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Abstract

Within a socio-cultural framework of language teaching and a mixed methods design, the present study explores the
emotional impact of collaborative writing activities on (non-) migrant students in formal education as well as their
perceptions towards collaboration. The study examined whether emotions and perceptions about collaboration are
differentially affected by educational level (primary vs. junior high school), educational setting (reception vs. mainstream
class) as well as students’ background (migrant, non-migrant). The data were obtained by means of questionnaires and
were analyzed both quantitatively by means of linear mixed-effects models and qualitatively by means of thematic analysis.
The results revealed that students overall exhibited more positive than negative emotions. Even more, primary school
students in the mainstream class exhibited weaker negative emotions compared to students in the reception class, and
marginally stronger positive emotions and weaker negative emotions compared to junior high school students in the
mainstream class. Primary school students in the mainstream class were the only group who did not exhibit negative
emotions towards collaboration. Furthermore, junior high school students exhibited more negative emotions and reported
more collaboration difficulties compared to primary school students, which could be associated with different
conceptualization of group work among different ages as well as with different social group dynamics between the
mainstream class of primary school and the mainstream class of junior high school along with different orientation of the
school curricula.

Keywords  migrant education, collaborative writing, dictogloss, language learning in migrant contexts, school setting,
school level, migrant background, grammar teaching intervention, group work in formal education settings

environments, is of utmost importance.

To date, studies on the emotional impact of language
teaching interventions on migrant students as well as on
their perceptions towards collaborative tasks in formal
education are limited (Busse et al., 2020, 2021). This area
of research is highly critical given that migrant students
form a highly vulnerable population, often experiencing
trauma and anxiety (Ferguson-Patrick, 2020). In addition,
migrant students do not form a uniform population, and
their educational needs may differ and/or dynamically
change across the various learning environments. For this
reason, it is highly important to study which factors may
differentially affect their emotions and perceptions
towards the learning process. This can, in turn, reveal new
insights into good teaching practices and more tailored
educational materials that promote migrant students’
educational growth as well as their well-being.

The present study is the first one, to our knowledge,
which explores (a) the emotional impact of a collaborative
language teaching intervention with migrant students, (b)
students’ perceptions towards collaboration in classroom

1. Introduction

As the child population from migrant backgrounds
grows, so too does the need for language teaching
interventions to promote their development in the
language of the host country and the language of schooling,
which is critical for their integration. Crucially, the
interventions need to be appealing to students since the
emotional impact of a teaching intervention on students is
associated with their learning process (see Franck &
Papadopoulou, 2024 for discussion). Furthermore, recent
studies embrace interventions and methods promoting
cooperative learning in migrant students since it has been
argued to facilitate language learning, socialization,
conflict management, sense of belonging, and thus,
emotional development and well-being (Ferguson-Patrick,
2020). Consequently, knowing how migrant students feel
during the learning process when certain teaching
intervention methods are employed, as well as how they
collaborate with each other in various learning
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while also exploring (c) the role of educational level
(primary vs. junior high school), educational setting
(reception vs. mainstream class), and student background
(migrant vs. non-migrant).

2. Language teaching in migrant
students: focusing on students’
emotions and collaboration in formal
education

Migrant students have been reported to exhibit lower
school satisfaction and social belonging, along with lower
school performance compared to non-migrant students
(Gobel & Frankemolle, 2020; Henschel et al., 2019).
Crucially, their school performance has been found to be
higher when they experience more happiness at school and
a high sense of belonging (OECD, 2015). Thus, designing
appealing teaching interventions which promote (all)
students’ well-being, and stimulating positive emotions
and attitudes is of paramount importance for integration
and for lowering the risk of school failure and school
dropout in the migrant population.

However, research on measuring the emotional
outcomes of language teaching on the migrant child
population is limited. To our knowledge, the existing
studies focus on EFL classes in formal school settings
(Busse et al., 2020; 2021). Given the limited studies on the
topic, more attention needs to be paid to this line of
research (Busse et al., 2020; Philp and Duchesne 2016;
Swain, 2013), and specifically to language teaching
interventions which target the language of the host country
(both in reception as well as in mainstream classes). Busse
et al. (2020; 2021) applied two language teaching
intervention studies targeting vocabulary in EFL primary
school learners of English from diverse backgrounds in
Germany. Overall, they found that learners had
significantly higher post-test performance in vocabulary as
well as higher positive emotions when the intervention
included either plurilingual practices and/or other
affective-experiential activities, and less negative emotions
when the intervention included stimulated appreciation of
plurilingualism and positive language attitudes. Frank &
Papadopoulou (2024) studied adult L2 migrant learners
learning the language of their host country, i.e., Greek and
French. They found a higher degree of positive and a lower
degree of negative emotions, as well as more positive
attitudes towards a multilingual language teaching
intervention targeting derivational morphology compared
to a traditional intervention on the same topic.

Meanwhile, despite the extensive line of research on
cooperative learning, limited research has been carried out
in school settings. When it is done, it mostly focuses on the
FL classroom and highlights that learners have positive
attitudes towards collaboration (Calzada & Garcia Mayo,
2020). Studies in school settings have found that group
work is of great help for children from diverse backgrounds,
promoting their relationships, social inclusion, and team
incorporation (Baines et al, 2017; BorGvkova &
Emanovsky, 2016). However, recent meta-analyses reveal
(a) that collaborative interactions between students from

different backgrounds were highly effective among
younger children and less effective in adolescents (Ulger et
al., 2018), and (b) that collaborative learning activities
targeting migrant, low-income, and Roma children in eight
European countries accounted for only 6% of all
interventions conducted (Aguiar et al., 2019).

3. Collaborative writing

Drawing from the notion of collaborative learning and
the socio-cultural theory of learning (Vygotsky, 1978),
collaborative writing is a communicative activity between
two or more students who compose an entire written text
together from the beginning until the end (Storch, 2018;
Howard, 2001, p. 54). All students of the group participate
and collaborate throughout all stages, and they are all
responsible for making decisions and producing the text
(Storch, 2005; Storch & Wigglesworth, 2007;
Wigglesworth & Storch, 2009). In this way, students
develop their critical thinking, argumentation, and
negotiation since they analyze and produce their own texts
while learning from each other and expanding their
perspectives (Storch & Wigglesworth, 2009).

