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Abstract. The active use of technologies for communication in educational settings calls
for a better understanding of the way learners engage in computer-mediated tasks. The current
study aims to analyze the dynamics of pre-writing discussions in English as a Second lan-
guage settings. The pre-writing discussions of 60 learners of intermediate level of proficiency
were analyzed. The results of the study show that the students participate in the same task
completion in a different manner depending on the mode of communication. These differenc-
es suggest that while the discussions completed in synchronous environments tend to be more
collaborative, the posts were shorter and did not comprise complete sentences, in the asyn-
chronous discussion on the other hand, the posts tended to share characteristics of outlines or
drafts and students used longer strings of words often organized in complete sentences.
Keywords: computer-mediated communication, English as a second language, writing pro-
cess, collaboration.

Hona Capuesa. TMHAMUKA HA KOMITIOTHPHO BABMPAHATA KOMYHUKA-
1151 BbB B3AUMOJIEMCTBUETO IO JIBOMKW: CbBMECTHATA PABOTA TIPE-
JIN [IMCAHETO B AHIJIMHCKM S KATO UYXJT E3UK

Pe3tome. AKTHBHOTO M3IIOJI3BaHE HAa TEXHOJIOIMHTE 32 TIOBEYE KOMYHHKaTHBHOCT B 00y-
YUTEITHUTE CPEAN U3UCKBA STHO T0-100p0 pasdupaHe Ha HAYMHHTE, 10 KOMTO YYAIlUTe B3eMaT
y4acTHe B KOMITIOTEPHO Oa3upany 3a1aun. HacTosmoro u3cneaBaHe nMa 3a Lel 1a aHaIu3upa
JMHAMHUKaTa B IUCKyCHUTE, KOUTO BE3HUKBAT NPEIH aKTa Ha IMCAHEe B Cpeaara Ha aHIIMHCKUS
KaTo Iy €3WK. AHAIM3BT Ha JUCKYCHUTE BKIIOYBA 60 ydaly OT HUBO CPEIHO HANPETHAIN.
Pesynrarute 0T U3CIEABAHETO ITOKA3BAT, Ye YUYaIUTe Ce MPEACTABAT B €HA U ChLIA 3a/1a4a 110
pa3NIM4eH HA4YMH, B 3aBUCUMOCT OT METOJa Ha KOMYHHUKaLKs. Te3n pasiMKy U3Ka3BaT Ipeio-
JIOXKEHHETO, Ye JOKATO JUCKYCHHTE, U3BBPLIBAHH B CHHXPOHHH CPEH, Ca O-ChBMECTHH, OTIO-
BOpHTE Ha y4alllUTe ca II0-KPaTKH U He 00pa3yBaT 3aBbPIICHH U3PEUCHNUS, a B aCHHXPOHHUTE
CpEey OTTOBOPHUTE CE XapaKTePU3HUpaT ChC CXEMaTHYHOCT M IUIAHUPaHE, KaTo yYallnTe 3aj1arar
Ha I10-pa3rbpPHATO €3UKOBO M3pa3sBaHe, KOSTO YECTO CE ChIbPKa B 3aBbPILCHN H3PEUCHHSL.
KarouoBu gymm: KoMIIOTHEpHO Oa3upaHa KOMYHHKAINS, aHIIMHCKU KaTo Yy)KI €3HK, IIPO-
Iiec Ha IMcaHe, CbBMeCTHa paboTa.
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Introduction

The active use of technologies for communication in the educational enter-
prise motivates educators and researchers to look into the specifics of text-based
computer-mediated communication (CMC) in educational settings. Furthermore,
the increasing use of CMC for the completion of collaborative learning tasks calls
for a careful examination of learner interactions in distance-learning environments
that would lead to establishing a better understanding of the way learners engage
in such tasks. A closer examination of student CMC exchange would allow for
gaining more insights about the specifics of the learning process in distance and
blended learning environments. This article presents a study which investigated
the dynamics of dyadic computer-mediated interactions in English as a second lan-
guage (ESL) student pre-writing discussion activities. The goal of the study is to
interpret the patterns of interactions as evident in student collaborative pre-writing
task completion in synchronous and asynchronous CMC environments.

