for ppi-chi-da, I forgot the 

spelling of parrot that I had previously looked up. That is why I went back 

and carried out another query for it. I finally wrote, “The parrot looks really 

sullen.” (Dongmin’s interview quote, Session 6). 

 

This kind of search pattern repeated several times throughout the sessions. 

One more example was found in the process where he wrote, “We consideration 

disabled person first” in Session 10. He entered jang-ae-in (which means a 

disabled person) to find its L2 equivalent and looked up bae-lyeo 

(consideration) in NED. Then, he went to the Notepad and paused for a little 

while. He came back again to NED and performed the same two queries again to 

check their spellings. It is consistent with the result of a study arguing that it is a 

great cognitive burden for unskilled L2 writers even to transcribe the data 

(search results) itself from online resources into his writing, whereas it is 

automatized mechanism for L1 writers (Kormos, 2008).  

However, over the course of the sessions, he developed his own strategies to 

use the online resources. One strategy was sentence hunting. From the second 

session, he started to look through example sentences to see if there were any 

sentences that could deliver what he intended to say. He often copied and pasted 

the sentence as a whole, or he used the sentences just by changing subjects or 

objects of the sentences. 
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Another strategy was using the expressions presented in the predictive search 

box. He reported that he sometimes consulted NED without a clear encoded L1, 

but when he entered just a keyword that popped up in his mind, he found some 

Korean expressions in the predictive search box. The sentences or words in the 

predictive search box supported him and helped him come up with what to say 

about the pictures. He often looked through the expressions in the predictive box, 

chose one, and read examples sentences. After he carefully read them, he chose 

one that sounded like his intended meaning.  

In the Session 8, he entered kkwag in the search box of NED and looked for 

a while at the expressions that appeared in the predictive search box. He finally 

clicked “kkwag jab-go iss-da (be holding tight)”. After he clicked it, a few 

example sentences showed up, and he chose one of them, keep a tight (firm) grip 

on: kkwag jab-go iss-da. When he clicked it, more example sentences turned up 

and he found exactly what he wanted to say. He wrote, “Keep a tight grip on the 

rope.” His stimulated recall data on this process is in Excerpt 6.4. 

 

Excerpt 6.4. The predictive search box is useful for me. Although I had no 

clear idea about what to say, when I just entered a keyword in the predictive 

search box, it offered me several examples that I might use in my writing. 

When I do not really know what to write, it is very helpful. (Dongmin’s 

interview quote, Session 8) 
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Dongmin often reported that it was difficult to construct a concise mental 

representation that accurately described the pictures (see Excerpt 6.5). However, 

by searching for sentences in NED just with a key word, he found sentences that 

were close to the meaning he wanted to deliver. Although all the writing 

processes caused a great burden to him, he developed his own strategies like this. 

 

Excerpt 6.5. When I did not know what to write and what to do, I just looked 

at example sentences and used them. It enables me to at least start writing in 

English while it had been really difficult for me to even start writing in 

English before. (Dongmin’s interview quote, Session 14) 

 

In Session 14, he performed a query for ga-eul and another query for ga-eul 

si-won. He was aware that he did not have proper syntactic knowledge of L2, so 

he often conducted queries to find example sentences with such two L1 words so 

that he could find the argument structure of the two words.  

As shown in a few examples above, the combination of the use of the 

expressions shown in the predictive search box and sentence searching were his 

typical search strategy. 

When it comes to the kinds of online resources, he could not even think 

about using other resources but NED. The monolingual interface of the other 

resources caused resistance in him. He did not even try to use them. 
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6.2. The Development of Dongmin’s Self-Regulation 

 

Dongmin showed great inhibition in writing in English in the pre-writing 

session. He even wrote a sentence that expressed his frustration on the screen, 

forgetting that it was being recorded. He said that he did not know what to do on 

the screen. This was consistent with what he reported in his pre-interview. He 

wandered on the screen without knowing what to do. Of course, he was not able 

to evaluate his own writing (see Excerpt 6.6). 