Moreover, many studies found that collaborative
writing helps learners in their language acquisition as well
as writing skills (Donato, 1994; Swain & Lapkin, 2001).
Specifically, learners seem to attend to the form more
cautiously, which enhances more accurate language
production (Philp, Adams, & Iwashita, 2013). Students
also improve their vocabulary and text coherence (Talib &
Cheung, 2017) and establish clarity in writing (Fong, 2012).
It has also been found that pairs produced more accurate
texts compared to individuals in FL classrooms
(Basterrechea & Garcia Mayo, 2013; Dobao & Blum, 2013;
Nassaji & Tian, 2010; Wigglesworth & Storch, 2009 but see
also Kuikken & Vedder, 2012).

Additionally, collaborative writing has been argued to
work as scaffolding (Wood, Bruner, and Ross, 1976)
among peers (Cazden, 1988). Hence, it can provide a social
context for students to offer and receive support and
feedback (Berkenkotter, 1984; Donato, 1994). Studies on
the topic (i.e., Cho et al., 2006 Daiute & Dalton, 1993;
Stanley, 1992; Storch, 2005; Zhu, 2001) revealed several
types of peer scaffolds (i.e., collaborating, seeking
information, using repetition, providing compliments or
praises etc.).

Furthermore, the role of social group dynamics as well
as of affect (i.e., emotions that are generated in
collaborative learning), can greatly affect the successful
outcome of the activity (Swain and Miccoli, 1994). Group
activity towards a common goal has been argued to
promote acceptance of differences (Johnson & Johnson,
1999), enjoyment, self-esteem, and confidence in speaking
(Shehadeh, 2011). It has also been argued that it develops
opportunities for peer support even among students from
diverse/different backgrounds (Kagan, 1992). Crucially,
heterogenous groups seem to show more benefits than
homogenous groups (Dishon & O’Leary, 1984). This is
attributed to the fact that individuals from different
backgrounds tend to focus on different information in the
discourse and exhibit different perspectives (Gardner,
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1999). Thus, they can benefit from each other, embrace
diversity, and reflect positive interdependence (Slavin,
1995). However, collaborative work may also entail conflict
and disagreement among group members and particular
patterns of behavior and/or relations which are not always
conducive to learning (Storch, 2002) such as slacking or
free-riding (Brooks & Ammons, 2003; Pieterse
&Thompson, 2010), especially when students lack the
necessary collaboration skills to contribute to the team
(Oakley et al., 2007).

Importantly, from a socio-cultural perspective,
interaction between peers during group work and
emotions are tightly linked. Many scholars argue that
learners are likely to be more successful in language
learning when they are socially engaged, i.e., listening and
providing feedback to each other, and drawing from one
another’s expertise and ideas (Moranski & Toth, 2016;
Sato & Ballinger, 2016; Philp & Duchesne, 2016).

Another important factor that can influence group
dynamics is language proficiency, which can, in turn,
influence individuals’ willingness to participate (Storch,
1998). Low proficiency learners may benefit more when
paired with higher-level proficiency partners (Kim and
McDonough, 2008; Leeser, 2004 but see Storch, 1998 for
opposite results). On the other hand, other studies have
found that proficiency is not always the determining factor
in participants’ post-test performance, and that other
factors may play a crucial role, such as pair interactions
(Watanabe & Swain, 2007; Storch, 2002).

4. Dictogloss

Dictogloss (Swain et al., 1985) can be considered a
form of collaborative writing intervention. It draws from
the Output hypothesis (Swain, 2000), which argues that
grammar is learnt via comprehensible output and the
systematic effort of students to produce it promotes
acquisition and the automation of the grammatical forms.
Dictogloss includes a sequence of main stages (Kuiken &
Vedder, 2002; Wajnryb, 1990): students read or listen to a
text while they also keep notes, then they reconstruct the
text individually or in pairs/groups, and finally they
compare their version with the original one. Dictogloss
aims to provide students with opportunities to practice all
language skills (Qin, 2008) and to teach grammar (Jacobs
& Small, 2003; Nurdianingsih & Rahmawati, 2018;
Olioumtsevits et al., 2023; Yolanda, 2019). The
reconstruction stage of a dictogloss encourages
negotiation and thus languaging (Swain, 2006), i.e.,
opportunity for noticing and resolving language problems
that the learners may not have been able to resolve on their
own (Pica, 1994). Significant grammar gains have been
observed in both comprehension and production, with the
gains remaining for long after instruction (e.g., Gorman &
Ellis, 2019; Qin, 2008). In addition, as a group task,
dictogloss can be influenced by group dynamics. Thus,
students with strong personalities may prevent other
students from participating, especially during the
reconstruction stage, while more reserved students may be
reluctant to discuss or correct the text with team members
(Deveci & Ayish, 2018, p. 7).

Importantly, students’ attitudes towards dictogloss as
well as their interactions during text reconstruction and
collaboration have also been explored. Gallego (2014) and
Steward et al. (2014) found that adult foreign learners,
who were university students, exhibited positive attitudes
towards dictogloss. Deveci and Ayish (2018) also found
that adult EFL students found dictogloss appealing,
motivating, and empowering when employed as a group
activity. Crucially, the main challenge that students
exhibited was conflict and disagreement along with time
management, which in turn caused more tension. Other
challenges were recalling the details and anxiety about
writing the correct form. Limited engagement in writing
and/or lack of involvement were also reported as a source
of dissatisfaction. Kanazawa (2017) and Ahmadian et al.
(2015) also found that dictogloss increased adult EFL
students’ motivation and reduced anxiety, respectively.
Importantly, EFL children and adolescents also exhibited
a positive attitude towards dictogloss (Calzada & Garcia
Mayo, 2020; Shak, 2006) despite their (initial)
unfamiliarity with the activity (Shak, 2006).

