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ABSTRACT

The purposes of this quasi-experimental study were to examine the effects of the
integration of the process/genre approach (hereafter cited as PGA) and blog on EFL college
students’ writing development, and the changes of the use of writing strategies. A total of
thirty-four second-year English major undergraduates who were randomly labelled as the
control and experimental groups took part in this eight-week programme. An English writing
essay and the questionnaires were completed in both the pre-test and post-test to
contribute to accumulating quantitative data, while the observations and interviews
provided qualitative data. The quantitative data was computed by applying IBM SPSS
statistics to find the differences as well as the correlations, while the qualitative data was
interpreted by myself to explore possible reasons and explanations to support the

quantitative outcomes and to answer the research questions.

The difference test revealed that there were statistically significant differences on the
participants’ English writing performances in both groups. There were some statistically
significant differences in terms of the students’ perceptions of the PGA in both groups, as
well as perceptions of the blog writing in the experimental group. However, neither the
control group nor the experimental group showed significant differences in terms of the use
of writing strategies after the treatments. The correlation tests also indicated significant
different correlations between the two groups in which the results in the experimental

group had greater significances.

In terms of the qualitative research findings, several obstacles had been found to be
considered before conducting this type of class. However, encouraging feedback regarding
the instruction had been indicated by the students to explain how they perceived the
application of the PGA as well as blogs in their writing classrooms, and how the instruction

developed their English writing competence.

Keywords: college students, EFL writing, blog, process/genre approach, writing strategies
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CHAPTER ONE: INTRODUCTION

This chapter provides an overview of this work, including the backgrounds and motivations
of this study that are presented in section 1.1. The purposes of this study and research
guestions are presented in section 1.2. The significance, originality, and contribution of this
study are presented in section 1.3. Definitions of the key terms are presented in section 1.4,

and the structures of the thesis are presented in section 1.5.

1.1 Backgrounds and Motivations of this Study

According to a recent report conducted by Education First (2015), a private language
training company whose data is widely used for academic, official, or business purposes,
English is the primary international language, and fluency in this language is regarded as a
fundamental skill for students in different educational systems worldwide. In addition,
English is the dominant international language in the twenty-first century, as 1.75 billion
people — a quarter of the current world’s population, use it. The British Council thereby
reported in 2013 that English is an important tool for one’s professional future in the
workplace. The Taiwanese government also perceives the importance of English in this age
of globalisation, so English education has been implemented officially and formally as a
foreign language (hereafter cited as FL) in the primary education curriculum since 2001 to

contribute to adapting to contemporary trend (Chen, 2014).

Taiwanese English learners learn English via regular classes in schools, television broadcasts,
magazines, among other means. However, most of them learn English through reiterative
recitation and rote memorisation (Yang & Chen, 2007) because English is not the vehicle for
everyday communication in this English as a Foreign Language (hereafter cited as EFL)
learning context, and it is rarely used for daily communication in Taiwan (Wu, Yen, & Marek,
2011). Chen (2014) indicated that the English using rate among Taiwanese in different
occasions in daily lives is quite low, and they spend very little time using English every day

since it is very seldom used as a tool for cognition or socialisation in Taiwan.

In spite of the low rate of using English, the Taiwanese IELTS (International English Language

Testing System) test-takers’ overall band scores have been increasing recently. However,



the writing results are the worst among the four language skills (listening, speaking, reading,
and writing) among Taiwanese IELTS candidates (Chen, 2015, August 11). Li (2010, June 29)
indicated that the reasons of the Taiwanese students’ inadequate writing abilities could be
attributed to the nature of examination systems, curriculum designs, and learning attitudes
because of the English education curriculum emphasis on being results-driven and score-
oriented. This could greatly undermine students’ English learning motivations (Li, 2012).
Unfortunately, the skill of writing is deemed as one of the most difficult skills to improve (Lin,
Yu, Wang, & Ho, 2015). Hence, the purposes of this study were to examine whether the
integration of the process/genre approach (hereafter cited as PGA) and blog could change
the Taiwanese college students’ perceptions of English writing and improve their writing

performances.

In view of the accelerated growth and proliferation of computer technology in the twenty-
first century, a variety of forms of computer technology have been introduced in FL
education, which have greatly changed the way of how people learn FLs. For example,
Skype, Twitter, Google Talk, MSN Messenger, YouTube, My Space, Google Video, BBC,
Blackboard, Blogs, Facebook, Wikis, among other online sources, are all also used for
language learning. Owing to their features of being user-friendly, there being ease of use,
and allowing for collaborative learning in blogs, a study related to blog writing was
conducted. Considering the advantages of the PGA, which combines both the process
approach (hereafter cited as PCA) and genre approach (hereafter cited as GRA), | applied
this approach in a blog-based writing classroom to develop the EFL college students’
awareness of the writing process, fulfil the writing purposes, and examine the contexts
concerning certain genres. The study also attempted to determine whether there were any
differences in terms of the participants’ use of the writing strategies after administering
treatments, since it would be helpful to both EFL instructors and learners to understand
how instructional and learning approaches facilitate their language teaching and learning.
As a result, EFL instructors might be able to provide students with more efficient teaching
approaches, and students might be able to have more efficient learning methods for English

writing.



The study thus examined college students’ writing performances, their perceptions of the
PGA, the use of their writing strategies, and their perceptions of blog writing by comparing
the results in a control group and an experimental group, following the purposes of this

study along with the research questions (hereafter cited as RQ).

1.2 Purposes of this Study and Research Questions

The primary purposes of this study are to examine whether the integration of the PGA and
blog developed the EFL college students’ writing performances, and also to determine the
use of their English writing strategies after the treatments by comparing the outcomes
collected from the control group and the experimental group in both the pre-test and the
post-test at a university in central Taiwan. In view of the primary research purposes, four
research objectives are proposed as follows:

1. Examining whether the participants’ English writing performances were enhanced,
and how the writing instruction influenced the participants’ writing performances in
the two groups in order to provide effective instructional and learning suggestions to
PGA-based writing classrooms.

2. Examining how the participants perceived the writing approach, the PGA, and
whether there were any inter-relationships among the participants’ conceptions in
the PGA in order to determine how the PGA benefited the participants’ writing
performances.

3. Examining whether there were any differences in terms of the participants’ use of
the writing strategies in the two groups, and whether there were any inter-
relationships among the participants’ conceptions in the writing strategies in order
to determine how the integration of the PGA and blog influenced the participants’
learning.

4. Examining the participants’ perceptions of the affordance of blogs in the English
writing classroom, and whether there were any inter-relationships among the
participants’ conceptions in blog writing in order to determine how using blog

facilitated the participants’ writing performances in a PGA-based writing classroom.

To achieve the research objectives mentioned above, four RQs are therefore proposed and

presented below.



RQ1. Are there any statistically significant differences in terms of the participants’ English
writing performances after the treatments, and are there any inter-relationships among the

instructional procedures? If there are, are there any differences between the two groups?

RQ2. Are there any statistically significant differences in terms of the participants’
perceptions of the PGA after the treatments, and are there any inter-relationships among
the participants’ conceptions in the PGA? If there are, are there any differences between

the two groups?

RQ3. Are there any statistically significant differences in terms of the participants’ use of the
writing strategies after the treatments, and are there any inter-relationships among the
participants’ conceptions in the writing strategies? If there are, are there any differences

between the two groups?

RQ4. Are there any statistically significant differences in terms of the participants’
perceptions of blog writing after the treatments, and are there any inter-relationships

among the participants’ conceptions in the use of blog writing in the experimental group?

Figure 1 demonstrates the framework of the research purposes and RQs. The concept of
blog writing (RQ 4) was placed in the central position to understand its relationships with
the participants’ writing performances (RQ 1), the application of the PGA (RQ 2), and the use

of the writing strategies (RQ 3) in EFL writing contexts.



writing
performances

(RQ1)

blog writing
(RQ4)

writing
strategies

(RQ3)
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Figure 1. The Framework of the Research Purposes and Research Questions in this Study

1.3 Significance, Originality, and Contribution of this Study to the Field

The study was implemented in an EFL learning context in Taiwan where results-driven and
score-oriented have been much emphasised in English education, and Taiwanese students’
English writing ability has been considered the worst among separate English language skills.
Hence, | attempted to determine whether the application of a new teaching and learning
approach facilitated Taiwanese college students’ writing performances, and whether there
were any differences in terms of their use of the writing strategies. In order to do so, |
integrated both the PGA and blog in an English writing classroom at a university in central
Taiwan to verify its effectiveness and efficacy on Taiwanese college students’ writing
performances, and determine the differences of their use of the writing strategies in the

classroom of this kind.

The PGA is relatively new, and related research application that has also been scarcely used
in comparison to other approaches for conducting related studies in FL writing classrooms
(Nordin & Mohammad, 2006). In addition, many studies (Aljumah, 2012; Armstrong &
Retterer, 2008; Arslan & Sahin-Kizil, 2010; Fageeh, 2011; Kitchakarn, 2012; Lin, Groom, & Lin,



2013; Lin, Li, Hung, & Huang, 2014; Liu & Chang, 2010; Noytim, 2010; Silviyanti & Yusuf,
2014) have been undertaken in respect to the effects of blog in EFL writing classrooms, but
the practical usage of blogging in language writing classrooms remains uncommon (Golonka,
Bowles, Frank, Richardson, & Freynik, 2014; Lin et al., 2013; Miyazoe & Anderson, 2010).
Research on the investigation of the impacts of blogs in language writing classrooms is also
recommended (Aljumah, 2012; Habul-Sabanovi¢, 2015). Golonka et al. (2014) and Lin et al.
(2014) further suggested studies related to blog affordance in language education with the
comparison of a control group in traditional paper-pencil writing classrooms are necessary
because very few of empirical studies have examined this issue. More importantly, research
in relation to the integration of blog in PGA-based writing classrooms and the relationships
with EFL college students’ writing strategies has not hitherto been executed. Hence, the
current study was expected to address a gap in the existing literature in this respect, and

bridge the correlations between the language pedagogy and instructional technology.

In order to provide more convincing research findings, both the quantitative and qualitative
research methods were employed since quantitative research methods examine research
contents in a wider scope among a larger population, while qualitative research methods
gauge research results in a more in-depth manner with a smaller group of participants.
Quantitative research can generally explain the relationships among variables, but it is not
advisable when attempting to prove a more specific understanding of a matter that can be
offset by qualitative research (Creswell & Clark, 2011). In this study, the quantitative
research methods comprised the application of English writing essays and questionnaires,
while the qualitative research methods consisted of the implementation of the observations
and interviews. The use of the combination of the quantitative and qualitative research
methods, known as the mixed methods, has been widely applied in educational research
nowadays (Punch, 2009) because mixed methods are applicable in a wide range of studies in
social science, and also provide more persuasive and conscientious research consequences

(Creswell & Clark, 2011).