On Collaboration and Second Language Writing

In the writing-as-a-process approach literature, writing is understood as a pro-
cess of text construction in which the composition abilities and expertise are in
constant development (Faigley; Grabe & Kaplan; Reither). The Post-process the-
ory further extends the perception of writing: while “the fundamental observations
that an individual produces text by means of a writing process has not been dis-
carded” (Petraglia, 53), the text composition is perceived as a complex phenome-
non grounded in a rich social context which incorporates various elements — writ-
ers, genres, audiences, cultural practices, and social interactions (Kent, Petraglia,
Reither). Therefore, following Grabe and Kaplan (1996), it is perceived that in
educational settings instructors should strive to promote the creation of writing
communities as well as student collaborative engagement. Furthermore, this view
on writing as a socially embedded process motivates the recognition of learner col-
laboration as an essential component that needs to be accounted for.

In the context of second language (L2) writing instruction, collaboration is rec-
ognized as a key element that promotes student language and writing skills de-
velopment (e.g., Neumann & McDonough; Storch); the L2 writing research has
examined the benefits of student collaboration for text construction including stu-
dent attention to language form, accuracy, and text complexity and organization
(e.g., Fernandez-Dobao; Shehadeh; Storch; Wigglesworth & Storch). While mul-
tiple studies have examined student collaboration during the writing process and
the connection between collaboration and text production in face-to-face settings
(e.g., Fernandez-Dobao; Shehadeh; Storch; Wigglesworth & Storch), today’s active
inclusion of technologies in education affords further opportunities for student col-
laboration and has prompted a new line of research which centers on the analysis of
the CMC interactions as related to language and writing skills development (e.g.,
Elola & Oskoz; Li & Zhu; Loewen & WolfY).
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The presented study aims to contribute to the better understanding of student
collaboration in the initial stages of writing; the goal is to provide insights on the dy-
namics of students’ early engagement with text construction in CMC environments.
Taking a closer look at the dynamics of these interactions accounting to the mode
of communication, asynchronous (discussion forums) and synchronous (text-based
chats), would reveal the potentials of the CMC pre-writing collaborative tasks to
positively influence the overall writing process. It is believed that such more de-
tailed analysis of the pre-writing student interaction dynamics in the context of the
writing process, can inform the more effective CMC discussion task design, choice
of communication mode, as well as teacher’s moderation of pre-writing discussions
in blended and distance L2 writing classrooms.

Study Framework and Design

In the presented study, the model of pair interaction types presented in Storch’s
2002 study has been adopted. Storch studied the patterns of face-to-face interactions
of 10 pairs of ESL adult learners in an advanced university-level ESL class. Ana-
lyzing students’ dyadic interaction, she accounted for the way learners approached
the assigned task, the roles they adopted in the process of interaction, as well as the
involvement and contribution of each learner. The patterns of dyad interaction that
were depicted by Storch were the following: collaborative, dominant/dominant,
dominant/passive, and expert/novice.

Two indexes were used to describe the specifics of each pattern: mutuality and
equality. Mutuality was described by Storch as the level of engagement of each partic-
ipant, while equality referred to the degree of control over the interaction. The dyads
that demonstrated collaborative interaction patterns, worked in “joint problem space”
(128) offering alternative views on the discussed problems, looking for mutual agree-
ments and resolutions while demonstrating interaction of high mutuality and equality.
When adopting dominant/dominant patterns of interactions, students expressed an in-
ability to reach consensus or employed a high division of labor, which resulted in low
level of mutuality. In dominant/passive dyads, the dominant participant demonstrated
an authoritarian stance appropriating the task while the other participant took a more
passive role; thus, the levels of mutuality and equality were fairly low, which resulted
in less negotiation. Finally, when expert/novice patterns were observed, the expert
participant, although taking control over the task, encouraged the novice to contribute
to the collaborative process, which resulted in higher mutuality with lower equality
level. Storch suggested that there were more evidences of knowledge transfer when
collaborative and expert/novice patterns were observed.

In the current study, the CMC interactions of the participants during the com-
pletion of the pre-writing CMC discussion task served as a primary data source for
answering of the following research question: What patterns of dyadic interaction
do participants manifest during the asynchronous and synchronous CMC interac-
tion process?
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Data Collection

The data were collected at the intensive English language program (IEP) of
a large urban state university in the Southeast United States. The pre-writing dis-
cussions of 60 intermediate English as a second language adult learners were ana-
lyzed. The students engaged in CMC interactions while preparing for writing their
first drafts of an expository essay. The synchronous computer-mediated interac-
tions (SCMC) took place during a 50-minute class session, while the asynchronous
computer-mediated (ACMC) data were generated during a discussion which was
assigned to be completed within a week.