5. The present study
5.1. Research questions

In the present study, we explore learners’ emotions
and attitudes towards dictogloss, and more particularly, its
collaborative aspect by focusing on the role of migrant
background, educational level, and school setting.

RQz1: To what extent does dictogloss influence migrant
students’ positive and negative emotions? And is this
influence modulated by the students’ educational level and
educational setting?

We expect higher positive and lower negative
emotions if the intervention is appealing.

RQ2: To what extent does dictogloss influence
students’ positive and negative emotions within the
mainstream classroom? And is this influence modulated
by the students’ educational level and background?

We expect higher positive and lower negative
emotions if the intervention is appealing.

RQ3: How did students experience their collaboration
in class? Is this experience mediated by the students’
educational level, educational setting, and background?

We expect that if students have a positive
collaboration experience, they will exhibit more positive
emotions towards collaborating with each other and fewer
collaboration difficulties.

Given the lack of prior research in these populations,
no hypothesis was formed regarding the role of
educational level, educational setting, and students’
background.

5.2. Participants

One hundred and sixteen students participated in the
present study (Table 1). The data were collected from 6
primary and junior high schools in the western part of
Thessaloniki (Greece), including the outskirts. To explore
the role of educational level, educational setting, and
(non-)migrant background, there were six groups of
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students presented in Table 1 along with their age range,

school grade, and mean years of stay in Greece.

Table 1. Number and groups of participants by students’ Background, Educational level, and Educational
setting, along with age range, school grade, and mean years of stay in Greece (standard deviation (SD) in

parentheses).
1.\T .0 f Background Educational level Educational setting Age School grade Mear.l years of

participants range stay in Greece

18 migrant primary school mainstream class 11-12 6th grade 9.3 (SD=2.9)

19 non-migrant primary school mainstream class 11-12 6th grade -

17 migrant primary school reception class 10-12 5 &6thgrade 5.1 (SD=0.8)

27 migrant junior high school mainstream class 13-17 2nd & 3rdgrade 9.3 (SD=5)

17 non-migrant  junior high school mainstream class 13-15 27 & 3rd grade -

18 migrant junior high school reception class 12-18  1st-3rd grade 5.1 (SD=2.8)

Migrant students’ languages were: Albanian, Arabic,
Armenian, Chinese, Georgian, English, Polish, Russian,
Ukrainian, and Kurdish. Five migrant students in junior

high school were older than the typical age for these grades.

Students in the reception classes had approximately 5
years of mean stay in Greece and had a proficiency level
between advanced A2 and intermediate Bi. This
information was reported by their teachers based on their
placement tests at the beginning of the school year. In the
mainstream classes, 85% of the students had a proficiency
level between advanced B1 and C1level, and approximately
9 years of mean stay. All non-migrant students were native
speakers of Greek (L1) and were all born and raised in
Greece.

5.3. Methods

5.3.1. Dictogloss: teaching intervention protocols and
procedure.

Two teaching protocols were implemented. In the first
one, the (non-)migrant groups in the mainstream classes
of junior high school conducted two dictogloss activities
about the life and action of Nelson Mandela. The first text
targeted vocabulary and the second one indirect speech
and the formation of indirect questions. The second
protocol was conducted by the rest of the groups and
included two dictogloss activities about two friends
exchanging voice messages about a theater performance
and a funny day in the park. These texts targeted the
formation and meaning of verbal aspect in Greek, which is
a vulnerable phenomenon in L2 Greek (Karpava et al.,
2012; Tsimpli & Papadopoulou, 2009). Both teaching
protocols were applied after discussion with the teachers
regarding the needs of their class. The students first
listened to the pre-recorded text presented at a natural
pace and were asked to listen for comprehension. Then,
they listened to the text two more times at a slower pace
and were asked to note down key words/notes that would
later help them reconstruct the missing parts of the text.
Then, they had to complete these parts in groups of two to
four members. Finally, they had to compare their version
with the original text and make amendments, using a pen
with a different colour.

5.3.2. Emotions questionnaire

t Since we do not focus on the language learning gains of the teaching
protocols but on their emotional impact on students and the
collaboration among them, we do not present the protocols into more

To explore RQ1 and RQ2, students conducted an
emotion questionnaire. The questionnaire was an adapted
version of the emotion questionnaire in Franck and
Papadopoulou (2024). Students were asked to rate the
strength of the emotions they had experienced during the
intervention. Thirteen emotions were tested, including
both positive and negative ones. Furthermore, epistemic
emotions (confusion, curiosity, excitement, frustration,
and surprise) and a subgroup of achievement emotions
(anger, enjoyment, despair, hope, shame, and pride) from
the Achievement Emotions Questionnaire AEQ-S (Frenzel
et al., 2009) were employed. Emotions that are considered
both epistemic and achievement emotions (boredom and
anxiety) were also included. Answers were given on a 5-
point Likert scale (1 = “Hardly at all”; 5 = “Very strong”).
The meaning of each emotion was orally explained by the
researcher, and examples were given to make sure that the
students understood each one of them. Detailed
instructions were also given by the researcher for the
completion of the questionnaire. Students chose between
the Greek version of the questionnaire and the version in
their own first language.

5.3.3. Open-ended questionnaire

To explore RQ3, an open-ended questionnaire was
conducted, including three questions (Q1-3). Q1 asked
students how they felt while collaborating with their team
members. Q2 asked students what difficulties they faced as
a team (at group level) during collaborating with each
other, and what would have mitigated these difficulties. Q3
asked students what difficulties they faced personally (as
individuals) during collaborating with each other, and
what would have mitigated these difficulties.

5.4. Data analysis

For RQs 1-2, linear mixed effects models were
conducted in R (Version 4.4.1; R Core Team, 2023) on the
emotional ratings of students predicted by the fixed effects
of Emotion type, Educational level, and Educational
setting as well as their interaction (RQ1) and Emotion type,
Educational level, and Background as well as their
interaction (RQ2). The random part included a random
effect for students and a random slope for Emotion type.