Finally, | hope that this pioneering study on administering an innovative instructional and
learning approach could contribute to reforming English writing education in Taiwan. In

addition, it is also expected that the study could provide innovative and informative
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perspectives to bridge the research gap between the Computer-Assisted Language Learning
(hereafter cited as CALL) and Teaching English to Speakers of Other Languages (hereafter

cited as TESOL) fields for future research and practical pedagogy in EFL writing classrooms.

1.4 Definitions of the Key Terms

Several terms are used in this study, which are defined in this section.

EFL: an acronym meaning English as a Foreign Language, which refers to English that is

taught in countries where it is not the vehicle for everyday communication.

Process/Genre Approach: this approach synthesises both the process approach and genre
approach to help students understand the writing processes, realise writing purposes, and

comprehend contexts concerning certain genres (Yan, 2005).

Blogs: these are “up-to-the-minute posts, latest first” (Nardi, Schiano, Gumbrecht, & Swartz,
2004, p. 42) electronic journals, which record users’ written work in an Internet community

(Johnson, 2004).

Strategies: these are students’ behaviour and techniques that they employ when learning a
FL, which “make learning easier, faster, more enjoyable, more self-directed, more effective,

and more transferrable to new situations” (Oxford, 1990, p. 8).

1.5 Structures of the Thesis

The thesis consists of eight chapters. Chapter One, the Introduction, outlines the general
ideas of this work. Chapter Two, the Literature Review, synthesises the theories and findings
reported in previous studies that are correlated with the contents found in this work. The
primary knowledge of the current study was the history and theory of CALL in language
education, teaching approaches and learning strategies in writing education, and using blogs
in writing classrooms. Chapter Three, Methodology, deals with how the research was
carried out, including discussions on the research design, the research methods, the
sampling technique and the participants, research instruments, data collection, data

analysis, research validity and reliability, trustworthiness, and research ethics. Chapter Four,



the Pilot Study, presents the methods applied in this pilot study and the results, including
back translation, expert judgement, factor analysis, test-retest reliability, internal
consistency reliability as well as the interview. Chapter Five, Quantitative Data Analysis and
Results, provides a series of statistical and numerical analysis, including an independent t-
test, a paired-sample t-test, a Mann-Whitney U-test, a Wilcoxon signed-rank test, a
Spearman’s correlation coefficient, and a Pearson correlation coefficient. Chapter Six,
Qualitative Data Analysis and Results, reports an analysis of the observational and interview
data based on the thematic analysis approach. Chapter Seven, Research Discussions and
Findings, answers the RQs by determining how they relate with the earlier literature sources
and elucidating potential consequences of this study. Finally, Chapter Eight, Conclusions,
summarises the study and the major findings while setting forth the research limitations,
providing theoretical, methodological, and pedagogical implications, and offering

suggestions for future research.



CHAPTER TWO: LITERATURE REVIEW

This chapter focuses on addressing the related theories and practice found in previous
studies. There are four principal sections: (a) the history and theory of CALL in language
education provide a complete concept of CALL rationales in language education (section 2.1);
(b) teaching approaches and learning strategies in writing education provide both the
theories and practice regarding writing approaches and language learning strategies (section
2.2); (c) the section of blogs in writing classrooms provides the theories and practice of
blogs in writing classrooms (section 2.3); and (d) a chapter summary is provided in section

2.4,

2.1 History and Theory of CALL in Language Education

In order to understand the growth of CALL, the introduction of CALL (section 2.1.1) is firstly
presented. The development of CALL in language education (section 2.1.2) and the
utilisation of computer technology in language classrooms (section 2.1.3) are subsequently
described. This is followed by describing technology-enhanced language learning in Taiwan
(section 2.1.4), followed by the advantages and disadvantages of CALL in language
education (section 2.1.5). Finally, a concluding remark (section 2.1.6) is used to summarise

the discussion in each case.

2.1.1 The Introduction of CALL

CALL is the abbreviation for Computer-Assisted Language Learning, which refers to the use
of various kinds of computer technology to facilitate language learning, such as the
implementation of interactive multimedia, including CD-ROMs (compact disk-read only
memory), and other language exercises, electronic materials, and online resources (Chapelle,
2010b). CALL is also defined as “the search for and study of applications of the computer in
language teaching and learning” (Levy, 1997, p. 1). However, it is more than the application
of computer technology in language classrooms because it intertwines technology, theory,

and pedagogy (Garrett, 2009).

The origin of CALL is to facilitate language learners’ listening, speaking, reading, and writing
skills (Beatty, 2003; Lai & Kritsonis, 2006; Nerbonne, 2002), so they have been widely used

in FL education to help language learners be exposed to target languages and cultures



(Amaral & Meurers, 2011). For example, language teachers use computer technology to
help students be exposed to the real language input and connect with the outside world
where the language is used for real tasks (Motteram, 2011). Students can face many words,
phrases, and sentence structures when learning a FL on computers (Tsou, Wang, & Tzeng,
2006), or authentic materials, such as songs and pictures from the native-speaking countries,
which can be retrieved through using computers (Tsou et al., 2006; Warschauer, 1996a).
The variability and versatility in computer technology are possible reasons for their being
extensively used in FL education, since computers offer various types of practice and
exercises that integrate sounds, pictures, and colours (Al-Jarf, 2005), and these creations
construct genuine interactive and communicative learning contexts for learners (Liu, Liu, Liu,
& Yang, 2011). Providing understandable language learning materials, assisting students
with understanding language learning contents, and supplying language learning exercises

and assessments have brought about the use of CALL (Nerbonne, 2002).

The execution of CALL includes individual application inside and outside of classrooms,
online education via the World Wide Web (hereafter cited as WWW), classrooms with
computers, among other means (Beatty, 2003). In addition, computer technology connects
people together to communicate and interact without cultural and linguistic boundaries
(Kelm, 1996), which may offer a fully complete learning environment for language learners
(Beatty, 2003) because language learning involves being involved in a cognitive and social
process (Liaw, Hatala, & Huang, 2010). In short, the major purpose of CALL is to enhance
language learners’ learning (Lai & Kritsonis, 2006) via teaching and learning the language
through computers (Nerbonne, 2002; Torut, 2000). However, technology is not a panacea
for all language learners since it depends how one uses it, and it achieves its highest efficacy

when it is properly used (Zhao, 2003).

2.1.2 The Development of CALL in Language Education

Computers were initially invented in the US for military purposes to calculate trajectories,

and in the UK to decipher enemy codes, and they were then applied for the commercial and

governmental purposes (Higgins & Johns, 1984) since they can deal with a great deal of

information rapidly and accurately (Glindiiz, 2005). Since the 1950s, computers have been

used in education formally (Chapelle, 2001; Higgins & Johns, 1984). However, its application
10



in education was not recorded until the 1960s when many projects were conducted to
investigate how computers assisted language teaching and learning (Chapelle, 2001; Glindliz,
2005; Zhytska, 2012). During the late 1960s and early 1970s, the rapid growth of computer
technology successfully led computers to be applied in language education (Ahmad, Corbett,

Rogers, & Sussex, 1985).

Computers have become instructional tools and have been applied in many fields
extensively, such as business, industry, military, or higher education since the 1980s (Reiser,
2001) because they are able to display, store, recognise, and be used to communicate with
numbers, words, pictures, and sounds (Giindiiz, 2005). In the early 1990s, the impacts of
computers on language development had been questioned. However, many researchers
have successively investigated how the infusion of computer technology improved language
education (Liu, Moore, Graham, & Lee, 2003). Moreover, the progress of computer
technology has advanced the development of CALL, and every step of CALL development
has varied learners’ learning and understanding toward language education (Garrett, 2009).
Over the past decades, the development of CALL can be divided into the behaviouristic CALL,
communicative CALL, and integrative CALL (Walker & White, 2013; Warschauer, 1996a).

Behaviouristic CALL, affected by the behaviourism, was popularised between the 1960s and
1970s (Torut, 2000; Warschauer & Healey, 1998). The trend of language teaching and
learning in this period emphasised the grammar-translation and audio-lingual methods,
which focused on stimulus, response, and reinforcement because behaviourists believed
that language learning is a process of habit-formation. Through reiterative drills and practice,
students’ language abilities could be developed when imitating and repeating were greatly
applied (Ellis, 1997; Levy, 1997; Torut, 2000; Warschauer, 2000). Based on the basis of the
predominant approach, computers served as repetitive course deliverers since the
proponents claimed that it was helpful to learners to be exposed to the same language
input repeatedly to develop their language abilities. Computers did not tire of conveying the
same materials over and over, and could be used in a flexible manner to cater to learners’
time, learners’ needs, and numbers of learners (Warschauer, 1996a; Zhytska, 2012).
However, students were not permitted to learn at their own pace, which decreased their

learning motivations (Glindiiz, 2005), and the advocates of the communicative approach
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who emerged in the late 1970s and early 1980s argued that the repetitive drills and practice

were not authentic (Glindiz, 2005; Reiser, 2001).

Communicative CALL was influenced by the cognitive psychology and communicative
language teaching approach, so learning in this phase emphasised functions of languages,
language use, contextualisation, communicative competence, and implicit grammar
instruction (Torut, 2000). The proponents of the communicative CALL offered various non-
drill programmes for students to practise the target language, provided different types of
programmes to stimulate students’ thoughts, ideas, and discussions, and created
programmes for students to understand the language, instead of learning a language from
instructional materials (Warschauer, 1996a) because the communicative CALL theorists
asserted that language learning is a process of discovery, expression, and development that
originated from the perspectives of the cognitive theory (Glindiz, 2005; Torut, 2000;
Warschauer & Healey, 1998; Zhytska, 2012). However, it is worth noting that computer
technology in language education was not only used for the purposes of language teaching
and learning, but also for the individual and societal developments. In other words, it helped
students improve their language competence, and it was advisable for students to make use
of it to foster their communicative abilities and research knowledge (Warschauer, 2002).
The critiques on CALL did not cease at that time. On the contrary, some advocators started
discovering more integrative teaching methods due to the on-going technological

development that has led to the emergence of the integrative CALL.

Integrative CALL was constructed based on the social and socio-cognitive rationales that
featured using a language in real contexts (Warschauer & Healey, 1998), so content based
instruction was the mainstream in this phase (Gruba, 2004). Social learning theorists
maintained that learning is a participation in a social context in which “learning is a
relational activity, not an individual process of thought” (Elkjaer, 2006, 9 21), so the
communicative approach was replaced by this socio-collaborative approach in language

teaching and learning (Gruba, 2004).