 

Excerpt 6.6. I do not know whether my writing sounds okay. I just wrote. I 

still had a hard time writing in English. (Dongmin’s quote, Session 2) 

 

Like the other two participants, he developed the self-evaluation strategy 

among self-regulation strategies. He began to evaluate his sentences and ask 

some questions based on the data from NED. In Session 5, when he heard that 

something was wrong with one of his sentence, “The parrot angry from her,” he 

asked if it was really wrong. He added that it was right because he found the 

sentence out in NED. In the first session, he had been unsure about his writing 

and unable to evaluate his sentences or expressions, but he started to evaluate his 

sentence and think he wrote a correct sentence based on the data from NED (see 

Excerpt 6.7). 
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Excerpt 6.7. Is angry not correct? Is it misspelled? I think it is correct. I 

wrote it after searching for it in NED. (Dongmin’s interview quote, Session 

5) 

 

After he heard from the researcher why the sentence was wrong by being 

shown some data from NED and found out he had failed to properly use the data, 

he began to look more closely through sentences in NED so that he would write 

correctly. He tried to use the words and structures in NED correctly.  

From Session 3, he began to set a goal and tried several other tries to 

improve his writing in NED. He clicked a hyperlinked word, read carefully the 

example sentences, looked at the expressions in the predictive search box, and so 

on. He reported in his interview concerning his different tries of NED functions 

that he was curious about what would appear and thought he might use them to 

improve his writing. Compared to the pre-writing session, he gained control over 

the resources and his own writing process with a comparably clearer goal than 

before. 

 

Excerpt 6.8. I wanted to know what would appear if I clicked the hyperlink 

and thought it might give me an option to improve my writing. (Dongmin’s 

interview quote, Session 3). 

 

He also came to explore tasks more quickly and write more quickly over 

sessions. At first, he spent much of his time in the planning stage, that is, it took 



- 94 - 

him much time to understand the picture prompts and transform his thoughts 

into language itself, not to mention translating it into L2. However, after several 

sessions he quickly finished exploring the task by looking quickly through the 

pictures, began to write quickly, and moved to the online resource quickly. In 

the formulation process, he became able to write even faster by consulting NED. 

It is proved that it took about 30 minutes to finish his pre-writing but only 10 

minutes to finish his post-writing though the length of the two texts are similar. 

In the post-interview, he reported that this writing practice was useful for 

him because he came to be accustomed to L2 writing. He was unfamiliar with 

L2 writing when this study began and had a hard time even starting to write in 

L2. However, he said he became familiar with L2 writing and had no fear to 

start writing although he was still unsure about the quality of his writing. He also 

reported that he could learn and practice how to use the online dictionary. He 

said he could now use the online resource (NED) more effectively in his 

independent writing based on what he learned in this study, although he still 

expressed a lack of confidence in L2 writing and showed no interest in the way 

of learning (see Excerpt 6.9). 

 

Excerpt 6.9. I think I got a little bit used to writing in English. I have less 

fear for starting writing. Although I am not sure about the effectiveness of 

this way of learning language, I will use the several functions of NED when 

I am given writing task in school later. (Dongmin’s interview quote, post-

interview) 
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Although it was a little bit, Dongmin developed self-regulation skills in his 

own way with the online resource available while participating in this 

independent writing. He came to evaluate his own writing, write with a goal to 

improve his writing by referring to the data in NED, and make several self-

initiated efforts to write a better writing. 
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CHAPTER 7. 

DISCUSSION  

 

This chapter provides an analysis of key research findings presented in the 

previous three chapters. Section 7.1 discusses the similarities and differences of 

the three participants’ writing assisted by online resources, and the potentials of 

online resources in terms of assisting L2 learners in writing processes. The 

second section discusses a brief comparison of the participants’ development of 

self-regulated learning strategies during the L2 writing supported by online 

resources. 