In RQ3, responses were analyzed qualitatively by

detail in terms of their language structures in the present study.
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means of thematic analysis (Braun & Clarke, 2006). In this
way, recurring themes and insights related to the students’
emotions and perceptions towards collaboration in the
dictogloss task were identified. Both authors
collaboratively analyzed the responses on several
occasions. Similar responses were grouped and manually
identified to generate common themes. The research team
refined the themes, and after reaching a consensus on their
relevance, the main themes were identified:

(a) emotions towards collaboration (Q1):
negative, and neuter responses,

(b) group level (Q2) and individual level difficulties (Q3)
towards collaboration: internal difficulties (i.e., due
to language proficiency, due to memory demands,
due to note taking), collaboration difficulties (i.e.,

positive,

disagreeing, not sharing the notes, covering the text
with their body, not participating in the discussion),
no difficulties, and difficulties related to the materials.

6. Results

In terms of RQ1, the results are illustrated in Figure 1.
Model results (Table 2) revealed a main effect of Emotion
type, indicating that students assigned significantly higher
ratings to positive emotions compared to negative ones.
The three-way interaction was also significant, reflecting
that the significant effect of Emotion type depends on both
educational level and educational setting.

primary school junior high school
3.4
2.9 I
31 I 2.8
o
4
294 18 Educational Setting
c
ﬁ ]: 1.6 16 . mainstream class
E 13 I reception class
©
[0}
=
14
0 -
positive negative positive negative

Emotion Type

Figure 1. Emotional ratings by school level and educational setting.

Table 2. Model results for emotional ratings predicted by Emotion type, Educational level, and Educational
setting

b se t 1)

Emotion type

1.501 0.152 9.86 <.001

Educational level

0.025 0.154 0.16 .872

Educational setting

-0.103 0.144 -0.72 .476

Emotion type * Educational level

0.247 0.305 0.81 .421

Emotion type * Educational setting

0.238 0.285 0.84 .406

Educational level * Educational setting

0.230 0.289 0.80 .427

Emotion type * Educational level * Educational setting 1.326

0.570 2.33 .002

Between-group pairwise comparisons (via emmeans
package (Lenth, 2000) and adjusted p-values with Tukey
correction) revealed that all groups assigned higher ratings
to positive compared to negative emotions (all p-
values< .05). Furthermore, when contrasting Educational
setting (mainstream vs. reception class), there was a
significant difference between the mainstream and
reception class in primary school for the negative emotions
(b= -0.439; se= 0.214; t= 2.05; p= .044), indicating that
migrant students in the mainstream class of primary
school assigned lower ratings to the negative emotions
compared to migrant students in the reception class of

primary school. The rest of the three comparisons were not
significant (positive emotions of primary school students
in the mainstream class vs. positive emotions of primary
school students in the reception class: b= 0.462; se= 0.356;
t= 1.30; p= .197, positive emotions of junior high school
students in the mainstream class vs. positive emotions of
junior high school students in the reception class: b= -
0.431; se= 0.351; t= -1.23; p= .225, negative emotions of
junior high school students in the mainstream class vs.
negative emotions of junior high school students in the
reception class: b=-0.006; se= 0.190; t=-0.030; p= .976).

When contrasting Educational level (primary vs.
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junior high school), there were two marginally significant
differences: migrant students in the mainstream class of
primary school assigned marginally higher ratings for
positive emotions compared to the migrant students in the
mainstream class of junior high school (b= 0.595; se=
0.304; t= 1.95; p= .055) and marginally lower ratings for
negative emotions compared to the migrant students in the
mainstream class of junior high school (b= -0.315; se=
0.167; t= -1.89; p= .064). The rest of the two comparisons
were not significant (positive emotions of primary school
students in the reception class vs. positive emotions of
junior high school students in the reception class: b= -
0.298; se= 0.422; t= -0.707; p= .482, negative emotions of
primary school students in the reception class vs. negative
emotions of junior high school students in the reception
class: b= 0.118; se= 0.236; t= 0.502; p= .618).
Furthermore, the role of Educational setting and

primary school, mainstream class

shameful 1 1.1
frustrated 12
bored 1.3
hopeless 1.3
confused - 1.4
angry 1 1.4
anxious - 1.5
surprised - 2.6
curious A 2.7
proud - 3.5
hopeful A 3.7
excited q 3.7
enjoyed A 3.9

Emotion

junior high school, mainstream class

shameful q 1.6
frustrated q 1.5
bored 4 1.9
hopeless - 1.3
confused - 21
angry 1.6
anxious - 1.5
surprised - 25
curious - 23
proud - 3
hopeful - 2.8
excited q 2.9
enjoyed A 3.4

Educational level was further explored for each emotion
separately, following Franck & Papadopoulou (2024). The
means are presented in Figure 2. The analysis revealed that
there was an interaction between the two factors for the
emotion of curiosity (b= -0.386; se= 0.165; t= -2.34;
p= .023), reflecting that primary school students in
reception classes were less curious than students in the
mainstream class and the students at junior high school
(p-values < .05). There was also a main effect of
Educational setting for the emotion of confusion (b= -
0.559; se= 0.171; t= -3.27; p=.002), reflecting that migrant
students in reception classes felt more confused compared
to migrant students in mainstream classes (p< .05). There
was also a main effect of Educational level (b= 0.231; se=
0.110; t= 2.10; p= .004) such that junior high school
students felt more shame than primary school students
(p< .05).

primary school, reception class

shameful q 1
frustrated - 1.9
bored q 22
hopeless 1.2
confused 4 2.7
angry 1 1.4
anxious - 1.9
surprised 1.9
curious 1.6
proud 1 3.1
hopeful - 3.7
excited 1 3.6
enjoyed 3.8

junior high school, reception class

shameful q 1.5
frustrated q 1.3
bored 4 22
hopeless 4 1.2
confused 1 3
angry 1 1
anxious - 1.3
surprised 29
curious 25
proud 4 2.9
hopeful - 3.5
excited 4 3.7
enjoyed - 3.9

0 2 4

Mean Emotional Rating (1-5)

Figure 2. Mean emotional ratings per emotion by educational setting. Positive emotions are visualized with
dark grey colour and negative emotions with light grey colour.