Bandura’s social learning theory which “has often been called a bridge between

behaviourist and cognitive learning theories” (Learning-Theories.com, n.d., § 4) combined
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both the behavioural and cognitive aspects. Behaviourists proposed one’s environment
decides how a person behaves, while cognitive psychologists argued psychological factors
influence one’s behaviour the most. Social learning theorists believed both the environment
and psychology affect how one behaves (Bandura, 1977). The theory stated that a “learning
context includes biological and psychological characteristics of the person, the person’s
behaviour, and the environment. The three factors are highly interdependent, and each
factor influences, and is influenced by, each of the others” (Miller, 2002, p. 183). It is
obvious to see that both cognition and environment act vital roles in social learning contexts
in which interaction is one of the most important elements in a learning environment of this
kind (Tu, 2000), because “most human behaviour is learned observationally through
modelling: from observing others one forms an idea of how new behaviours are performed,
and on later occasions this coded information serves as a guide for action” (Bandura, 1977,
p. 22). Social learning theory asserts that observation, imitation, and modelling explain how

one learns from others (Learning-Theories.com, n.d.).

In addition, Vygotsky’s sociocultural theory also emphasises the importance of interaction
because it is believed that social aspect is one of the most important factors in one’s
language learning process, and one needs to interact with others to learn a language in a
social context no matter where they learn it (Cook, 2008). Sociocultural theory situated the
social environment in a very central place because learning is mediated (Hall, 2007), which is
a very fundamental concept in sociocultural theory (Lantolf, 2000). As a result, language
learning takes place in a face-to-face interaction or in a sharing process in terms of
sociocultural perspectives (Mitchell & Myles, 2004). Based on the sociocultural theorists’
points of view, language learning involves in a collaborative process in which learners use
the language for the purpose of interaction to gain grammatical, expressive, and cultural
abilities (Ohta, 2000), so language learning is a type of social interaction with others, and it
is not an individual information process (Donato, 2000). Briefly speaking, sociocultural
theory helps learners understand how important interaction is to develop one’s cognitive
and linguistic abilities (Turuk, 2008) because people have to interact with others to enhance

learning, and then one’s cognitive ability could be developed (Hall, 2007).
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Therefore, a new rationale of CALL, integrative CALL, which emphasises interaction with a
community, is based on the use of multimedia and the use of the Internet that has emerged
since the 1990s (Torut, 2000; Warschauer, 2000). Multimedia has prevailed since the early
1990s, and language teaching and learning goals focuses on language meanings, use of
authentic, meaningful and contextualised materials, and interactive learning (Torut, 2000).
They help learners acquire a language from genuine learning contexts, integrate the four
skills naturally, allow students to learn a language at their own pace, and enhance both
students’” major and minor learning objectives (Warschauer, 1996a). Nonetheless, the
Internet that has been used in language education since the 1990s (Torut, 2000) has greatly
improved language education because students are more able to actively engage in learning
(Silviyanti & Yusuf, 2014). This change not only influences how people share and gather
information or communicate with others, but also transforms how people teach and learn
FLs (Habul-Sabanovi¢, 2015). One example of the launch of Web 2.0 provides language
learners with a greater range of opportunities to communicate and interact in target
languages with others, and helps students to learn collaboratively (Huang, 2015). In contrast
to the traditional education mode, the integrative CALL develops students’ active and
autonomous learning as well as their critical thinking and interactive abilities (Habul-
Sabanovi¢, 2015). It cannot be denied that the employment of multimedia and the Internet
has benefited language learners a great deal, and they will continue contributing to
language education in the twenty-first century (Yu, 2015, September 30). Finally, all of the

aforementioned rationales regarding the development of CALL are outlined in Table 1.

14



Table 1. The Development of CALL (Gruba, 2004; Torut, 2000; Walker & White, 2013;

Warschauer, 2000)

Behaviouristic CALL

Communicative CALL

Integrative CALL

Timeframe

1960s-1970s

late 1970s-late 1980s

1990s-present

Language Learning
Theory

behaviourism

cognitive psychology

social and socio-
cognitive approaches

Language Teaching
Method

grammar translation &
audio-lingual methods

communicative
approach

content based
instruction

Language Learning
Objective

accuracy

fluency

agency

Utilisation of
Computer

drills and practice

communicative
exercises

authentic contexts

Belief in Language
Education

.emphasise stimulus,

response, and
reinforcement

.stress drills and

practice

.believe in habit -

formation

.emphasise functions of

language, language
use

.stress communicative

competence and
contextualization

.believe in process of

discovery, expression,
and development

.emphasise language

meaning

.use genuine and

meaningful
materials

.stress interactive

learning

Task of Computer in
Classrooms

acting as course delivers
to convey repetitive
teaching contents

providing various of
programmes to
stimulate students’
learning

offering authentic
learning materials via
multimedia and the
Internet

2.1.3 The Utilisation of Computer Technology in Language Classrooms

The appearance of Web 2.0 applications (e.g. wikis or blogs) has much transformed how
people interact and communicate with other users on the Internet because they allow users
to create and publish their own comments and ideas or exchange their experiences or
opinions on these online platforms for real interaction and collaboration. Different forms of

Web 2.0 technology have infused new thoughts into FL education, which improves students’
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active and autonomous learning, and also enhances their critical thinking abilities and social
interactions (Habul-Sabanovi¢, 2015). Similarly, as computer technology has become more
accessible and user friendlier, it has greatly changed how language instructors deliver
courses to increase language learners’ learning motivations, target language exposures,

interactive opportunities, and feedback provisions (Golonka et al., 2014).

Computer technology in language classrooms is not simply about hardware and software
applications, but more importantly, it is about procedures, processes, structures, and
systems (Wright, 2000), because CALL combines technology, theory, and pedagogy (Garrett,
2009). Not only does computer technology help instructors obtain authentic teaching and
learning materials, such as songs and pictures from the native-speaking cultures (Tsou et al.,
2006; Warschauer, 1996a), but also allows students to be exposed to real language input,
connects students with the outside world where the language is used for real tasks to
compensate for insufficient time of language exposure in traditional language classrooms
(Motteram, 2011), and allows students to exchange knowledge and practise language skills
(Lin et al., 2015). Thereby, instructors have more opportunities to enhance students’ active
and autonomous learning, train their critical thinking abilities, and increase social
interactions that can be accomplished through computers synchronously or asynchronously
(Habul-Sabanovi¢, 2015). These benefits are all due to the emergence of the Internet, which

provides a ubiquitous tool to retrieve information effectively (Schaffert & Schwalbe, 2010).

Due to the rapid expansion of the Internet in cooperation with using computers and other
forms of digital technology, the Internet, one of the latest computer innovations for FL
learning (Zhytska, 2012), has swiftly led to computers being used as the instructional tools
since 1995 (Reiser, 2001). The use of the Internet has guided CALL into a new era (Alonso,
Lépez, Manrique, & Viiies, 2005), and it has become one of the most widespread
instructional tools in FL education due to its feasibility all over the world (Torut, 2000) and
accessibility for users at all times (Lee, 2000). Because of the unique features of the
feasibility and accessibility found online, language learners are able to discuss what they
have learned online (Tsou, Wang, & Li, 2002), which not only encourages students to learn
from peers but also helps them reflect themselves toward their language use through a peer

reviewing process (Zha, Kelly, Park, & Fitzgerald, 2006).
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The Internet has also greatly changed language education because the amalgamation of the
technology and pedagogy is beneficial to both instructors and learners (Habul-Sabanovi¢,
2015; Lee, 2000; Sarica & Cavus, 2009; Silviyanti & Yusuf, 2014; Stahl, Koschmann, & Suthers,
2006). It has become a gateway for students to acquire plentiful amounts of information
without national boundaries (Osin, 1998), and allows learners to receive language input and
to interact with native speakers, which not only improves students’ listening, speaking,
reading, and writing competence, but also cultivates their intercultural understandings
(Yang & Chen, 2007). Moreover, it also convenes the same target-language learners from
different places to practise the language in Internet communities (Chapelle, 2010a; Zhytska,
2012). Hence, this can not only enhance students’ linguistic knowledge, but also broaden
their cultural visions (Chapelle, 2010a; Gindiiz, 2005). Through the use of Internet
technology, the features of real interactions and authentic materials are likely to encourage
language learners’ learning motivations, and develop their positive attitudes toward

language learning (Rashtchi & Hajihassani, 2010).

The Internet thus represents a valuable language learning platform since it helps learners
retrieve information, receive instant feedback, and learn independently, as was
demonstrated in Son’s study (2007), providing a great number of technological means to
enhance students’ language listening, speaking, reading, and writing abilities. Examples of
communication software, such as Skype, Twitter, Google Talk, MSN Messenger, YouTube,
My Space, Google Video, BBC, Blackboard, Blogs, Facebook, and Wikis can all be used for
language learning and support learners’ language learning through realistic and social

interactions (Kervin & Derewianka, 2011).

Although the Internet and some other forms of online learning have been widely used to aid
language teaching and learning among instructors and learners (Liu et al., 2003), there are
certain disadvantages when applying the Internet in language classrooms. The availability of
computers and accessibility of the Internet should be carefully considered prior to the
application. Classroom settings should be thoroughly planned based on learners’ learning
style and class activities (Son, 2007). Connecting problems and costly expense on purchasing

equipment and facilities also result from the implementation of the Internet in language
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classrooms (Singhal, 1997). Sometimes, it may take much time to retrieve the information

when many users are using the Internet at the same time (Zhytska, 2012).

2.1.4 Technology-Enhanced Language Learning in Taiwan

This study was carried out in Taiwan, an EFL learning context, and therefore understanding
the rate of popularity of computer technology in Taiwanese English language classrooms is
of particular relevance. A study conducted by Liu in 2011 pointed out that the Taiwanese
government has invested a large amount of money into information technology (hereafter
cited as IT) education, and has promoted the use of computer technology to integrate the
traditional classroom instruction in primary and secondary schools for over two decades.
Also, the hours for computer courses have been increased in both primary and secondary
schools as well. It has been determined that teachers in the twenty-first century should not
only have professional knowledge and pedagogical skills, but also possess IT application
knowledge to improve students’ learning efficacy because instructors are key persons for
educating students’ IT application abilities and attitudes toward IT applications. The main
purposes of the project were to enhance students’ learning abilities and life skills by
applying IT knowledge, improve instructors’ teaching quality by adopting IT skills, and
provide equal opportunities to use IT products among teachers and students in classrooms.

(Ministry of Education, 2008).