 

7.1. The Comparison of the Three Participants’ Writing 

Assisted by Online Resources 

 

Section 7.1 presents the comparison of the three participants’ L2 writing 

assisted by online resources. The first sub-section (Section 7.1.1) demonstrates 

the comparison of the problems the three participants encountered during the L2 

writing and the second section shows different strategies they used when it 

comes to using online resources to assist their L2 writing. The last section 

discusses the potentials of L2 writing activity assisted by online resources in L2 

learning. 
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7.1.1. The Comparison of the Problems the Three Participants 

Encountered during the L2 Writing 

 

In terms of problems encountered during the writing processes, all of the 

three participants had P2 problems, where they needed to find L2 equivalents. 

Concerning this problem, they agreed that their productive vocabulary was 

shorter than their receptive vocabulary because they could not retrieve many 

words that they had already known. This finding concurs with the studies 

conducted by some researchers who experimented with the size difference of 

both kinds of vocabularies (Waring, 1997; Webb, 2008). Given that Korean L2 

learners learn English in an EFL setting, where they have little chance of 

producing the target language, they tend to have larger receptive vocabulary than 

productive (Shin et al., 2011). To bridge this gap, productive language activities 

are necessary in the Korean EFL setting (Lee & Muncie, 2006). 

The next most frequent problem was P4 for Yuri and Minsu, while 

Dongmin’s second most frequent problem was P1. Yuri and Minsu had better 

vocabulary knowledge, as reported in their VLT scores. They often retrieved L2 

vocabulary from their long-term memory and wanted to check the correctness 

and appropriacy. In the process, Yuri enjoyed exploring each of the online 

resources to check her vocabulary and quickly moved from one resource to 

another to double-check them. However, Minsu was very careful when writing 

sentences and often cast doubt on the data in the online resources. Rather than 
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using the uncertain expressions shown in the data, he often chose to reformulate 

his sentences when he failed to find information in the online resources. By 

contrast, Dongmin, due to the lack of his L2 vocabulary, rarely retrieved L2 

words while writing. His L2 words were mostly loanwords and he simply 

wanted to check their spelling. 

When it comes to P1 problems (encoding/constructing), where the 

participants had not clearly encoded their ideas in L1 for their intended meaning 

yet or had encountered a situation where they had to change their encoded L1 

(which is the search term in the context of the current study) to solve their 

problems, they were supported by the online resources. While solving these 

kinds of problems, Minsu often persisted with his encoded L1 and tried to find 

one-to-one translations rather than finding other example sentences that might 

deliver his intended meaning from the online resources. He often wanted to elicit 

a one-to-one translation of the L1 word in his mind. This caused him to fail to 

find appropriate words and he often reverted back to the planning and 

formulating processes and reformulated his sentences in different structures or 

with a different combination of word choices. Dongmin utilized the predictive 

search box to support his cognitive burden when he was faced with P1 (encoding 

problem) during the writing process. Even though he had no clear idea on what 

to write at that moment, he entered a keyword and looked through the Korean 

expressions presented in the predictive search box. He chose one of them and 

searched for example sentences to check if there was a sentence that he could 

use to express his intention. 
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7.1.2. The Three Participants’ Different Strategies in Using Online 

Resources 

 

While the participants used only NED for a single purpose before the study, 

which is finding L2 equivalents, they began to utilize several online resources to 

meet other purposes and developed their own strategies using them.  

Yuri consulted NED only for finding L2 equivalents in the pre-writing 

session, but she came to use online resources including NED to meet ten more 

purposes. As she had shown doubt in her written text, she often cast doubt on 

her linguistic knowledge and even the language data in the online resources and 

checked if they really delivered her intended meaning. In this process, she came 

to be equipped with her own look-up pattern: finding L2 equivalents, checking if 

the equivalents deliver her intended meaning, and checking the general usage or 

searching for example sentences. Throughout the process, she developed her 

self-regulated learning in L2 writing and gained more confidence.  

Minsu also consulted NED only for finding L2 equivalents in the pre-writing, 

but he came to use the online resources to support 11 more purposes throughout 

the sessions. Alhough he did not like some parts of the data in the online 

resources, he was generally satisfied with the search results, especially when he 

could check the general usage or argument patterns of what he had in mind. He 

had relatively higher metalinguistic knowledge in L2 compared to the other 

participants. He was often curious about the argument patterns of verbs and the 



- 100 - 

proper articles for nouns. The online resources satisfied his curiosities for these 

inquiries.  