In terms of RQ2, the effects of Background,
Educational level, and Emotion type were analyzed. The
results are illustrated in Figure 3. The model results (Table
3) revealed a main effect of Emotion type, indicating that
students assigned significantly higher ratings to positive

emotions compared to negative emotions. The three-way
interaction was also significant, reflecting that the
significant effect of Emotion type depends on both
Educational level and Background.
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primary school

3.4

[

Mean Rating (1-5)

15
13
I

3.1
34
24
1
04

pos;tive negétive

junior high school
2.8 28
Background
1.6 . non-migrant
=ln .
migrant
1.2 .
positive negative

Emotion Type

Figure 3. Mean emotional ratings by school level and background.

Table 3. Model results for emotional ratings predicted by Emotion type, students’ Background, and Educational

level.
b se t P
Emotion type -0.795 0.044 -17.9 <.001
Educational level -0.118 0.065 -1.82 .074
Background -0.045 0.065 -0.69 .491
Emotion type * Educational level 0.107 0.044 2.407 .016
Emotion type * Background 0.002 0.044 0.06 .957
Educational level * Background -0.040 0.066 -0.60 .549
Emotion type * Educational level * Background -0.108 0.044 -2.44 .015

Pairwise comparisons revealed that all groups
assigned higher ratings to positive emotions compared to
negative emotions (all p-values< .05). Furthermore, when
contrasting Background (migrant vs. non-migrant
students), no significant differences were found (all p-
values > .05), indicating that migrant students and non-
migrant students within the same educational level (i.e.,
migrant vs. non-migrant students in primary school,
migrant vs. non-migrant students in junior high school)
assigned similar emotional ratings.

However, when contrasting Educational level
(primary vs. junior high school), it was found that migrant
students in primary school exhibited significantly stronger
positive emotions compared to migrant students in junior
high school (positive emotions of migrant students in
primary school vs. positive emotions of migrant students
in junior high school: b= 0.587; se= 0.187; t= 3.14;
p= .002), while non-migrant students did not (positive
emotions of non-migrant students in primary school vs.
positive emotions of non-migrant students in junior high
school: b= 0.313; se= 0.266; t= 1.18; p= .241). The rest of

the comparisons were not significant (negative emotions
of migrant students in primary school vs. negative
emotions of migrant students in junior high school: b= -
0.272; se= 0.178; t= -1.53; p= .128; negative emotions of
non-migrant students in primary school vs. negative
emotions of non-migrant students in junior high school:
b= 0.318; se= 0.251; t= 1.27; p= .207).

Furthermore, the role of Background and Educational
level in the mainstream class was further explored for each
emotion separately. The means are presented in Figure 4.
The analysis revealed that there was a main effect of
Educational level for the emotion of hope (b= 0.596; se=
0.206; t= 2.89; p= .005), reflecting that primary school
students felt more hopeful than junior high school
students. There was also a significant interaction between
Background and Educational level (b= 0.350; se= 0.158;
t= 2.22; p= .031) reflecting that non-migrant students in
primary school felt more confused compared to non-
migrant students in junior high school and compared to
migrant students in primary and junior high school (all p-
values < .05).
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primary school, non-migrant students

shameful - 11
hopeless 1.2
anxious - 14
angry 4 1.4
frustrated 4 1.6
bored 4 1.9
confused - 22
curious - 24
surprised 27
proud 2.7
hopeful 4 3.6
enjoyed q 3.6
excited q 3.7

Emotion

junior high school, non-migrant students

shameful - 1
hopeless 1
anxious - 1.4
angry 4 1
frustrated - 1
bored 1 1.6
confused - 1.6
curious - 2.9
surprised 2.7
proud 2.7
hopeful 4 21
enjoyed - 3
excited q 3.6

primary school, migrant students

shameful - 1.1
hopeless 4 1.3
anxious - 1.5
angry 14
frustrated 1.2
bored q 13
confused - 14
curious - 2.7
surprised 26
proud 35
hopeful q 3.7
enjoyed 3.9
excited q 3.7

junior high school, migrant students

shameful - 1.6
hopeless 13
anxious - 1.5
angry 1 1.6
frustrated q 15
bored 1 1.9
confused - 21
curious - 23
surprised - 25
proud 3
hopeful q 2.8
enjoyed 34
excited q 29

0 2 4

Mean Emotional Rating (1-5)

Figure 4. Mean emotional rating per emotion by Educational level and students’ Background. Positive
emotions are visualized with dark grey colour and negative emotions with light grey colour.

In terms of RQ3, the students’ questionnaire
responses (Q1-Q3) are presented. Below, we report
students’ responses by educational level, educational
setting, and educational background. We first report the
percentages of students’ responses in each Question (Table
4) based on the thematic analysis. Then, we report the
most representative responses of each group.

Table 4 reflects that there is a clear distinction
between primary and junior high school students, with
primary school students experiencing more positive
emotions compared to junior high school students
(primary school: migrant students in mainstream class
100%, non-migrant students in mainstream class 86%,
migrant students in reception classes 88%; junior high
school: migrant students in mainstream class 70%, non-
migrant students in mainstream class 60%, migrant
students in reception classes 65%) as well as more limited
collaboration difficulties at group level (primary school:
migrant students in mainstream class 5%, non-migrant
students in mainstream class 27%, migrant students in
reception classes 23%; junior high school: migrant
students in mainstream class 38%, non-migrant students
in mainstream class 55%, migrant students in reception
classes 50%) and individually (primary school: migrant
students in mainstream class 5%, non-migrant students in
mainstream class 13%, migrant students in reception
classes 0%; junior high school: migrant students in
mainstream class 37%, non-migrant students in
mainstream class 0%, migrant students in reception
classes 10%).