A series of programmes with reference to IT education has been executed, such as: “A
blueprint for information technology education in primary and secondary schools from 2002
to 2005” implemented in 2001, “A white book for information technology education in
primary and secondary schools from 2008 to 2011” implemented in 2008, “A white book for
digital learning from 2012 to 2016” implemented in 2011, “A white book for information
and technology education from 2013 to 2015” implemented in 2012, and “Digital learning
promoting programme from 2014 to 2017” implemented in 2013 (Ministry of Education,
2015c). The Taiwanese government has thus successively invested into improving and
promoting the IT education. Figure 2 indicates that at least NTD 2 billion (about GBP 50
million) has been directed to IT education in Taiwan every year from 2007 to 2016 (Ministry

of Education, 20093, 2009b, 2010, 2011, 2012, 2013, 2014, 2015a, 2015b).
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Figure 2. Yearly Budget for IT Education in Taiwan from 2007 to 2016

All university freshmen in Taiwan are required to take English courses focusing on listening,
speaking, reading, and writing, in which traditional teaching approaches are still applied in
classrooms. For example, the grammar-translation method is utilised to deliver reading and
writing contents, while the audiolingual method is used to improve students’ listening and
speaking abilities. As a result, Taiwanese students often lack interactive and communicative
opportunities in classrooms (Liu, 2005). These outdated lectures or memorisation
methodologies may lead to low learning effectiveness because students are not motivated
to learn English intrinsically (Wu et al., 2011). Many studies (Aljumah, 2012; Aydin, 2014;
Fageeh, 2011; Golonka et al., 2014; Habul-Sabanovi¢, 2015; Huang, 2015; Lai & Kritsonis,
2006; Lin et al., 2013; Lin et al., 2014; Lin et al., 2015; Noytim, 2010; Sarica & Cavus, 2009;
Silviyanti & Yusuf, 2014; Sun, 2010; Zhytska, 2012) have shown that the use of technology is
likely to increase students’ language learning motivations and also develop their positive
attitudes toward language learning. Hence, the Taiwanese government has been constantly
integrating FL education with computer technology to facilitate students’ learning in higher

education (Liu, 2005).

A recent report that investigated Taiwanese university students’ media usage behaviour
pointed out that the Internet was the most commonly used medium among Taiwanese

university students, with there being a 98.9% utility rate while using the Internet 6.8 days a
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week for an average of 6.8 hours per day (Liu, 2015, July 24). Due to the very high usage
demands, it is recommended that language instructors incorporate using the Internet in
classrooms to provide students with a wider range of opportunities to be exposed to
language and cultural input, have in-depth discussions, and learn collaboratively in order to
contribute to helping Taiwanese university students become more proficient in using both

oral and written English (Liu, 2005).

Fang (2010) conducted a study to examine the effectiveness of a computer-assisted writing
programme in an EFL writing class at a university in Taiwan. The results showed that the
majority of the students were quite satisfied with the programme, and there was a positive
effect on the development of the learners’ writing skills. Therefore, the students had very
positive attitudes toward the use of computer technology in writing classrooms, and further
revealed how they expected to have a programme of this kind in their future writing classes.
Chang et al. (2014) also carried out a study related to the impact of the Internet self-efficacy
on Taiwanese university students’ learning motivations and learning performances. This
research indicated that the learners’ Internet self-efficacy was closely related to their
learning motivations and learning performances, and those who had higher Internet self-
efficacy performed better than those who had lower Internet self-efficacy. Since new
generation of students in particular very much relied on the Internet to acquire information,

this approach was especially effective to generate learning motivations.

Wou et al. (2011) concluded that the employment of computer technology in EFL classrooms
should particularly emphasise interactions and communication, use formal and informal
materials, and adopt authentic and enjoyable frequent interactions. This could potentially
improve students’ English knowledge toward the varieties of usage, culture, vocabulary,
writing, and technological abilities as well as the perceptions of collaborative learning (Yang

& Chen, 2014).

2.1.5 Advantages and Disadvantages of CALL in Language Education

CALL has both advantages and disadvantages. Advantages include flexibility, versatility, and
authenticity, while the disadvantages include inadequate support, insufficient time, and

unsatisfactory resources. These aspects are examined individually hereafter.
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Flexibility: the feature of flexibility in CALL facilitates language education the most (Intratat,
2004). Ahmad et al. (1985), Chapelle (2010a), Chapelle (2010b), Chin (2004), Lai and
Kritsonis (2006), Reiser (2001), Selwyn (2011), and Warschauer (1996a) all indicated that
students are allowed to use it whenever they want and wherever they are. They can learn a
language at their convenience and their own pace (Dudeney & Hockly, 2007; Dwyer, 1993;
Ehsani & Knodt, 1998; Singhal, 1997; Warschauer, 1996a). By incorporating computer
technology in language classrooms, some flexible tools, such as blogs or wikis, are able to
develop stduents’ language abilities via communication, collaboration, networking, and
scaffolding (Warschauer & Liaw, 2011), so learners’ positive attitudes toward writing, and
perceptions of collaborative learning during writing process might be therefore developed.

All of these factors are very likely to enhance ones’ writing performances (Aydin, 2014).

Versatility: owing to the provision of texts, graphics, animations, and sounds (Al-Jarf, 2005;
Dwyer, 1993; Giundiiz, 2005; Marcus, 1993; Slater & Varney-Burch, 2001; Torut, 2000),
computers help teachers express abstract concepts (Lai & Kritsonis, 2006). Pictures are
useful and meaningful in language education as pictures convey meanings and inspire
students’ language learning (Torut, 2000). Thanks to the provision of the audio and visual
aids in computer technology, students are more able to recall what they have learned and
to develop their forms of learning creativity (Tsou et al., 2006). For instance, a study related
to the use of blogs in EFL classrooms conducted by Noytim (2010) demonstrated that EFL
learners could write more freely with lower levels of pressure and anxiety when writing on
blogs, which also increased their learning motivations and confidence. EFL students might
become more creative during blogging since they were able to employ different types of

fonts, colours, graphics, video, or audio clips to attract the attention of readers.

Authenticity: computer technology offers many authentic teaching and learning materials
(Tsou et al., 2006; Warschauer, 1996). It provides students a large number of genuine
learning materials that contain multicultural and interdisciplinary aspects (Lai & Kritsonis,
2006). Students can also have authentic and meaningful interaction inside and outside of
classrooms (Warschauer & Meskill, 2000). It helps teachers obtain authentic teaching and
learning materials, such as songs and pictures from the native-speaking cultures (Tsou et al.,

2006; Warschauer, 1996a). More importantly, the use of the Internet has advanced CALL a
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great deal because many technological means are accessible to help students retrieve
authentic materials or have real interaction with others, which improve their language
abilities (Chapelle, 2010a; Sarica & Cavus, 2009; Yang & Chen, 2007; Zhytska, 2012). The
examples of Skype, Twitter, Google Talk, MSN Messenger, YouTube, My Space, Google
Video, BBC, Blackboard, Facebook, Wikis, and Blogs have provided genuine interaction,

motivated students’ learning, and offered language knowledge (Kervin & Derewianka, 2011).

Although CALL has brought a number of benefits for both instructors and students, there

are also major problems involved in using CALL (Bordbar, 2010).

Inadequate support: although the use of computer technology in education has been
expanding (Al-Jarf, 2004), financial considerations still compose the most serious problem of
all (Lee, 2000). This includes the expense of software, hardware, maintenance,
infrastructure, staff training, and technical support (Al-Jarf, 2004; Hokanson & Hooper, 2000;
Lee, 2000; Wang, 2005; Warschauer & Meskill, 2000; Zhytska, 2012). Building CALL
laboratories is costly since CALL programmes need a great deal of hardware and software as
well as some other forms of equipment and facilities (Glindiiz, 2005). Garrett (2009) pointed
out that the expense for CALL is a conundrum in some developing countries. For example,
the educational budgets for software and hardware were limited in Thai universities
(Intratat, 2004). Warschauer and Meskill (2000) also described that budgets for hardware
sometimes come from a one-off subsidy, some second-hand facilities are acquired from
other departments in poorly-funded schools, and a small amount of money is invested in
staff training, equipment maintenance, or software purchase. It is unfair for those who
come from low-income families or low-budget schools, and therefore this leads to one of

the most serious problems being a “digital divide.”

Insufficient time: many programme designers have limited linguistic knowledge and
teaching experience, so some software packages lack instructional perspectives and are
deficient in terms of discourse, contexts, and cultural knowledge. Some CALL software in the
markets does not meet instructors’ or students’ requirements, so teachers have to create
teaching and learning software by themselves in order to suit their teaching and learning

objectives tightly (Torut, 2000). However, it really takes time to have CALL programmes set
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up by teachers themselves when ready-made packages are not available (Intratat, 2004). In
addition, teachers have to spend a lot of time learning the continuously-changing CALL
programmes and have to design lessons for those new programmes repeatedly in order to
apply them in classrooms (Warschauer & Meskill, 2000). A study on instructors’ attitudes
toward CALL conducted by Bordbar (2010) showed that the limited length of class time also

discouraged the teachers from utilising computer technology in language classrooms.

Unsatisfactory resources: since many English teachers are unfamiliar with CALL, they often
ignore the benefits that CALL offers (Carballo-Calero, 2001). Teachers’ inadequate computer
knowledge is a barrier to employ CALL in language classrooms (Giindiiz, 2005; Lee, 2000;
Zhytska, 2012). Those teachers who have limited computer knowledge may feel anxious and
may have negative attitudes toward CALL because their computer skills and knowledge are
insufficient to cope with class management, and they may be afraid that they would be
superseded by computers. Thus, many language teachers need to be trained appropriately.
Unfortunately, the training expenses are usually high (Torut, 2000), and only a small amount
of money is invested in this type of training (Warschauer & Meskill, 2000). As a result, many
language teachers would rather use non-CALL instruction instead due to the complexity of
computer knowledge (Carballo-Calero, 2001). Bordbar (2010) pointed out that almost all of
the English teachers who participated in the study, in addition to their self-study, did not
have CALL trainings when they were students. They had very basic fundamental knowledge
about it, such as installing software, sending E-mails, using CD/DVD players, and printing
documents, and they could not do anything further in terms of using technology.
Consequently, it has shown that the lack of confidence due to inadequate computer
knowledge discourages teachers to use computer technology in language classrooms (Lam,

2000; Sugar, Crawley, & Fine, 2004).

2.1.6 Concluding Remark for History and Theory of CALL in Language Education

The issue of CALL is an on-going challenge that consumes time and energy (Lee, 2000)
because computer technology changes all the time, which is the nature of CALL (Blake,
2009). Computers are not problem solvers to all troubles that can be experienced, and they
will never replace teachers in education (Lee, 2000). It is “the servant of the user” (Glndiz,

2005, p. 197) since it could only work well under teacher’s sufficient preparation of
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materials, instructor’s careful laid-out lesson plans and classroom management, and a well-
trained user’s operation. It is incapable of producing instructional materials without
teachers (Gundiz, 2005; Johnson, 2002), and its effectiveness depends on how it is used in
language classrooms (Torut, 2000). Nevertheless, language teachers have to supplement
what computers are unable to offer. Educators should not overestimate the value of
computers, and should not establish an objective that is difficult to achieve (Carballo-Calero,
2001). Teachers are facilitators in CALL classrooms in which they provide diversified learning
materials that students need in order to improve their language competence (Torut, 2000;
Warschauer & Healey, 1998). Also, instructors should bear in mind that computers are
merely instructional aids (Gindiz, 2005) that could achieve effectiveness under teachers’

appropriate and creative affordance (Glindiiz, 2005; Johnson, 2002; Wang, 2005).