Dongmin also developed his own strategies in the use of the online resources, 

though he experienced extreme difficulties due to his lack of vocabulary. 

Everything in the writing process caused him a cognitive burden, including 

understanding pictures, writing itself, and the use of the online resources in the 

first few sessions. Over the sessions, however, he developed his own strategies: 

L2 equivalent searching with a keyword, sentence searching, and spell-check. 

He also gained control over the use of online resources over the sessions. He 

was satisfied with learning how to use the online resources.  

 

7.1.3. The Potentials of L2 Writing Assisted by Online Resources 

 

As shown in the previous section, all of the participants developed their own 

search strategies in using online resources and used the online resources as their 

reference tools or problem-solving tools. 

In addition to problem-solving tools, the result of this study shows that 

online resources serve as cognitive tools to support L2 learners’ cognitive 

processes during L2 writing (Jonassen, 1992). In other words, the online 

resources amplified their cognitive work by offering data which they would not 

have had access to without the resources. It led them to learn new expressions 

and words and test their hypothesis about the target language. By facilitating 
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their knowledge building and meaning making in the manner, the online 

resources served as cognitive tools for the participants during the L2 writing. It 

agrees with the finding of the study conducted by Yoon (2016). He argued that 

linguistic reference resources can extend L2 writers’ knowledge and thinking by 

providing them with an intellectual partnership during problem solving.  

The participants of this study also utilized the online resources as cognitive 

tools. When they encountered P1 problems, for instance, they could extend their 

cognitive functioning by looking at data shown in the online resources. The data 

helped generate ideas, formulate sentences, or reformulate more appropriate 

sentences, by providing a variety of examples and functions. Even when the 

participants provided a simple description of what they wanted to say, the online 

resources offered various lexical and grammatical options that they could not 

have had access to for themselves, as the participants of the study conducted by 

Yoon (2016) experienced.  

As Jonassen and Reeves (1996) argued, “Cognitive tools enable mindful, 

challenging learning, rather than the effortless learning” (p. 698), the online 

resources in this study served as a cognitive tool for the participants by 

providing a challenging learning environment where they had to be engaged in 

noticing, inducing, and drawing conclusions throughout their writing practice. 

The online resources also supported the participants especially when they 

were overwhelmed by the writing task complexity, which involved many 

processes at the same time. The resource tools shared the task with the 

participants as an intellectual partner in many different ways. 
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Additionally, the online resources served as a language learning tool that 

heightened language awareness. Yuri reported that she had not been aware of 

her language problems before, but after she realized that she could instantly 

check her language problems and how to correct them through the practice of L2 

writing assisted by the online resources, her awareness of her language problems 

increased. Minsu also made similar remarks in his post interview. 

It implies that the combination of writing practice and use of online 

resources boosted the young Korean learners’ language awareness and supported 

their cognitive processes in language learning. 

Their heightened language awareness is found when their pre-writing and 

post-writing are compared. The grammar/spelling error rate of Yuri’s pre-

writing is 21%, but it decreases 11% in her post-writing. Minsu’s error rate also 

decreased from 8% to 2%, and Dongmin’s from 27% to 21%. Their pre- and 

post-writing texts are included in Appendix 4. 

Their pre-writing and post-writing texts were rated by two raters. Yuri and 

Minsu’s average scores went up from 4.5 to 5.5 and 6 to 8 respectively, and 

Dongmin’s score remained the same at 3.5 (The scores are the average of the 

two raters’ scores, and the full mark was 8). The scores of the two of them 

increased, which implies the potential of L2 writing practice assisted by online 

resources in L2 learning. 

As Swain and Lapkin (1995) proposed, “Problems that arise while producing 

the second language can trigger cognitive processes that are involved in second 

language learning” (p. 371), the participants were involved in second language 
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learning while solving their linguistic problems through online resources. 

 

7.2. The Three Participants’ Development of Self-

Regulation 

 

Eloa et al. (2008) argue that the skillful use of online dictionaries indicates 

EFL learners’ self-regulation and can result in successful language development. 