Furthermore, primary school students experienced
more internal difficulties compared to junior high school
students at group level (primary school: migrant students
in mainstream class 50%, non-migrant students in
mainstream class 32%, migrant students in reception
classes 30%; junior high school: migrant students in
mainstream class 22%, non-migrant students in
mainstream class 0%, migrant students in reception
classes 20%) and individually (primary school: migrant
students in mainstream class 45%, non-migrant students
in mainstream class 60%, migrant students in reception
classes 60%; junior high school: migrant students in
mainstream class 22%, non-migrant students in
mainstream class 0%, migrant students in reception
classes 20%).

Thus, the present findings reflect that the increased
positive emotions of primary school students are
associated with having better collaboration experiences
compared to junior high school students, even though the
former faced more internal difficulties (i.e., difficulties in
note taking, in remembering parts of the text, in time
management etc.). The above finding is further reflected in
the group of migrant students in the mainstream class,
given that all students experienced positive emotions
(100%) for their collaboration and exhibited scarce
collaboration difficulties (5%). On the other hand, non-
migrant students in mainstream class were the group who
experienced the weakest positive emotions (60%) and the
most frequent collaboration difficulties (55%). Difficulties
with materials were reported less than 15% across groups.
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Table 4. Percentage of responses per question and theme by students’ Background, Educational level and
Educational setting

Primary school Junior high school
Migrant Non-migrant Migrant Migrant Non-migrant Migrant
students in students in studentsin  students in students in students in
mainstream mainstream reception mainstream mainstream reception
class class class class class class
Q1 Emotions
towards
collaboration
Positive 100 86 88 70 60 65
Neutral 0] 14 12 10 20 15
Negative 0 0 0 20 20 20
Q2 Difficulties
as a group
Collaboration 5 27 23 38 55 50
Internal 50 32 30 22 0] 20
Materials 0] 14 0] 3 0] o]
No difficulties 45 27 47 37 45 30
Q3 Individual
difficulties
Collaboration 5 13 0] 37 0] 10
Internal 45 60 60 22 0] 20
Materials 0 0 13 3 0 20
No difficulties 55 27 27 38 100 50

All migrant students in the primary classroom
reported positive emotions (see (1) and (2) below) for
collaborating with their classmates and they mainly
expressed joy and happiness (Q1). Crucially, no student
reported negative emotions. Most of the difficulties they
faced with their teams (Q2) were attributed to internal
reasons, as noted in (3) (i.e., spelling errors/orthography,
taking notes, and remembering words when filling out the
gaps). However, there were two students who reported
collaboration difficulties (4). At an individual level (Q3),
half of the students reported that they experienced
difficulties related to internal reasons see for example (5).
The students reported that (a) paying attention to the
pictures of the story, and (b) guessing the missing
word/phrase based on the preceding/following part of the
text were helpful strategies.

(1) “I felt happy because we did the activity together
with my friend.”

(2) “I liked it a lot. We worked in teams in nice and
smart ways.”

(3) “Our team needed a bit more time for the notes.”

(4) “My classmate wrote fast, and I could not see
where she was when writing. Thus, I could not do much.”

(5) “I had some difficulties when I had to listen and
write at the same time.”

Non-migrant students in the mainstream classroom
of primary school mainly reported positive emotions (Q1)
for collaborating with their classmates (6) except for three
students who gave neutral answers (7). Nobody gave a
negative response. In Q2, the students reported some
internal difficulties (8), difficulties due to collaboration (9),
and no difficulties with their team (10). At an individual
level (Q3), half of the students reported internal difficulties
(11). There were few difficulties due to collaboration (12)
and materials (13). In terms of their recommendations (i.e.,

what would have mitigated their individual or group
difficulties), most students reported that they would like to
learn how to collaborate more effectively, and to practice
their skills in relation to dictogloss (note taking while
listening, guessing what is missing based on the pictures
etc.).

(6) “I felt very nice because I had a very helpful
partner, and we collaborated nicely.”

(7) “It was ok.”

(8) “We had difficulties in finding/remembering the
missing word because we did not take notes, but the
pictures were very helpful.”

(9) “My classmate wasn't listening to what I was
saying at all. I wish he was!”

(10) “Nothing was difficult for us because we were
really good and worked together.”

(11) “The main difficulty I had was to fill out the gaps
fast and accurately. Practicing this further would help me.”

(12) “The partner I had.”

(13) “The first text was difficult. The second one was
easier.”

Most of the migrant students in the reception class of
primary school reported positive emotions (Q1) for
collaborating with their classmates (14) and they mainly
expressed joy and happiness. Three students gave more
neutral responses (15). Nobody gave a negative response.
Overall, half of the students reported no collaboration
difficulties (Q2). Most of the difficulties were internal (16).
However, there were also some difficulties due to
collaboration (17). At an individual level (Q3), half of the
students reported that they experienced some internal
difficulties, which were mostly resolved via collaboration
(18). Two students reported difficulties with materials (19).

(14) “Perfect! I really enjoyed that I was in the same
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team together with my friends and I want to do that more
often.”

(15) “It was ok, but I wanted to do this by myself too.”

(16) “We did not have any. When I did not remember
something, my friend helped me, and I also helped him.”

(17) “My partner wanted to complete some gaps
herself, but she couldn’t. I helped her and from that point
all went well.”

(18) “I forgot some words, but my team knew them
and helped me a lot.

(19) “It was difficult, the text was fast.”

Most of the migrant students in the mainstream class
of junior high school reported positive emotions, feeling
joy and closeness due to their collaboration (20). However,
neutral and negative responses about collaboration were
also present (21-23). The negative emotions were anger,
dissatisfaction, and anxiety. In Q2, approximately half of
the students reported that they had difficulties in
collaboration (24, 25). Six students also reported internal
difficulties and difficulties with the materials (26). At an
individual level (Q3), half of the students reported that
they experienced difficulties because of
inefficient/insufficient collaboration (28-29). There were
also some internal difficulties (30). In terms of
recommendations, practicing their collaboration skills was
reported by one student. For internal difficulties,
collaboration with friends, translation, and listening to the
text one more time were recommended.

(20) “I felt that I came closer to my classmates since
we worked together, and we made it.”

(21) “Not good, not bad. If I was in another team, it
would have been better.”