This current study examines how CALL developed EFL college students’ writing
performances, while also casting light on the underlying issues of teaching approaches and

learning strategies in writing education.

2.2 Teaching Approaches and Learning strategies in Writing Education

This section discusses both writing theories and practice. First, the teaching approaches
regarding EFL writing are described in section 2.2.1. Second, learning strategies that account
for how learners learn a FL are examined in section 2.2.2, which is followed by the
concluding summary in section 2.2.3. However, since there are several sub-sections in each
perspective, Figure 3 explains the framework of the current section. The main idea of the
section is to talk about the writing education which is divided into the teaching approaches
and the learning strategies in this study. The former deals with how the instructional
methods develop EFL writers’ performances while the latter pertains to the facilitation of
the learning strategies on students’ writing development. Both of them are discussed to

understand how to improve EFL students’ writing competence.
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Figure 3. The Framework of Section 2.2

2.2.1 Teaching Approaches in Writing Classrooms

The complex concept of writing consumes time and effort in both teaching and learning
perspectives (Suleiman, 2000), since it involves disparate dimensions, such as social, political,
and ethical factors (Williams, 2003). As it is not a naturally picked-up ability, it should be
learned and practised in formal learning contexts (Kitchakarn, 2012; Myles, 2002). Writing
should be much more considered in language education since literacy does communicate
and transmit knowledge, which is crucial to understand a FL (Harklau, 2002), and the

numbers of studies with reference to writing education have been increasing (Nordin &
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Mohammad, 2006). Writing involves many dimensions such as spelling and punctuation,
differences in writing processes, analysis of writing contexts, and purposes of writing. Social
and cognitive factors are also included in one’s writing process, especially for FL writing
(Myles, 2002). Writing theories and pedagogies that have been developed in English-
speaking countries have influenced EFL writing education a great deal. (You, 2004). Several
approaches in relation to writing instruction have been developed for decades (Yan, 2005).
However, the product approach (hereafter cited as PDA), PCA, and GRA are the most recent
and have been much emphasised and discussed in recent years (Nordin & Mohammad,
2006). In this section, these three approaches as well as an introduction of a new approach,

the PGA, are presented separately.

2.2.1.1 Product Approach

The PDA dominated between the 1960s and 1970s while it was based on behaviouristic
theory. This approach focuses on linguistic forms, discrete linguistic skills, and habit
formation. Students receive and follow teacher’s instruction in PDA-based writing
classrooms, which complies with the audiolingual method (Turuk, 2008). The PDA concerns
what students write along with writing rules. It is teacher-centred because students follow
teachers’ instruction, and evaluation is according to students’ final products assessed by
teachers (Durako et al., 1996). The PDA emphasises imitation and error correction, so it
lacks real language practice and neglects the factors of students’ motivations and self-
esteem (Yan, 2005). Also, it does not look after students’ writing process skills, so students’
writing knowledge and skills are usually ignored (Badger & White, 2000). Therefore, this
approach is currently outdated since teachers spend a lot of time and energy marking
students’ written work, but it is not favourable for their writing development. However, the
approach strengthens students’ linguistic knowledge, which is required in texts, and it

improves their learning through imitation (Badger & White, 2000).

Regarding the instructional procedures, there are different states including familiarisation,
controlled writing, guided writing, and free writing. The initial familiarisation stage helps
students understand the features of written texts, when teachers analyses linguistic usages
and writing organisations with model texts to help students become familiar with specific

language features. Students then practise writing skills during the controlled and guided
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writing stages. In this stage, teachers enhance students’ knowledge of sentence patterns for
specific genres and forms of paragraph writing. During the guided writing, students produce
essays based on given topics and model texts. In the second and third stages, teachers
gradually extend the scope of allowing further independent practice until students are able
to write freely, and finally students are expected to use the writing skills that they have
learned in class in real life situations (Pincas, as cited in Badger & White, 2000; Han, 2001).
Using language writing structures is the primary concern in PDA-based classrooms, and
students’ writing development mainly follows the imitation of input given by instructors

(Badger & White, 2000).

2.2.1.2 Process Approach

In order to successfully compose an essay, students have to undergo several processes,
including brainstorming, writing, drafting, exchanging feedback, revising, and final editing
(Paulus, 1999; Seow, 2002), so the PCA that emphasises the writing process instead of the
final product has been developed (Caudery, 1995; Matsuda, 2003) since the 1970s (Han,
2001). The PCA focuses on students’ creativity during the writing process. Students are able
to realise writing is a process of self-development since they have to experience several
stages, such as planning, revising, and editing (Tuffs, 1993). This approach is often utilised in
EFL writing classrooms (Muncie, 2002) because it promotes students’ learning strategies in
terms of writing abilities (Wolff, 2000). It also helps students understand how important
writing skills are and recognise how one’s writing competence is developed through their
own knowledge. The PCA is the opposite of the PDA (Coe, 1987; Turuk, 2008), which is more
learner-centred (Matsuda, 2003; Nordin & Mohammad, 2006; Tuffs, 1993). It allows
students to choose their topics, receive feedback from both teachers and peers, and revise
essays. Students’ written texts can also be used as teaching materials (Matsuda, 2003).
Teachers in PCA-based classrooms are facilitators whose tasks are to develop students’
writing skills and determine their writing potential (Nordin & Mohammad, 2006). Through
this process, learners are able to acquire writing skills and use those skills in their writing
(Harmer, 2007). Teachers can realise how effective their instruction is via the students’
writing process since they can observe students’ thoughts and behaviour through their
writings (Tompkins, 1994). The purpose of the PCA is to educate students that generating,

structuring, drafting, and revising are important aspects to compose written texts (Muncie,
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2002). Unfortunately, its fixed process has been criticised, it does not give adequate
knowledge of writing purposes to students, and input is insufficient in PCA-based writing
classrooms (Badger & White, 2000). A comparison between the PCA and the PDA is shown

in Table 2.

Table 2. A Comparison between the PCA and PDA (Steele, 2004, May 39] 18)

Process writing Product writing
* text as a resource for comparison *» imitate model text
* ideas as starting point * organisation of ideas more important than
» more than one draft ideas themselves
» more global, focus one purpose, theme, * one draft
text type, i.e., reader is emphasised » features highlighted including controlled
= collaborative practice of those features
» emphasis on creative process * individual
» emphasis on end product

The writing process includes prewriting (planning), drafting, revising, editing, and publishing
(Harmer, 2007; Seow, 2002; Tompkins, 1994). The process is recursive, so writers may
return to the previous stages before the final stage (Badger & White, 2000). First, prewriting
or planning takes place prior to the commencement of the first draft (Williams, 2003), which
involves topic selection, idea organisation, reader identification, writing purpose
identification as well as writing form decision (Tompkins, 1994). Second, students set about
writing a preliminary draft by providing topic sentences and emphasising supporting
contents. Mechanical errors, such as spelling or grammatical errors, can be dismissed during
this stage (Tompkins, 1994) since a preliminary draft does not have to be flawless and well-
organised (Williams, 2003). Third, revising includes reading, sharing, and revising drafts
(Tompkins, 1994), which helps writers reflect whether their writing samples follow the ideas,
as planned in the prewriting stage (Williams, 2003). In this phase, writers can clarify what
have been written by checking the coherence of the writing, generating further ideas for
writing, and detecting errors (Nation, 2009). Sharing contents with others to revise drafts is
important since readers can provide helpful feedback to reflect readers’ perspectives.
Students should then revise their writings by adding, substituting, deleting, or removing
words, sentences, phrases, or paragraphs based on feedback received in the revising
process (Tompkins, 1994). Fourth, editing is considered as one of the most difficult tasks in

writing process since writers should be very careful and conscientious about editing when
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checking spellings, grammar, and word selections (Williams, 2003) in order to proofread
writings as well as detect and correct errors (Tompkins, 1994). Editing can be implemented
anytime during the writing process (Nation, 2009). However, clarifying the differences
between revising and editing is indeed necessary. The former refers to enhancing writing
organisation by moving paragraphs from one place to another, or deleting redundant
contents, while the latter takes care of the surface level of written texts, such as errors
regarding punctuations, spellings, or capitalisations (Williams, 2003). Finally, publishing is
the last stage in the whole writing process. Students share their writing samples with
appropriate readers, such as peers, parents, or a community (Tompkins, 1994). This is
sharing with peers, or also posting contents in some public places, so people can read them

(Williams, 2003). The whole process of the approach is demonstrated in Figure 4.

PROCESS ACTIVATED

PROCESS TERMINATED

Figure 4. The Model of Process Approach (Seow, 2002, p. 315)

Lee (2006) conducted a study regarding process-oriented ESL writing assessment, the
Computerised Enhanced ESL Placement Test (hereafter cited as CEEPT), which was designed
for the international students whose TOEFL scores were lower than the admission
requirements at the University of lllinois at Urbana-Champaign, USA. The researcher sought
to determine whether there were any significant changes resulting from the peer feedback
and revision in the CEEPT, and any differences between the first and second drafts in terms
of the writing quality in the CEEPT. A total of 100 graduate students participated in this
computer-based research, in which there were not spelling and grammar checkers in the
computers, but the copy and paste functions were provided. Several different first-language
participants took part in this research, and the first three majority groups were Chinese (32

subjects), Korean (31 subjects), and Spanish (10 subjects) nationals. In the first phase, the
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students underwent several procedures including group brainstorming toward the writing
topics, whole class discussion on the outcomes from the group brainstorming, video viewing
relating to the writing topics, reading articles relating to the videos, group discussions
relating to the videos and articles, and finally, essay writing. Before writing the second draft,
three students formed a group in the class, and read the group members’ first draft and
offer comments to each other. They then commenced writing the second draft based on
their peers’ feedback. After the data analysis, the quantitative results showed that there
were significant differences between the two drafts in terms of the holistic scores. As for the
guality of the essays, the statistical results indicated that there were significant differences
in terms of the organisation, content, grammar, use of sources, avoidance of plagiarism, and
mechanics between the two drafts. The researcher found that the participants could
produce a greater range of vocabulary and more complex sentences in the second drafts in
which they were more organised than the first one. Therefore, it was concluded that the
PCA was beneficial to the students’ writing development because it not only allowed
students to revise their writings, but students were also able to discuss their work and

receive feedback from others.

Writing is complex, recursive, and creative according to the PCA (Silva, 1990). The activities
in writing classes should be more elaborated for students to experience a complete real
writing process and to enhance their writing skills in light of the knowledge of writing
process. The PCA has been applied in language writing classrooms for decades because it is
effective to develop students’ writing competence. Above all, the PCA has changed the

direction of writing instruction tremendously (Ryu, 2006).