At first, the three participants were not aware of the usefulness of each online 

resource, but as the sessions proceeded with the researcher’s modeling of their 

uses, they began to adopt some of the presented strategies and created search 

patterns for their problem-solving activities. They all explored their tasks more 

quickly as the sessions proceeded and sometimes commented on their tasks. 

Yuri, who often casted doubt on her expressions’ correctness and appropriacy, 

made her own search patterns and quickly employed these strategies when she 

was faced with problems. Minsu even began to set goals, after a few sessions, 

when he wrote and performed a query, saying, “I wanted to write sentences that 

sounded philosophical” and “I wanted to describe the pictures well.” Dongmin, 

who struggled even to begin writing at first, came to quickly engage himself in 

writing process with the help of the online resources. Through the writing 

process, which is an inherently goal-oriented process, the participants became 

used to setting their own textual goals, establishing and using their own 

strategies to achieve them, and monitoring their processes. 
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CHAPTER 8. 

CONCLUSION 

 

This chapter presents a summary of the key findings of this study in Section 

8.1, followed by a consideration of pedagogical implications in Section 8.2. The 

subsequent section 8.3 presents the limitations of the study and recommended 

implications for further research. 

 

8.1. Summary of Major Findings 

 

The primary object of the study was to investigate the writing process 

assisted by online resources of Korean EFL middle school students and the 

potentials of the online resources as useful tools for their L2 learning. The 

secondary aim of the study was to examine how they developed self-regulation 

throughout the writing process. 

Three Korean middle school students participated in the study, and a 

triangulated approach was adopted for data collection by means of multiple 

instruments–semi-structured interviews, screen-recording, and stimulated recall. 

An important finding of this study was that the active use of online resources 

for many different purposes heightened the participants’ language awareness, 

and previously unknown and unconsidered linguistic elements began to be dealt 

with, now that instant feedback was possible through the use of online resources. 
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This writing practice assisted by online resources offered the condition “wherein 

learners analyze and consolidate second language knowledge that they have 

previously (but not yet fully) acquired” (Cumming, 1990, p.483). That is, the 

problems that arose while producing the second language triggered processes 

that were involved in second language learning (Swain & Lapkin, 1995, p. 371). 

In addition, each participant was able to develop their own strategies for using 

each online resource, regardless of their vocabulary level, and effectively used 

the resources in their own ways. The online resources also cognitively supported 

the participants between the planning and formulating stages of the writing 

processes. In other words, the online resources helped them materialize their 

thoughts into language by offering additional information in the predictive 

search box and related search functions. This cognitive assistance of online 

resources also occurred when they looked over many example sentences, 

explanations, and plenty of information presented in the online resources that 

would not have been otherwise available. 

However, it seemed hard for young middle school students to use other 

online resources than NED such as Google and COCA. The large amount of 

monolingual data from Google and COCA overwhelmed the participants and 

discouraged them from using them. Yuri was the only one who enjoyed 

exploring the functions of the new online resources such as Google and COCA. 

Minsu did not like to read the long sentences there and Dongmin did not even 

try using them due to inhibition towards a great amount of monolingual data. 

They also seemed to need more training to make the best use of the online 
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resources such as Google and COCA. 

What is noteworthy, during the participants’ writing process that was aided 

by the online resources, self-regulated learning strategies were found such as 

self-evaluation, goal-setting, and student-initiated efforts regardless of their 

proficiency. The participant with lower-level proficiency even developed self-

regulation in L2 writing., and all of them developed and refined the strategies 

throughout the sessions. 

 

8.2. Pedagogical Implications 

 

The results of the present study have confirmed that writing should be 

considered as a valuable and important activity in the EFL context, especially 

when it is combined with the use of online resources. All the participants 

reported their difficulty retrieving words or expressions that they would know 

when they read them. One of the reasons is that secondary schools in Korea 

hardly provide them with opportunities to produce language. However, the 

potential of L2 writing in FL learning inside and outside the classroom has 

already been recognized by researchers (Jin & Deifell, 2013; Park, 2012; Yoon, 

2016). In this context, writing practice should be encouraged in Korean EFL 

classrooms.  