Data Analysis

A total of 30 CMC interaction logs (17 ACMC and 13 SCMC) were analyzed
in order to identify the pair interaction dynamics for each case. The analysis was
performed line by line for each log. The evidences for stances of interaction that
would specify each participant’s pattern of interaction were identified. The stances
of interaction considered in the data analysis are presented in Table 1.

Dyad Pattern Type Dyad Interaction Stance

Expert/ - more control; encourages the novice; offers assistance

Novice - confirms experts’ position, repeats after Expert, little contribution
Collaborative/ - work together on all parts; joined problem space; alternative views offered
Collaborative and discussed; willing to engage with each other’s ideas; leading resolutions

acceptable for both partners; cohesion of interaction (repeat & extend); neg-
ative & positive feedback

Dominant/ - authoritarian; appropriates the task; long monologues; little attention to

Passive the other’s contribution; speech directed to the self; little assistance offered
- passive and/or subservient; fewer contributions or challenges; does not
propose challenges; little assistance sought

Dominant/ - both contribute to the discussion; inability to engage with each other’s
Dominant contribution; inability to reach consensus; division of labor; few requests or
collaborative completions

Table 1. Stances of Interaction

In order to reveal the specifics of the interactions, the CMC discussions were
examined and the outcomes of the discussions carried out in the two modes of CMC
were compared in terms of language produced and patterns of interactions used in
these discussions. The following descriptive characteristics of language specifics
were examined: (1) number of turns, (2) mean length of turns, (3) length of discus-
sions measured with average number of total words, (4) number of distinct lexical
items (DLIs), (5) mean length of word strings between end-of-sentence punctuation.
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Findings

Descriptive Characteristics of the CMC Interactions

When examining the CMC discussions, it was noted that the interactions dif-
fered in several ways depending on the CMC mode. It could be inferred that the
synchronous communication in general was more interactive than the asynchro-
nous. The SCMC discussions were more dynamic and involved the generation of
more language with a higher number of partner turns and distinct lexical items used
by the partners.

The texts produced during the SCMC discussions were generally longer: the
mean length of a SCMC discussion was 410.46 words, while the mean length for
ACMC was 272.76 words. In the SCMC discussions, students used more DLIs —
the mean number of DLIs was 92.15 as compared to 66.24 DLIs for the ACMC
discussions. However, the sentences produced during the ACMC discussions were
easier to detect due to more consistent use of end of sentence punctuation and com-
plete syntactical structures, while the SCMC group used more utterances consisting
of phrases or incomplete sentences and the punctuation was often irregular.

The computation of the average length of word strings between end-of-sen-
tence punctuation marks or end-of-posting revealed that the ACMC group used lon-
ger strings of words between end-of-sentence punctuation marks or end of posting,
with an average of 12.66 words, whereas the number of words in the SCMC dis-
cussion utterances, signified by end-of-sentence punctuation (period, exclamation
or question mark, three dots) or end-of-posting (without a punctuation mark), was
6.92 words. In addition, the exchange of students who participated in ACMC and
SCMC discussions differed significantly by the number of postings. For the ACMC
discussion, the mean number of postings was 5 per dyadic interaction while in the
SCMC discussion it was much higher — 46.46.

As compared to the SCMC, ACMC postings used longer chunks of text. The
average length of ACMC postings was 54.98 words per turn, whereas the average
length of the SCMC postings per turn was 8.85 words. The sentences in the ACMC
postings were mostly organized in short sequences that sometimes resembled para-
graphs presenting a topic sentence and supporting ideas and other times were ideas
outlines often formulated in complete sentences and presenting the topic, the con-
trolling idea, and supporting ideas for the paragraph, while the SCMC participants
did not organize their ideas in a paragraph-like or outline formats.

Thus, the pre-writing discussions, when carried out in ACMC mode, shared
characteristics of outlines or drafts, while the pre-writing discussions produced in
an SCMC mode tended to concentrate on generation of ideas related to the writ-
ing topic. The descriptive statistics of ACMC and the SCMC discussions outlined
above are presented in Table 2.
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Mean Number | Mean Length | Mean Number | Mean Number | Mean Length
" of Turns of Turns of Words of DLIs of Sentence
ACMC |17 5 54.98 272.76 66.23 12.66
SCMC |13 46.46 8.85 410.46 92.15 6.92

Table 2. Observed Descriptive Characteristics of CMC Interactions

Patterns of Pair Interaction
The interactions were examined in order to determine the specifics of the in-
teraction patterns for each group following Storch’s model. Some similarities as
well as differences between the dyadic patterns of interaction in face-to-face envi-
ronments as reported by Storch and the observed CMC interaction patterns were
identified. The modified model along with the main indicators manifested in each
pattern of interaction in the CMC environment is presented in Figure 1 and dis-
cussed further.