2.2.1.3 Genre Approach

The GRA which focuses on social situations in written texts, and helps students understand
writing purposes (Badger & White, 2000) has appeared since the 1980s (Yan, 2005). The
formation of the GRA is to respond to the limitations and disadvantages of the PCA (Ahn,
2012). Table 3 is a comparison between the PCA and the GRA.
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Table 3. A Comparison between the PCA and GRA (Hyland, 2003b, p. 24)

Attribute Process Genre
Main Idea Writing is a thinking process Writing is a social activity
Concermned with the act of writing  Concerned with the final product
Teaching Focus Emphasis on creative writer Emphasis on reader expectations and
product
How to produce and link ideas How to express social purposes effectively
Advantages Makes processes of writing Makes textual conventions transparent
transparent
Provides basis for teaching Contextualizes writing for audience and
purpose

Disadvantages Assumes L1 and L2 writing similar Requires rhetorical understanding of texts
Overlooks L2 language difficulties  Can result in prescriptive teaching of texts

Insufficient attention to product Can lead to overattention to written products
Assumes all writing uses same Undervalue skills needed to produce texts
processes

“Genre refers to abstract, socially recognised ways of using language” (Hyland, 2007, p. 149).
Martin (2009) mentioned that genre is “a stage goal-oriented social process” (p.10) because
it needs to undergo several stages to achieve specified goals, and writers have to
accomplish their goals and interact with others to achieve their goals (Martin, Christie, &
Rothery, as cited in Riley & Reedy, 2000). In literacy pedagogy, genre is used to connect
different types of texts regarding different kinds of social purposes because it emphasises
how language is used in a real language world (Cope & Kalantzis, 1993). Writing, in genre
aspect, is a means to connect people together by conveying certain social meanings, so
writers should understand themselves and their readers as well as the writing purposes and
situations. As a result, it builds up one’s relationship with others and widens one’s
knowledge toward the world (Hyland, 2003a). The GRA is the extension of the PDA, and
linguistic structures and imitative input are mainly provided by teachers in these two
approaches. Different from the PDA, writing varies based on social contexts in the GRA
(Badger & White, 2000), which helps writers understand that writing is composed according
to their readers in order to achieve and satisfy the social requirements and goals (Yasuda,
2011). However, it has been criticised for having components in each genre that may not be
similar to another, so it may be too complex for pedagogical implement (Tuffs, 1993). In
addition, it requires a great number of skills to produce texts (Badger & White, 2000), and
students’ creativity may be limited to certain genres (Yasuda, 2011). In spite of the criticisms,
the GRA helps teachers structure more targeted, relevant, and supportive lectures. In GRA-

based writing classrooms, students have to produce their written texts according to
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teachers’ instruction, so this is clearly a teacher-centred approach. It is important to make
students understand what is learned and evaluated in classrooms. The greatest feature of
the GRA is to help students realise how writers construct written texts, and why they write
in this manner (Hyland, 2007). Figure 5 illustrates how each segment correlates with others
in the GRA. Martin (1993) explained that text is situated in the centre of the model. The text
is related to the context of situation; namely, the register including the mode, field, and

tenor." The register is also connected with the culture of the context, which refers to the

genre.
Purpose
[Genre]
Channel : Interlocutor Relationship
[Mode) Subject matter [Field] [Tenor]
Text

Figure 5. The Model of Genre Approach (Martin, as cited in Badger & White, 2000, p. 155)

In reference to the instructional procedures, modelling is the first step in GRA because
understanding the purposes of the genre via examples is necessary. Language usage is
ubiquitous in a social world, which determines the purposes of the language, so the social
purposes, text structures, and language features can be demonstrated through a model text.
Joint negotiation is the second step in which students need to collect and organise the
information that they need for their writing samples. During the process, students need to
take part in either individual or group activities, which helps them familiarise themselves
with genres and develop their language competence. Thus, the more students understand
the genre, the less they need from teachers. Then, several procedures occur in the next step

that composes independent construction, including drafting, conferencing, editing, and

! Mode refers to description of the information. Field refers to information of the content. Tenor refers
to readers.
2 A set of scores includes five individual scores for the five components, and a final total score that
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evaluating. Drafting refers to students’ understanding toward the social purposes, text
structures, and language features. Conferencing means teachers’ and students’ exchange
ideas about the language and writing contents. Editing involves teachers’ employment of
activities to improve the students’ content knowledge, and knowledge about language
features. Evaluating is to assess the students’” understanding of genres and realisation of the
teaching and learning effectiveness. Exploring students’ creativity is the final step, which is
important for students’ learning, and also helps them understand how a genre influences
communication. Finally, it is worth noting that the whole procedure is dynamic, which
allows teachers to adjust their instructional pedagogies and techniques according to
students’ assimilation in order to fulfil their requirements, while returning to the previous
steps is also possible (Callaghan, Knapp, & Noble, 1993) when necessary to accomplish

different purposes.

Yasuda (2011) investigated 70 non-English majors’ writing performances based on the GRA
at a Japanese university. This was a mixed-method study that integrated Email writing. The
research mainly looked into how university EFL students developed their genre awareness
and knowledge as well as linguistic knowledge and writing competence based on the GRA.
This was a 15-week study in which the students submitted email samples concerning
expressing gratitude, making an apology, making an appointment, dealing with problems,
applying for a job, giving directions, among other subjects. The data was collected from a
qguestionnaire, interviews, and students’ written texts. After the investigation, the
qualitative results showed that the students’ genre awareness and knowledge were
enriched via the Email writing. Specifically, it enhanced their knowledge toward language
choices, awareness toward readers, and understanding of language usage in GRA-based
writing tasks. The participants also revealed that both their English writing competence and
confidence in writing English emails were improved and increased. The quantitative findings
demonstrated that the students’ writing performances as well as awareness and
perceptions of genre knowledge had significantly changed. Their writing competence had
also been developed after the 15-week instruction in terms of the task fulfiiment and
appropriateness, cohesion and organisation, and grammatical abilities. The researcher
further found out that the students were more able to offer supporting ideas to underpin

their writings, which clarified the contents of their writings to readers. Therefore, the study
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proved that even novice EFL writers were able to convert genre knowledge from input to

output.

The GRA is an ideal pedagogical approach for teachers’ instruction in FL writing classrooms
in terms of the theoretical and practical aspects, and it also satisfies students’ needs in
terms of social, political, and cultural dimensions (Hyland, 2007). It involves a triangular
relationship among purposes of the writing, readers of the writing, and choices of words. All
of these factors benefit both students’ FL acquisition and writing development (Yasuda,

2011).

2.2.1.4 Process/Genre Approach

It is to be understood that every approach has its advantages and disadvantages (Tuffs,
1993). The PCA for writing as a natural process that emphasises students’ creativity and
effectiveness to produce a written text (Maybin, 1994) is more learner-centred (Matsuda,
2003; Nordin & Mohammad, 2006; Tuffs, 1993). In contrast, the GRA is more teacher-
centred (Hyland, 2007), so teachers are responsible for students’ writing development, and
have to evaluate how successfully students have learned to achieve tasks toward a specific
genre (Maybin, 1994). Despite the differences between the two approaches, they can
complement each other because one motivates students’ learning and provides learning
opportunities through the writing process, while the other helps students understand what
linguistic structures are required for a particular genre (Maybin, 1994). Hence, the
consolidation of the PCA and the GRA becomes more effective as it helps students

understand the writing process in a genre when constructing a text (Bijami & Raftari, 2013).

Therefore, the creation of the PGA helps students understand the writing process, and
realise the writing purposes and contexts toward certain genres. It not only strengthens
students’ awareness of the writing process, but also develops their knowledge toward
different types of genres (Yan, 2005). Some researchers (Badger & White, 2000; Nordin &
Mohammad, 2006; Yan, 2005) have discussed the effects of the PGA that was proposed by
Badger and White in 2000 (Gao, 2012). As demonstrated in Figure 6, the model of the PGA,
displays how it is conducted. The approach connects writing tasks with social environments

because it is believed that writing is a social activity that is carried out to accomplish a
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specific purpose. Teachers have to be conscious of the situation to help students realise
writing purposes and linguistic knowledge. For example, application letter writing decides
the writer’s purposes, the relationship with readers, and the linguistic usages. Therefore,
students are able to use pertinent words, syntax, and organisations to compose their

written texts (Han, 2001).
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Figure 6. The Model of Process/Genre Approach (Badger & White, 2000, p. 159)

Since the PGA is comparatively new in writing education, its advantages and disadvantages
have not been clearly demonstrated, so | intended to determine its benefits and drawbacks
for future implications. According to the proponents, the PGA helps writers use writing skills
(PCA), realise more linguistic knowledge (GRA), and understand writing purposes (GRA).
Learners’ writing competence might be developed when their potential is motivated (PCA)
and language input is provided (GRA). In PGA writing classrooms, teachers have to provide
as many similar social contexts as possible for learners, and offer sufficient information for
them to compose writing samples (GRA). Students then use their language knowledge and
skills to respond to writing tasks (PCA) (Badger & White, 2000). Learners who have adequate
knowledge toward a genre may not need help from teachers because the more students
understand the genre, the less they need from instructors, and vice versa (Callaghan et al.,

1993; Nordin & Mohammad, 2006).
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Yan (2005) offered three guidelines for teachers to implement the PGA in the writing
classrooms. First, teachers should act as assistants to encourage students, and provide
positive and constructive feedback as well as suggestions. Second, teachers have to
demonstrate how to employ the writing skills, so students are more able to compose an
essay. Finally, the integration of the four language skills is important. Coincidentally, the
PGA improves students’ reading competence during prewriting phase, enhances students’
listening and speaking competence during teachers’ lecturing, and facilitates students’

writing competence by offering and receiving feedback.

Gao (2012) proposed five instructional steps including model paper analysis and
demonstration, group discussion and imitation, individual imitation and writing, whole-class
comment and modification, and final drafting and publication.

1. Model paper analysis and demonstration: this phase is similar to the pre-writing
stage. Teachers provide model texts for students to analyse, and students
understand the genres, writing structures, writing purposes, and linguistic features,
among similar considerations. In addition, powerful and impressive arguments and
expressions should be highlighted and demonstrated.

2. Group discussion and imitation: in this stage, three or four students form a small
group to discuss the theme about their writing tasks, including the writing style,
organisation, expression, grammar, and then discuss how they construct their
writing frameworks, or how they perform their linguistic features for this theme.

3. Individual imitation and writing: students write essays practically in this phase in
which they use the writing structures and linguistic features that they have learned
from the previous stages into their writing samples. They have to compose an essay
with introduction, body, and conclusion paragraphs.

4. Whole-class comment and modification: before a whole-class discussion, teachers
have to categorise students’ written work according to marking results, and then
demonstrate students’ written texts in class. Whole-class discussion is based on both
the well-written and poorly-written essays so that students are able to compare and
contrast their own writings with samples for correction.

5. Final drafting and publication: finally, students work on their final draft before

submission. The previous four stages are involved in the final step in order to ensure
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that they understand the genres, writing structures, writing purposes, and linguistic

features, among similar considerations.