However, writing class may have limitations in that it is hard to give 

individual feedback to students in school. Then, the potential effects of online 
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resources on L2 writing would benefit students. By instructing students how to 

use online resources to assist their writing and having them practice, students 

can practice writing for language learning and gain immediate feedback from 

online resources. It is likely to make writing practice more active, which means 

that writing is an exploring activity for problem-solving, not a passive activity 

that is about just writing and submitting.  

The findings of the study showed that the participants had individually 

different needs in the course of their writing processes, regardless of their VLT 

scores and general proficiency. Therefore, learner training of online resources 

should consist of initial scaffolding and guidance based on learners’ individual 

differences (Hubbard, 2013). 

However, low proficiency young EFL learners may experience frustration if 

they are presented with all the resources available at once, as seen in the case of 

Dongmin. Thus, the training should start from the most familiar resources, such 

as bilingual dictionaries, to new resources; from basic purposes to complex ones. 

Above all, the learners should have enough chances to have hands-on practice of 

using the online resources.  

In EFL situations like Korea, opportunities to produce another language are 

very rare outside of the classroom. Output practices, however, are essential and 

valuable in L2 acquisition because they offer opportunities for L2 learners to test 

hypotheses about the rules they have constructed for the target language, 

heighten metalinguistic awareness, and consolidate their pre-existing knowledge 

of the target language (Swain, 1985). Thus, writing or revision tasks assisted by 
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the use of online resources could be a valuable activity in and out of the 

classroom, with the condition that the students receive proper training and 

hands-on experience. It is also valuable in that it encourages learners to develop 

self-regulated learning strategies in language learning as shown in this study. 

Therefore, teachers should give students more opportunities to write in English 

in and out of classroom, and by giving them training of the use of online 

resources, they should help students evaluate their writing and analyze L2 

knowledge based on data from the resources, which is likely to lead to self-

regulated learning behaviors. 

 

8.3. Limitations of the Study and Suggestion for Future 

Studies 

 

The present study examined how L2 writers write in English when their L2 

writing is assisted by multiple online resources and offered some ideas for the L2 

writers’ development of self-regulation. The limitation of this study is inherent in 

the stimulated recall process because it is self-reported data from the participants. 

In this method, the quality of the respondents’ self-reported data is crucial. This 

inherent trait of stimulated recall caused the data of each participant in this study 

to differ in size. To mitigate these limitations, future research may be able to 

adopt other data collection methods in addition to stimulated recall such as 

learners’ log files and surveys. The second limitation is the length of the 
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procedure. Obviously, it takes quite a while for learners to develop L2 writing 

proficiency. Thus, to examine the language learning potential of L2 writing 

assisted by online resources, more time is needed to observe how L2 writing 

develops when assisted by online resources. 

Future researchers may then examine the links among the use of online 

resources, L2 writing, and language development. The development of L2 

writing, for instance, can be explored via a longitudinal study, which is likely to 

provide a fuller picture of learners’ use of online resources and language 

development. Future studies may also further investigate how L2 learners 

develop their own strategies and skills in solving their linguistic problems when 

they receive more systematic learner training concerning the combined use of 

online resources. For example, more systematic learner training materials for the 

use of online resources can be developed or effective instruction sequences can 

be set to help learners use online resources more skillfully to assist their L2 

writing. 
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APPENDIX 1. 

Examples of Vocabulary Level Test 

 

Test 1. Example Items of Vocabulary Level Test (Nation, 1990) 

 

 

Test 2. Example Items of Phrase Test (Martinez, 2011) 
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Test 3. Example Items of Productive Vocabulary Level Test (Laufer & Nation, 1999) 
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APPENDIX 2. 

Examples of Writing Prompts 

 

Session 2. Frog, Where Are You? (Mayer, 1969) 
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Sam Sam and Marzipan: The Cubby House (Ryan, 2017) 
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APPENDIX 3. 