Aypenbyg moy

High Mutuality

Expert Novice Collaborative/Collaborative

- more control - confirms experts’ |- work together on all parts

- encourages the novice | position - joined problem space

- offers assistance - repeats - alternative views offered and discussed

- little contribution

- willing to engage with each other’s ideas
- leading resolutions acceptable for both
partners

- cohesion of interaction (repeat & extend)
- Negative & positive feedback

Dominant

- authoritarian

- appropriates the task
- long monologues

- little attention to the
other’s contribution

- speech directed to
the self

- little assistance of-
fered

Passive

- passive and/or
subservient

- fewer contribu-
tions or challenges
- does not propose
challenges

- little assistance
sought

Dominant/Dominant

- both contribute

- inability to engage with each other’s
contribution

- inability to reach consensus

- division of labor

- few requests or collaborative completions

Ayrenby ysiy

Low mutuality

The most dominant trend of interaction observed was the high mutuality and
high equality trend which led to a collaborative pattern of interaction. A total of 12
pairs demonstrated this trend as the main trend of interaction. Whilst this type of
interaction was predominant in the SCMC discussion with nine out of 13 pairs us-
ing mainly collaborative interactions (69.23%), for the ACMC discussion it was a
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much less prevalent type of interaction: only for three out of 17 pairs (17.65%) was
this interaction pattern identified as prevailing. The interaction pattern observed
with the highest number of ACMC dyads was high equality and low mutuality
which led to Dominant/Dominant discussion — for eight dyads out of 17 (47.06%)
this pattern of interaction was recognized as the prevailing one. Table 3 presents the
patterns of interaction used in each CMC environment and the number of dyads for
whom a specific pattern of interaction was prevailing.

Identified in Pair Pattern AC.MC SC.MC
Pairs Pairs

Collaborative/Collaborative |3 9
Dominant/Dominant 8 0

FTF (Storch, 2002) and CMC interactions
Dominant/Passive 1 1
Expert/Novice 0 1
Expert/Dominant 0 1

CMC interactions only
Collaborative/Dominant 5 1

Table 3. CMC patterns of interaction

It could be concluded that the distribution of dyadic patterns across the two environ-
ments was different. Low mutuality seems to be more prevalent in the ACMC environ-
ment — nine dyads demonstrated a type of interaction that had low mutuality. However,
the majority of these dyads were highly equal in their discussion, thus demonstrating a
pattern of interaction in which both participants dominated the discussion.

In both ACMC and SCMC interactions examined in the study, the collaborative
pattern demonstrated communication during which learners were engaging in the
task completion process by developing each other’s ideas. The flow of this prog-
ress seemed to be acceptable for both members of the collaborative dyads. The
participants were creating and working within a “joined problem space” (Teasley
& Roschelle) by approaching together each part of the task and engaging with each
other’s ideas. Their interactions were cohesive and flowed logically. Although in
the ACMC discussions the postings were longer as compared to the SCMC and
sometimes one posting would address several aspects of the task, the participants
clearly indicated consideration of their partner’s contribution. Further, they pro-
gressed through the task developing each other’s postings. Thus, when positioning
these interactions within the quadrants defined by the two continuums of the dyadic
interaction model, Mutuality and Equality (Storch, 2002), the collaborative dyads
demonstrated high mutuality and high equality.
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There were eight pairs that demonstrated low mutuality and high equality pat-
terns in their interactions. Following Storch’s model, both of the participants in these
pairs were identified as dominant. The high equality/low mutuality pattern was the
predominant pattern in the ACMC interaction — eight out of 17 pairs completed the
pre-writing task demonstrating a Dominant/Dominant pattern. Thus, 47% of the pairs
who communicated via ACMC demonstrated this type of interaction pattern.

In the examined discussions, only one pair (SCMC) demonstrated a communi-
cation pattern of a high mutuality but low equality. Although the mutuality in this
pair work was clearly visible, the equality was low, with one of the participants
taking the role of the expert and the other — the role of the novice.