Babalola (2012) undertook research in a polytechnic in Nigeria to determine whether there
were any significant differences in terms of the students’ writing performances, writing skills,
and basis of gender in PGA-based writing classrooms. Both the pre-test and the post-test
were conducted in the control group (without treatment) and the experimental group (with
treatment) in this quasi-experimental study. Two intact classes with forty students who
were non-English majors were randomly chosen for this study, with twenty students in each
group. The students received English writing instruction for four hours every week during
the study that took place over six weeks. To realise statistical significance, the data was
analysed by Analysis of Covariance (ANCOVA) at a .05 level of significance. After the data
analysis, the researcher reported that there was a significant difference (p = .000 < .05) on
the students’ English writing performances in the experimental group, and they also
performed better in terms of the writing skills (organisation, content, expression, and
mechanical accuracy) with p = .000 < .05. There was not significant difference (p = .479 > .05)
between the male and female students in terms of their writing performances. As a result,
the researcher concluded that the students could perform better if they received the PGA in
classrooms because their post-test scores in the experimental group were significantly
higher than those who were in the control group. Moreover, both the male and female
students could benefit from the PGA because there was not statistical difference in light of

the research results.

Writing is a difficult task that is often treated as a tool to pass examinations or get higher
scores, so students often lose writing interests in this decontextualised and artificial learning
environment (Yan, 2005) where emphasises the accuracy of language forms instead of
developing students’ individual thoughts (You, 2004). However, the PGA is highly related to
personal situations in one’s real life, so it may stimulate students’ writing motivations (Yan,
2005). The PGA makes students go through a series of a writing process to compose
particular writing texts when teachers facilitate students’ writing by giving adequate and
appropriate linguistic knowledge and skills (Badger & White, 2000). Nevertheless, more

research in reference to the PGA in language writing classes is needed in order to
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disseminate this approach. Whereas this section emphasised the instructional approaches,
how students could help themselves learn more effectively through applying learning

strategies is examined in the forthcoming section.

2.2.2 Learning Strategies in Language Classrooms

Learners’ target language performances are always one of the primary concerns in FL
education, as many FL teachers attempt to bring effective teaching and learning methods
into FL classrooms while there are often students with slow learning efficiency. In order to
help students be more proficient in FL classrooms, realising why and how competent
learners learn a FL is a pivotal issue in FL education (Chang, 2007). Those who excel in a FL
may use different ways to learn it, or they may use the same ways as the less proficient
learners do, but they are more effective (Cook, 2008). However, so-called good FL learners
may not consciously perceive what they do when they are learning a FL (Grenfell & Harris,
1999). It is sometimes difficult to observe what competent FL learners do because students’
mental behaviour is visually unobservable. Therefore, the use of research tools such as self-
report surveys seems helpful for researchers to investigate how students learn a FL

indirectly (Olivares-Cuhat, 2002).

The use of learning strategies is conducive to improve less proficient FL learners’ language
performances (Chamot, 2004), while there are common language learning strategies among
most language teaching and learning theories. For example, memory and cognitive
strategies are used to develop students’ abilities in vocabulary and grammar in the
grammar-translation method. Memory and cognitive strategies are also applied to train
students’ abilities to language patterns for automatic responses, which are the features of
audiolingual method. Compensation and social strategies involve applying the
communicative competence theory and communicative language teaching approach.
Cognitive and metacognitive strategies are utilised to account for the interlanguage theory,

while suggestopedia involves applying affective strategies (Griffiths & Parr, 2001).

Nevertheless, it is very important to point out that it does not mean the more strategies
learners employ, the better performance they have. Learning strategies can be performed

effectively under learners’ appropriate use according to their needs (Rost, 2001). Similarly,
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one’s success of FL learning is not directly related to the frequency of the use of learning
strategies, but it correlates to how one properly uses the learning strategies (Macaro, 2006).

The definitions of learning strategies are discussed subsequently in the following section.

2.2.2.1 Definitions of Learning Strategies

The terms of strategy or learning strategy have been widely used in applied linguistics
research to explain the roles of goal-oriented plans and behaviour in FL education, and how
one’s thoughts and actions facilitate FL learning (Rost, 2001). According to Oxford (1990),
learning strategies which “make learning easier, faster, more enjoyable, more self-directed,
more effective, and more transferrable to new situations” (p. 8) have become influential in
the field of education because learners use learning strategies to enhance their learning.
Through the use of learning strategies, students’ learning autonomy is expected to be
improved since they have to control their learning process (Hsiao & Oxford, 2002), and they

may become more independent and responsible for their language learning (Shmais, 2003).

According to O'Malley and Chamot (1990), learning strategies are “the special thoughts or
behaviours that individuals use to help them comprehend, learn, or retain new information”
(p.1). Cohen (1998) also defined that learning strategies “are consciously selected by
learners and which may result in action taken to enhance the learning or use of a second
language or foreign language, through the storage, retention, recall, and application of
information about that language” (p.4). In general, learning strategies relate to students’
behaviour and techniques that they employ when learning a FL (Saville-Troike, 2006), which
are utilised to process, storage, and retrieve input (Brown, 2000). Cook (1991) further
explained that learning strategies are the choices that learners choose to affect their
learning when they are learning or using a FL. Chamot (2004) summarised that “learning
strategies are the conscious thoughts and actions that learners take in order to achieve a

learning goal” (p. 14).

Learning strategies play vital roles no matter where students learn a FL (e.g. formal or
informal learning contexts), and successful FL learners have applied learning strategies
systematically during their learning process (Brown, 1994). Learning strategies are

important for FL learners and essential for their communicative competence development

39



since proper use of learning strategies may enhance one’s FL proficiency as well as learning
confidence (Oxford, 1990). By applying learning strategies, both instructors and learners can
be aware of the cognitive, metacognitive, affective, and social processes when teaching and

learning a FL (Chamot, 2005).

2.2.2.2 Cognitive Strategies

Cognitive strategies, which refer to the use of conscious methods (e.g. note-taking) to
enhance learning (Cook, 1991), are required and have been found to be the most common
strategies that language learners apply (Oxford, 1990). Cognitive strategies explain learning
a language through identifying, classifying, memorising, and storing input, and also explain
using a language through retrieving, rehearsing, comprehending, or producing words,
phrases, and other language forms (Cohen, 1998). The strategies comprise diverse sub-
strategies, such as “practicing, receiving and sending messages, analysing and reasoning,
and creating structure for input and output” (Oxford, 1990, p. 43). Practising is the most
important one in this category, which encompasses “repeating, formally practising with
sounds and writing systems, recognising and using formulas and patterns, recombining and
practising naturalistically” (Oxford, 1990, p. 43). Receiving and sending messages develop
learners’ skimming and scanning strategies while students learn not need to focus on every
single word. They guide learners to use various resources to comprehend and produce new
language messages. Analysing and reasoning are often used by language learners, adult
learners in particular, because they build up language models according to their analysis and
comparison, constitute language rules in general, and revise those rules when they receive
new language information. Finally, creating structure for input and output indicates learners’
manipulating and transforming language input into understandable components through
learning strategies (e.g. taking notes, summarising, and highlighting) (Oxford, 1990). In short,
cognitive strategies directly relate to new language input that one receives and converts

into comprehensible units to facilitate their language learning (0'Malley & Chamot, 1990).

2.2.2.3 Metacognitive Strategies

The term of metacognition refers to “beyond, beside, or with the cognitive” (Oxford, 1990, p.
136). Metacognitive strategies are used beyond cognitive behaviour. They help students

monitor their learning process because metacognitive strategies are applied to centre,
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arrange, and evaluate one’s learning which are necessarily important for successful
language learners (Oxford, 1990). Similarly, “metacognitive strategies involve thinking about
the learning process, planning for learning, monitoring the learning task, and evaluating how
well one has learned” (O'Malley & Chamot, 1990, p. 137). According to Oxford’s (1990)
definition, metacognitive strategies contain “centring your learning, arranging and planning
your learning, and evaluating your learning” (p. 137). Too much new language input may
distract language learners’ concentration that can be compensated by using metacognitive
strategies, such as paying attention or linking with already known information. There are
many strategies in the group of arranging and planning learning such as organising, setting
goals, thinking about the purposes, or planning for a task. However, seeking opportunities
to practise language is the most important one because finding as many practice
opportunities as possible is language learners’ responsibility, especially in non-classroom
contexts. Particularly, some metacognitive behaviours, such as planning and monitoring, are
internalised through one’s social interactions with some more proficient language users
(Hsiao & Oxford, 2002). Errors may overwhelm learners’ learning, so students may ignore
the importance of learning from the errors, which may increasingly worsen their learning
due to their confusion. However, one’s learning can be facilitated through the use of self-
monitoring and self-evaluating strategies (Chang, 2007). Briefly speaking, the concept of
metacognitive strategies is strategies about how to learn, but not merely learning strategies

(Cook, 1993).

2.2.2.4 Affective Strategies

Affection refers to emotions, attitudes, motivations, and values (Oxford, 1990) that are
related to one’s emotional status involving a wide range of personality factors (Brown,
2000). The affective domain is one of the most powerful factors to determine one’s success
of language learning because successful language learners are able to control their emotions
and attitudes toward their learning (Oxford, 1990). For example, students learn strategies to
decrease levels of anxiety and increase their confidence (Cohen, 1998), so they may feel
they are able to complete learning tasks (O'Malley & Chamot, 1990). Furthermore, positive
emotions and attitudes help one learn a language effectively and even pleasantly. Affective
strategies encompass “lowering your anxiety, encouraging yourself, and taking your

emotional temperature” (Oxford, 1990, p. 141). Having a reasonable amount of anxiety is
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helpful to learners’ language learning, but excessive levels of anxiety obstruct one’s
language learning. Using some strategies (e.g. laughing or deep breathing) is useful to
reduce one’s anxiety. It also reduces one’s anxious feeling and attitudes through self-
encouragement because positive emotions are likely to ease one’s senses of tension.
Knowing emotional temperature by listening to body signals becomes necessary to find and
control anxiety levels (Oxford, 1990). O'Malley and Chamot (1990) suggested that students
can be educated to not be afraid when errors occur, not feel frustrated when they do not

understand contents, and not be depressed when they make wrong guesses.

2.2.2.5 Social Strategies

“Language is a form of social behaviour; it is communication, and communication occurs
between and among people” (Oxford, 1990, p. 144). Social strategies refer to the behaviour
of interacting with others (Cohen, 1998; Cook, 1993; O'Malley & Chamot, 1990), which
comprise “asking questions, cooperating with others and empathising with others” (Oxford,
1990, p. 169). The strategies of asking question include asking for clarification or verification
and asking for correction, which are used in different ways. The former is usually applied in
receptive skills, while the latter is employed for productive purposes. Since language
learning involves having social interactions, cooperating requires learners to interact with
others and with more competent language users. Empathising with others refers to
understanding the target culture and understanding the native speakers’ thoughts and
feelings. Due to language learning involving interacting with other people, social strategies

are deemed important in language learning process (Oxford, 1990).