The Rubric for Scoring the Pre-writing and Post-writing 

 

Adapted from TOEFL Junior Speaking Scoring Guide for Task 2, Picture Narration  

(So et al., 2015) 

Score Content and Language Use Descriptors 

 

 

Story 

 

4 

 

4: Story is full, relevant to the pictures, and includes some detail and 

elaboration. Only minor lapses in content or coherence. Events unfold 

evenly and the sequence is easy to follow. 

 

3: Story is mostly complete but may include some noticeable lapses in 

content or coherence. Description of some key events may lack detail 

or elaboration. Some details may be confusing to the listener. 

 

2: Limited development of the story. Most events are recounted with 

little to no elaboration or detail. Some events or details may be 

difficult to follow for listeners not familiar with the pictures. Limited 

development and cohesion may cause listener to fill in the gaps. 

 

1: Very limited development of story; may be incomplete. Story lacks 

detail or elaboration. 

 

 

 

 

Grammar 

& 

Vocabulary 

 

4 

 

4: Grammar and word choice are varied, appropriate to the task, and 

effectively used to convey meaning clearly. Errors rarely obscure 

meaning. Use of connecting devices helps to link events for the 

listener.  

 

3: Some limitations and errors in grammar and word choice are 

noticeable but meaning is rarely obscured. Use of connecting devices 

to link events may be limited.  

 

2: May struggle to convey the story due to limitations in grammar and 

word choice. May rely on mostly simple grammatical constructions 

and basic vocabulary. These limitations and errors may result in vague 

or unclear meaning at times.  

 

1: Most utterances are characterized by errors. Vocabulary is limited 

and often inaccurate.  
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APPENDIX 4. 

Samples from the Participants’ Composition 

 

1. Yuri’s Text in Session 1 

There was a girl who had a cloud of trash. She didn't liked it very much. All of her 

classmates hated her and said she is so smelly. She stared at the cloud of trash and 

blamed it. She tried to hide. Even though she asked for a help, her friend didn't help her 

because of the cloud abover her. Other friends also didn't join with her too. In the past, 

she used to throw away trashes like a banana peels. She didn't even thought that it is 

quite bad situation. In return, a cloud of trash came near to her slowly. Then oneday, she 

woke up and found a cloud of trash on her head. She tried almost everything to escape 

from it. She ran, and tried to burn it but they all didn'y work. Because of the cloud, she 

became annoyed. Insects also follwed her because of the smell. So she changed her 

mind not to throw away the trash. Whenever she saw who throws away trash, she ran 

over there and said not to do that. Also she took lead picking up the garbages. She 

pleased to people not to throw away trashes anywhere. Also the cloud of trash was 

becoming smaller and smaller and it almost disappeared. She fulled a really big garbage 

with trashes. She was finally freed from the could and felt happy. She suceeded to make 

a better and cleaner world. 
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2. Yuri’s Text in Session 16 

There was a family. There were dad, mother, and one girl. But the girl got sick. She had 

to stay in bed all day. Then her mother brought a wheelchair to her and said not to give 

up. She could go outside in a wheelchair. So she decided to try the sport. Her classmate 

was a player who throws a ball a spear. He also had many medals. She also wanted to 

play the game. So she started to exercise with dumbell. She also heard lots of new about 

the sport. After all a desperate effort, she finally got the trophy and got a chance to. 

participated in the paralympic. She got on a plane for the paralympic. She finally 

entered an Olympic Stadium. As she practiced, she threw a ball and a spear strongly. 

As a result, She got a medal and took a picture with her daughter. 
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3. Minsu’s Text in Session 1 

there is a dirty girl who steers a cloud of trash. everyone in class hates her. she doesn't 

like the cloud. she hides behind the bench. Because everyone avoids her. so she can't 

play with friends. Originally,she didn't have the cloud of trash. One day,the cloud came 

to her. the cloud came closely to her when she was in the bed. She tried to avoid and cut 

the cloud. She even tried to put it in the trashcan. But it was no use. After looking back 

on the past,she makes up her mind to separate trash. By separating trash,the cloud is 

getting smaller. Finally,the cloud is disapeared,and she is having a happy day! 