During the pre-writing discussion, two pairs demonstrated low mutuality and
low equality patterns. One of these two pairs completed the pre-writing task in an
asynchronous and the other in a synchronous CMC environment. Thus, this pattern
of interaction comprised 5.88% of the ACMC discussions and 7.69% of the SCMC.
While these discussions were situated within the same level of mutuality and equal-
ity, the specific interaction patterns were somehow different. In the ACMC discus-
sion, only one of the members participated in the task by publishing a post while
the other remained silent, whereas both of the SCMC-pair members engaged in
chatting during the pre-writing session.

CMC Emerging Patterns

Within the context of this study, it was expected to encounter emergent types of
interaction patterns. These expectations were based on the fact that the model was
created with a consideration of face-to-face interactions, whereas the interactions
analyzed in the current study were carried out in a CMC environment. While most
of the dyadic interaction patterns analyzed in this study would fall within the mod-
el’s Equality/Mutuality continuum quadrants, two interaction trends which would
not fit the model emerged from the data.

The disengagement pattern was evident in cases when one of the participants, after
contributing to the discussion demonstrating the patterns specified by Storch, aban-
doned the discussion either temporary or permanently before it was completed. Thus,
this pattern was identified as secondary to the main patterns as indicated in the model.

This pattern was differentiated from the passive or the novice ones because it
was observed with participants who contributed substantially to the discussion but
at their disengagement strongly influenced discussion dynamic. Interestingly, this
pattern was observed in 12 (71%) of the ACMC dyads, whereas only one dyad
(7.7%) of the SCMC group demonstrated it.

As it was stated earlier, in Storch’s model, both members of the dyads were
assumed to occupy the same quadrant of the Mutuality/Equality continuum; this
assumption was further confirmed by the pair face-to-face interaction data analysis
reported in the model construction. When applying the model to the presented
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CMC interaction data, it was noted that in some of the cases, the two members did
not occupy the same quadrant of the Mutuality/Equality continuum demonstrating
interactions that did not match each other on the level of Mutuality.

A total of seven pairs demonstrated such mutuality mismatch. Six pairs comprised
a collaborative (high mutuality) partner with a dominant (low mutuality) partner. In
one dyad, a participant who demonstrated an expert (high mutuality) pattern of inter-
action worked with a partner who utilized a dominant (low mutuality) pattern. The
ACMC group had the highest number of mutuality mismatch dyads — five (29.4%),
whereas only two SCMC dyads (15.4%) demonstrated such mismatch.

Another emergent pattern was collaborative/dominant. With the ACMC pairs
the trend was that one of the participants was approaching the task in a collabora-
tive manner, whereas the other assumed a dominant role entirely or almost entirely
ignoring the partner. In all five of the ACMC dyads with a mutuality mismatch,
the secondary interaction pattern of disengagement was observed with one of the
partners. In four out of the five ACMC dyads, the participant who abandoned the
discussion was the one who demonstrated a dominant pattern of interaction. In the
synchronous discussion, only two dyads demonstrated a mutuality mismatch. In
one of the dyads, the participants demonstrated a dominant and an expert patterns
and in the other — a collaborative and a dominant patterns.

The interaction of the SCMC pair that demonstrated collaborative/dominant
mutuality mismatch was different from the ACMC ones. While for each of the
ACMC dyads with a mutuality mismatch, the dominant participants simply ignored
their partners disengaging from the task as soon as they perceived their contribution
to the discussion to be completed, the dominant behavior of the SCMC participant
was different. In this pair, one of the participants attempted to command his partner
rather than to constructively contribute to the task completion by frequent posts of
directions about how the task should be approached. The other partner commented
on this behavior as rude but this remark ignored.

Finally one pair participating in an SCMC discussion demonstrated a dominant/
expert pattern of interaction. One of the partners was the more active participant who
not only posted on the topic but also encouraged the partner to stay on task while the
other engaged by sharing personal experiences not related to the task on hand. The
second participant used the discussion space one-sidedly — as a forum to chat about
her own personal experience or general ideas about the topic without specifically re-
ferring to her partner’s ideas. She ignored her partner’s attempts to guide her through
the task and show her the information sources required for task completion. It seemed
that she was unable to engage with her partner’s contribution. Her focus was on her
own ideas and experiences and at times, it seemed that she did not read her partner’s
responses. Her interaction could be situated in the low end of the mutuality contin-
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uum, whereas the interaction patterns of the more active partner who stayed on task
correspond with the high end of the mutuality continuum.