(22) “I got angry because of the other members of the
team. They believe that I was the problem. I did not enjoy
it at all.”

(23) “In the beginning I was feeling comfortable and
nice full of hope for the win. Then, everything changed, and
this is why we did not win the first time.”

(24) “We were shouting at each other and disagreed.
Nothing helped. I did everything myself.”

(25) “We could not collaborate well because two
members of the team did not know Greek well.”

(26) “The listening was fast; it should have been
slower.”

(27) “Personally, I had difficulties working with these
members.”

(28) “I could not think and concentrate because of my
team. It would have been better if I was in another team.”

(29) “T got stressed because of the members of my
team.”

(30) “I did not know some words. I needed translation
from the phone or my friends.”

Most of the non-migrant students in the mainstream
class of junior high school reported positive emotions (31),
feeling joy and satisfaction due to their collaboration (Q1).
However, neutral and negative responses (32, 33) were
also present. The negative emotion was dissatisfaction.
Half of the students reported that the difficulties they
experienced with their team (Q2) were attributed to
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collaboration (34). No individual difficulties were reported
(Q3). With respect to their recommendations, they would
like to have collaborated more effectively.

(31) “It was nice that we worked in teams, much better
than if we had to work individually.”

(32) “It was ok, but I prefer to work alone.”

(33) “The team was not very responsive and active,
and this is why did not performed well.”

(34) “Difficulties in understanding each other. It
would have been better if we had collaborated more
effectively.”

Most of the migrant students in the reception class of
junior high school reported positive emotions (Q1), feeling
joy and satisfaction due to their collaboration (35).
However, neutral and negative responses about
collaboration were also present (36). The negative
emotions were disappointment and dissatisfaction. Half of
the students reported difficulties due to collaboration (Q2)
(37-38). Some limited internal difficulties were also
reported (39). At an individual level (Q3), half of the
students reported no difficulties. When difficulties were
reported, they were attributed to internal reasons (40) or
to materials (41). In terms of recommendations, one
student reported that more time would have been
beneficial due to communication issues, and another
student reported that working individually would have
been a solution. Finally, only one student reported that
practicing their collaboration skills would be important.

(35) “Great! I really enjoyed it! My partner was very
helpful.”

(36) “Not so good. My partner could not help, and he
was very slow.”

(37) “My partner did everything herself so I could not
do much.”

(38) “I did not trust my partner and I did everything
by myself.”

(39) “My team needed more time to fill out the gaps.”

(40) “T had to think a bit more about putting the verb
in the correct form”.

(41) “It was difficult to listen and write notes”.

7. Discussion

The present study explored students’ emotions and
collaboration experience when performing collaborative
writing by means of dictogloss activities. The study tested
the role of educational level, educational setting, and
student background on the emotional impact of dictogloss
as well as students’ perceptions about their collaboration.

Three RQs were addressed. RQ1 and RQ2 focused on
the emotional impact of dictogloss on students. RQ1 asked
whether educational level (primary school vs. junior high
school), educational setting (mainstream class vs.
reception class), and type of emotion (positive vs. negative
emotions) influenced students’ emotional ratings during
dictogloss. RQ2 asked whether educational level (primary
school vs. junior high school), type of emotion (positive vs.
negative), and background (non-migrant vs. migrant
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students) influenced students’ emotional ratings in the
mainstream class. RQ3 explored students’ perceptions
about their collaboration during the task.

The results for RQ1 showed that migrant students
experienced more positive than negative emotions during
dictogloss, and that educational level and educational
setting differentially affected their emotions. Specifically,
migrant students in primary school experienced weaker
negative emotions in the mainstream class compared to
the reception class, while migrant students in junior high
school exhibited similar strength of negative emotions in
the mainstream and the reception class. Furthermore,
migrant students in the mainstream class of primary
school experienced marginally stronger positive emotions
and weaker negative emotions compared to the migrant
students in the mainstream class of junior high school.

The fact that all students overall exhibited higher
positive and lower negative emotions, even though they
were all unfamiliar with the task, is in line with the findings
of RQ3 (see below the discussion for Q1). The positive
emotional impact of dictogloss has also been found in
previous studies with FL learners (Ahmadian et al., 2015;
Deveci & Ayish, 2018; Gallego, 2014; Kanazawa, 2017).

In addition, the weaker negative emotions found for
the primary school migrant students in the mainstream
class compared to the reception class could be attributed
to the high sense of belonging and happiness that the
former group has developed within the mainstream class.
This is also enhanced by the fact that this was the only
group who reported only positive feelings for their
collaboration and had almost no collaboration difficulties
(see below, RQ3). The present findings are in line with
findings demonstrating that migrant students are better
supported long-term in the mainstream class where the
appropriate scaffolding promotes better integration and
peer interaction (Hunt, 2024).

However, this group of students also exhibited
(marginally) higher positive and lower negative emotions
compared to the junior high school migrant students in the
mainstream class. This marginal difference is present even
though junior high school students also attended schools
where inclusivity, interculturalism and peer collaboration
were highly valued and embraced. This finding reflects
that the mainstream class may not have the same positive
impact on migrant adolescents and migrant children.
Migrant adolescents in the mainstream class have been
reported to feel anxiety and discomfort when they cannot
express themselves (Horgan et al., 2022). Furthermore,
adolescents face greater academic and social challenges in
the mainstream class related to language acquisition,
curriculum complexity and social integration, in addition
to the commonly observed academic gaps in their formal
education (Ahad & Benton, 2018; Horgan et al., 2022;
Wong and Schweitzer, 2017). On the other hand, the
mainstream class in primary schools tend to be more
inclusive, and students perform group activities more
often, which was also confirmed by the teachers. Thus,
migrant children are more familiar and feel more at ease
with group work in the mainstream class compared to the
adolescent migrant learners.