 

 

4. Minsu’s Text in Session 16 

A kid was born. As she grew up, she was sick a lot. She had to use a wheelchair. While 

she became a disabled person,she didn't give up. She decided to be a athlete. She 

practiced hard,and she won many medals. Thanks to her effort, she was qualified to take 

part in the Olympics. She took part in the paralympics. While going to the paralympic 

stadium in the airplane, she was excited. At there, she won gold medal in the javelin. 

She is having a life with her daughter. 
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5. Dongmin’s Text in Session 1 

she has a trash cloud. people are hates her. she hates too. she hide cloudy, she hiding 

people she is not able to play her friends. because  she throw trash anywhere.than she 

made self trash cloudy trash cloudy is following she even her sleeping and wherever. 

she doing kindly action,than trash cloudy is not now 

 

6. Donmin’s Text in Session 16 

she has impediment about legs. Teacher advise her combat sports. She practice the 

combat sports. She win many medals. Finnaly she go to Australia. She is nervous first 

but she win a meadal. 
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국 문 초 록 

 

작문이 언어 습득에 있어서 중요한 기능임에도 불구하고 EFL 상황에서 학습자

들이 숙련하기에 어려운 기능이라는 인식으로 인해 크게 주목받지 못하고 있다. 그

러나 작문은 숙련 및 연습해야 익힐 수 있는 기술이기 보다는 언어 학습을 촉진시키

는 도구 (Writing to Learn)가 될 수 있다는 관점에서 볼 때 작문 활동은 그 자체로 

가치가 있다. 특히 온라인 자원을 활용하여 영어 작문을 하게 될 경우 언어 학습에 

도움이 될 뿐만 아니라 자신이 필요한 정보를 직접 찾고 온라인 자원을 통해 즉각적

인 피드백을 받음으로써 자기 조절 학습 능력 (self-regulation)을 발전시킬 수 있다. 

이런 온라인 자원을 활용한 영작 활동의 잠재적인 장점에도 불구하고 이에 대한 연

구는 극히 소수에 불과하다. 

이러한 배경에서 본 연구는 한국인 중학생들의 온라인 자원을 활용한 영어 작문 

과정을 살펴보았다. 영어 작문과정에서 학습자들이 만나는 언어적 문제는 무엇이 있

고 그 문제를 온라인 자원을 활용하여 어떻게 해결하는가를 살펴보았으며 그 과정에

서 자기 조절 학습 전략의 발달 모습을 사례 연구를 통하여 살펴보았다. 

3명의 한국인 중학생이 연구에 참여하였으며 16회에 걸쳐서 영어 작문을 진행하

였다. 참여자들에게 매회 그림을 보고 묘사하는 과업이 부여되었고 네이버 영어 사

전, 구글 검색 엔진과 코퍼스 프로그램 등의 온라인 자원을 활용하여 작문 활동에 

참여하였다. 영어 작문이 마친 후 작문 과정 중에 직면한 문제와 그 문제를 해결하

기 위한 온라인 자원 활용의 목적 그리고 작문 과정에 대한 면담이 실시되었다. 영

어 작문 과정 및 온라인 자원 활용 과정은 화면 녹화 소프트웨어를 통해 녹화되었고 

면담 내용은 스마트폰을 이용하여 녹음되었다. 

영어 능숙도가 차이가 있었던 3명의 학습자들은 각자 자신만의 온라인 자원 활
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용 전략을 발전시켰다. 온라인 자원을 활용하여 자신의 영어 작문에 대한 즉각적인 

피드백을 받은 참여자들은 제2언어 지식에 대한 의식이 상승되었고 자신이 가지고 

있는 언어적 지식을 시험하고 분석함으로써 제2언어 지식을 강화하였다. 그 과정에

서 자기 평가 (self-evaluation), 목표 설정 (Goal-setting) 등의 자기 조절 학습 전

략 (self-regulated learning strategies)을 보여주어 능숙도에 상관없이 자신의 학습

을 통제하는 모습이 관찰되었다. 

 

주요어: 영어 작문, 영어 사전, 코퍼스, 구글, 온라인 자원, 자기 조절 

학  번: 2015-23168 
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