Summary and Conclusions

This study focused on the patterns of pair interaction in a CMC environment
as identified based on the analysis of the CMC pre-writing discussions. The inter-
action patterns observed in the CMC discussions partially corresponded with the
model of pair interaction proposed by Storch based on face-to-face interaction data.
The results of this study revealed that the CMC discussions were strongly influ-
enced by the mode of CMC interaction.

The ACMC mode triggered postings that used longer strings of words often
organized in complete sentences, whereas in the SCMC interactions, the electronic
utterances were much shorter and did not always comprise complete sentences.
However, the number of unique words in ACMC interactions was lower as com-
pared to the SCMC interactions. Further, the SCMC interactions generated longer
discussions, with higher number of posting, therefore the learners had more oppor-
tunities to generate and interact in the target language.

The patterns of dyadic interaction were influenced by the CMC environment
as well. When the pre-writing task was completed in an SCMC mode, the interac-
tions were more collaborative in nature, as compared to the ACMC interactions.
When performing the pre-writing task in an SCMC environment, the participants
tended to recognize their partners’ presence and contribution to the discussion and
attempted to interpret together the images related to the task. They were more likely
to demonstrate high degree of mutuality and equality. There were more instances
of dominant patterns when the pre-writing discussion took place in an ACMC envi-
ronment; thus, the mutuality of the ACMC dyadic interactions was lower.

In addition, the CMC environment prompted a dyadic pattern mismatch when
one of the participants would engage in the discussion assuming a high level of mu-
tuality, while the other would assume a low level of mutuality. In other words, the
latter would be concerned mainly with his or her own ideas while the former would
show stronger intention to share and discuss ideas related to the task. Based on the
data, it seems that the learners were more likely to demonstrate such a mismatch
in an ACMC environment. Finally, some of the ACMC participants preliminarily
disengaged from the task after completing their posting. They did not revisit the
discussion space to post additional messages or reply to the ones posted by their
partners. This suggests that they were focusing on task completion through posting
and answering the task requirements rather than through the creation of collabora-
tive development of the topic. Interestingly, no such disengagement was observed
in the SCMC dyads.
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These differences in the dyadic patterns of interaction reveal additional dimen-
sions of the interactions performed in ACMC and SCMC environments. It could be
argued that the dominance of the interactions, the mismatch, and task disengage-
ment observed mainly in the ACMC interaction might have been caused by the
text-based nature of the task and further enforced by the space- and time-indepen-
dence of ACMC. In this environment, the participants engaged in a time-delayed
interaction which may have caused them to neglect their partners’ contributions
at the expense of task completion. Thus, as Sotillo suggests, the ACMC mode
prompted interactions that resembled more teacher request and student response
type of communication exchange. In this study, due to the lack of explicit teacher’s
involvement in the CMC discussion task, the ACMC dynamics shifted to high-
er consideration of task requirements rather than peer response. Further, it could
be argued that the immediacy of the SCMC interactions and their resemblance to
face-to-face conversations pointed out in previous research (Jepson; Smith; Sotillo;
Warschauer) may have promoted the higher collaboration and consistency of mutu-
ality of the SCMC interactions.

It is important to point out that mutuality mismatch was not reported in Storch’s
research of face-to-face interactions (Storch). However, such mismatch was identi-
fied in seven of the dyads, two SCMC and five ACMC. These observations could be
interpreted in the light of Jepson’s findings that text-based discussion in SCMC mode
promotes less negotiation of meaning and repair moves during the language-learning
task as compared to voice chat. It seems that in ACMC the level of negotiation is even
lower which resulted in more instances of mutuality mismatch. Similar results are re-
ported in other studies (Cho; Madden, Jones, and Childers) suggesting that the CMC
mode of interaction provide not only distinctly different opportunities for commu-
nication but it appears learners use them with different purposes in mind. However,
considering that the research comparing the dyadic patterns of interaction in ACMC
and SCMC environments is limited, it could be expected that future research would
shed more light on pattern specifics in such environments and would provide further
interpretation on the reported findings accounting for different learning task designs
and various levels of student language proficiency.

In conclusion, while the use of computer mediated discussions in writing in-
struction has its place in the collaborative planning and idea generation during the
pre-writing stage, the mode of the CMC interaction in the design of the pre-writing
task should be taken into account. The study revealed that the students participate
in the same task completion in a different manner depending on the mode of com-
munication. The interactive nature of the SCMC discussion might be more appro-
priate when ideas related to the future writing project are generated, while later,
when these ideas need to be refined, ordered, and organized, the ACMC mode of
peer collaboration could be considered.
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