When looking at each individual emotion, we found
that primary school students in the reception class
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exhibited weaker curiosity compared to the rest of the
groups. Curiosity is an epistemic emotion and for this
reason, it may be less pronounced in migrant children with
lower levels of proficiency. Perhaps due to the internal
difficulties they faced (see discussion in RQ3), they were
less likely to feel as curious as the other groups.
Furthermore, students in the reception classes exhibited
more confusion compared to students in the mainstream
classes. This is not surprising given that dictogloss requires
intensive cognitive processing and active listening skills,
especially among L2 learners (Deveci & Ayish, 2018).
Importantly, based on students’ responses to the open-
ended questions (see RQ3 below), this confusion seems to
have stemmed from their unfamiliarity with the task and
the cognitive demands of dictogloss rather than from not
understanding the instructions. Even more, junior high
school students felt more shame compared to primary
school students, which relates to the fact that adolescents
tend to exhibit more shyness when they are asked to do
group work (see Bowker et al., 2023 for discussion on
shyness in adolescence).

The results for RQ2 showed that both migrant and
non-migrant students in the mainstream class experienced
more positive than negative emotions during dictogloss,
reflecting that the activity has positive emotional impact
on all students of the mainstream class. However, migrant
students experienced stronger positive emotions in
primary school compared to migrant students in junior
high school, as also found in RQ1 (see the discussion
above). Furthermore, non-migrant students felt more
confused than migrant students in primary school, and
less confused than migrant students in junior high school.
This interaction could be attributed to the fact that migrant
students in primary schools, due to their flexibility to adapt
into new contexts, follow new instructions and tasks more
easily. On the other hand, in junior high school, migrant
students in the mainstream class may find the content of
the activity academically more challenging compared to
the non-migrant students of the mainstream class. In
addition, primary school students felt more hopeful
compared to junior high school students, which also aligns
with the characteristics of adolescents (i.e., they tend to be
less optimistic) (Bowers & Powers, 2023; Long et al., 2024).

The results for RQ3 showed that students exhibited
mainly positive emotions across the different groups,
although not to the same extent. This is in line with the
emotional ratings of the emotional questionnaire (RQ1-2).
Furthermore, the group which exhibited only positive
emotions when asked about their feelings towards
collaboration (Q1) was the group of migrant students in the
mainstream class of primary school. This is in line with the
students’ emotional ratings in the emotional questionnaire
(see discussion in RQ1). Furthermore, primary school
students overall did not report negative emotions as
opposed to junior high school students, whose negative
emotions mostly attributed to collaboration difficulties.

In Q2 of the open-ended questionnaire, junior high
school students reported primarily difficulties in
collaboration, while primary school students reported
mostly internal difficulties. This also aligns with the
responses in Q1. Thus, primary school students in the
mainstream class who reported only positive emotions,
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also reported the lowest extent of collaboration difficulties
(5%). Furthermore, migrant students in mainstream
classes seem to report better collaboration compared to
migrant students in the reception classes and compared to
non-migrant students in the mainstream classes. However,
they mostly experience internal difficulties. Additionally,
issues with materials were scarce, reflecting that they
found them appropriate.

In Q3, migrant students in the mainstream class of
junior high school exhibited an increased percentage of
collaboration difficulties when reporting their difficulties
at an individual level. Importantly, this is the group in
which conflicts and intense disagreement occurred during
collaboration.

With respect to the students’ suggestions of mitigating
the difficulties they experienced (either at group level or
individually) throughout their collaboration, primary
school students’ responses reflected their wish and hope
for better collaboration in the future and willingness to
further practice this skill. Furthermore, in primary school,
a series of internal difficulties were resolved via good
collaboration since students reported that they helped
each other when group and/or individual internal
difficulties arose, reflecting solidarity, respect, and
accountability. In junior high school, students mostly
reported suggestions that are not constructive (i.e., change
teams, stop collaborating, working individually). There
was a limited number of students which acknowledged
that further practice and knowledge is required to
collaborate more efficiently.

The different collaboration patterns between the two
educational levels can be explained from various
perspectives. Primary school students may be more
familiar with group work and practice their collaboration
skills more often than junior high school students. On the
other hand, the curriculum in Greek junior high schools is
more oriented to individual written evaluation and less
time, in turn, is devoted to group work, collaboration,
negotiation. This is reflected in junior high school students’
responses which were more focused on performance and
successful completion of the dictogloss compared to
primary school students. Furthermore, adolescents and
children have been found to exhibit different perceptions
about group work accompanied by different cognitive and
social strategies (Bereiter & Scardamalia, 1987) employed
to perform the group activity (Leman, 2015). Specifically,
children have been found to view group work as a source
of information, while adolescents as an opportunity to
construct knowledge together. This could explain why
adolescents emphasized on collaboration (difficulties)
given the more “socialized” view of group collaboration
(Leman et al., 2015, p. 819).

In terms of language proficiency and years of stay in
the host-country, we observe no across-the-board
difference between migrant and non-migrant students or
between migrant students in mainstream classes and in
reception classes. However, we found that migrant
students in the reception classes experienced more
confusion compared to migrant students in the
mainstream class, which we attribute to their lower
proficiency and years of stay in the host country along with
the cognitive demands of the task.
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7.1. Implications for teaching practice

The present study highlights the overall positive
emotional impact of dictogloss on different groups of
(non-)migrant students in formal educational settings and
enhances its application within the mainstream and
reception classroom.

However, the study shows that students also exhibited
certain difficulties, mainly due to the cognitive and
language demands of the activity as well as collaboration
difficulties that arose mainly in junior high school. This is
crucial for teaching practice given that these students were
unfamiliar with this activity. Thus, the present study
indicates that further practice is needed so that learners
maximally benefit from dictogloss. The study also suggests
that teachers should not assume that students already
know how to work together efficiently (Johnson & Johnson,
1999). Specifically, teachers may need to explicitly explain
the value of collaborative learning (Nunan, 1988) to their
students to increase their awareness about group work.
Group work is not always efficient and productive, and
teachers should help learners further develop their
decision making, trust-building and conflict management
skills (Deveci & Ayish, 2018; Johnson & Johnson, 1999).
Finally, teachers need to consider age differences
accompanied by different social and cognitive
competencies and their impact on group work.
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