2.2.2.6 Oxford’s Strategy Inventory for Language Learning

One of the most influential studies on language learning strategies is Rebecca Oxford’s
Strategy Inventory for Language Learning (hereafter cited as SILL), which was published in
1990 and has been used in many language learning contexts worldwide (Cook, 2008).
Oxford has classified language learning strategies in detail (Chang, 2007), which are mainly

grouped as direct and indirect strategies, as shown in Figure 7.
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Figure 7. Oxford’s Language Learning Strategy System (Oxford, 1990, p. 16)

Direct strategies help students remember target languages more effectively, use their
cognitive processes, and compensate for missing knowledge, whereas indirect strategies
organise and evaluate students’ learning, control their emotions, and have them learn with
others (Brown, 1994). Specifically, direct strategies include memory, cognitive, and
compensation strategies, while the use of learning strategies links to the target language
directly. Memory strategies help students store and retrieve input, cognitive strategies help
students understand and produce new language through deductively learning, and
compensation strategies help students use the language by guessing meanings or using
synonyms. On the other hand, indirect strategies contain metacognitive, affective, and
social strategies, and they do not involve the language itself directly when using these
learning strategies. Metacognitive strategies help students control their cognition, affective
strategies help students control their motivations, emotions, and attitudes, and social

strategies help students learn a language via interaction with others (Oxford, 1990).

There are many ways to identify learners’ learning styles, preferences, strengths, and
weaknesses, but the most common one is the use of a self-check questionnaire, which helps
learners answer various types of questions with scale items of agreement and disagreement
(Oxford, 1990). SILL is a self-report evaluation checklist that is designed to understand how
students use a variety of strategies to facilitate their language learning (Bot, Lowie, &
Verspoor, 2005). Oxford has designed two versions of SILL. One is for native English

speakers learning other target languages with eighty items, and the other one is for English
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learners as a L2/FL with fifty items (Dornyei, 2005). All of the questions are constructed by
having five-point Likert-scale items, which range from “never or almost never true of me”
(cited in 1), “usually not true of me” (cited in 2), “somewhat true of me” (cited in 3), “usually
true of me” (cited in 4), and “always or almost always true of me” (cited in 5) (Brown, 2007;
Oxford, 1990). SILL has also been considered as one of the most comprehensive instruments
to gauge students’ preferences toward language learning strategies, and its reliability and

validity has been confirmed consistently (Nisbet, Tindall, & Arroyo, 2005).

Although some criticisms have been made to argue against using Oxford’s SILL, considering
its methodology, measurement, and classification (Macaro, 2006), the instrument is still
widely used to collect a large amount of data regarding learning strategies in language
education. It is a standardised measuring tool to collect and analyse a great deal of data
with reference to various variables, such as learning style, the participants’ gender, language
proficiency, as well as cultural factors in terms of language learning strategies (Chamot,
2004). The following section examines how researchers used SILL in their research to study

language learners’ learning strategies.

2.2.2.7 Empirical Research on Learning Strategies in Writing Classrooms

FL writing is considered as one of the most difficult skills in one’s language learning process
since language beginning learners often encounter the difficulties of grasping insufficient
amounts of vocabulary and deficient knowledge of grammatical rules, while advanced
students have difficulty with expressing their ideas coherently and producing appropriate
written work in target language. Therefore, the use of learning strategies in FL writing

classrooms seems important and necessary for FL writers (Chamot, 2005).

Khaldieh (2000) conducted a study to examine how FL learners implemented their writings
in order to provide insights for FL instructors and researchers on FL learners’ writing
difficulties during the process. The study focused on American learners who studied Arabic
as a FL among a total of forty-three subjects including twenty-four male and nineteen
female students. Before producing essays, the participants had to read authentic texts
about factual, political, and social issues in Arabic. They then had to write persuasive essays,

rather than descriptive and expressive written work, to compare, contrast, and present their
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viewpoints. The data was based on the students’ essays and self-reporting, self-observation,
and self-revelation in written and verbal reports that were used to record the students’
strategies, techniques, knowledge, and linguistic manipulation while they were writing. The
essays were then assessed by two native Arabic speakers, and were used to classify the
students as the proficient writers or the less proficient writers while written and verbal
reports were analysed according to Oxford’s (1990) SILL. The results revealed that some less
proficient students also used as various kinds of learning strategies as proficient students
did. Nevertheless, their written quality and quantity were not as satisfactory as the
proficient students’. Specifically, their written texts were short, the sentences were simple,
and the contents lacked coherence. This study determined that: (a) the students in both
groups applied cognitive strategies, including circumlocution, translation, and imitation. It
therefore disproved that less proficient learners do not use pertinent learning strategies;
and (b) one’s language proficiency related to anxiety and confidence levels. Hence,
competent language learners usually had lower anxiety and higher confidence levels, and
vice versa. In other words, affective factors have an influence on one’s FL development and
performances. The researcher concluded that relying on learning strategies to produce good
written work was insufficient. Linguistic knowledge might be one of the major determinants,
and some other affective factors, such as anxiety, frustration, and negative attitudes might
hinder FL writers” written quality and quantity. Learners’ confidence in FL writing might be
developed through positive feedback and encouragement, which also reduced their learning

anxiety.

Moreover, Olivares-Cuhat (2002) conducted a study regarding the relationships between
the employment of L2/FL learning strategies and L2/FL writing achievement in a Spanish
writing class at a university in the USA. The participants were twenty university students
comprising of two males and eighteen females who were two native Spanish students and
seven students with Spanish heritage (L1), three German-speaking students, and eight
English-speaking students. The researcher used Oxford’s SILL to measure the students’
learning strategies because of its high reliability and universality, as well as its easy
application. This was a two-hour class held twice a week, and the research was conducted
for six weeks. All of the participants were divided into two groups according to their

diagnostic assessment given by the researcher, and two different textbooks were assigned
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to the two groups. During the process, all of the students had to submit two drafts and a
final writing sample with 300 to 400 words, and peer reviewing was also conducted in class.
The instructor did not teach how to use learning strategies, and did not give any written
feedback when returning the assignments until the end of the research. The researcher and
another Spanish instructor who specialised in Spanish linguistics marked all of the students’
written work. The students’ assignments were graded on a scale of 0 to 100 according to the
content, organisation, grammar, vocabulary, and conventions. The data was analysed by the
two-tailed t-tests to compare the sample means when different textbooks and language
learning situations were applied. Furthermore, Pearson correlation coefficient and
regression analysis were used to indicate the relationships between the students’ learning
strategies and their language achievements. The statistical results showed that there was
not significant difference between the two groups in terms of the overall grades.
Nevertheless, the t-test demonstrated that L1 learners who used more memory and
affective strategies performed better than the L2/FL learners. The mean scores described
that both the cognitive and compensation strategies had the highest scores in comparison
with others. The Pearson correlation coefficient illustrated that all of the subcategories in
SILL had significant correlations with other sub-strategies, except for the compensation
strategies. There was also a significant correlation between the use of memory strategies
and the students’ overall performances. The regression analysis indicated that memory
strategies were the primary strategies while the students were learning a L2/FL. The
researcher pointed out that L1 students who used more memory and affective strategies
performed better than L2/FL students. This could have been because L1 students learned a
language based on their previous experiences when facing difficulties. To respond the
significances found in the Pearson correlation coefficient, the use of learning strategies
brought in the use of other learning strategies, which incurred interactive effects during the
learning process. It is evident that language learners might not use unitary strategy when
learning a L2/FL. The finding in the regression analysis was attributed to the need for a great
number of memory abilities to remember the meanings of the target language. Finally, this
study set forth a comparison in terms of the interaction of language learning and the use of
learning strategies between L1 and L2/FL learners in order to provide directions to develop

L2/FL students’ writing abilities.
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2.2.3 Concluding Remark for Teaching Approaches and Learning Strategies in Writing
Education

Writing is a complex process that is considered as one of the most difficult skills for teaching
and learning in FL education since it involves the language itself, writer’s feelings, personal
experiences, and thoughts (Mazdayasna & Tahririan, 2001). In order to improve EFL learners’
writng competence, understanding how writing is instructed and how to facilitate students’
learning is important. This section was therefore divided into the teaching and learning
perspectives. First, there are explanations regarding the instructional approaches, including
the discussions of the writing approaches, instructional procedures, empirical studies, as
well as their advantages and disadvantages. Second, learning strategies that account for

both the theories and practice regarding FL learning strategies are examined.

In addition to the history and theory of CALL in language education as well as teaching
approaches and learning strategies in writing education, one of the purposes of this
research is to determine how computers, especially the utilisation of blogs, facilitated EFL

students’ writing abilities, which is detailed in the upcoming section.

2.3 Blogs in Writing Classrooms

This section examines the effects of the affordance of blogs in FL writing classrooms. The
concept of applying computer technology in writing education is firstly illustrated in section
2.3.1. In order to present detailed ideas about blogs, the nature of blogs is subsequently
demonstrated in section 2.3.2. Then, the use of blogs in writing classrooms presented in
section 2.3.3 depicts how blogs facilitated students’ FL writing performances, followed by
the empirical research on the use of blogs in writing classrooms (section 2.3.4). A concluding

remark for this entire section is lastly provided in section 2.3.5.

2.3.1 Computer Technology in Writing Education

Because of the fast development of computer technology, there are increasingly greater
numbers of researchers and instructors using computer technology in language classrooms,
and the advent of computer technology has greatly changed writing instruction methods
and research related to writing education (Fang, 2010). However, students’ social

interactions should be firstly addressed because computer technology fosters students’
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collaborative learning (Stahl et al., 2006), and learning completely takes place in a social and

cultural environment (Lehtinen, 2003).

Social and cultural factors influencing one’s learning and cognitive developments has drawn
many psychologists’ attention because they believe learning is a social process in a socio-
cultural environment. Vygotsky’s sociocultural theory emphasises the importance of
interaction to enhance one’s cognitive activity and learning, and underpins the integrative
CALL (see section 2.1.2). This is one of the most prominent tenets in this field. Sociocultural
theorists advocated that less proficient learners can interact with more proficient learners in
their socio-cultural environment, and therefore learning is considered as a social interaction
that makes learning taken place in an authentic context (Selwyn, 2011). Also, Bandura’s
social learning theory, which is akin to Vygotsky’s theory, states that learning is a
participation in a social context, in which “learning is a relational activity, not an individual
process of thought” (Elkjaer, 2006, 9 21). Both cognition and environment are important
factors in social learning contexts where interaction is one of the most important vehicles in

a learning environment (Tu, 2000).

It is therefore assumed that effective learning is implemented through collaboration.
Collaboration is an important element leading to successful learning because one’s effective
learning may be due to the participation and interaction with others’ modelling behaviour
and thought (Pawan, Paulus, Yalcin, & Chang, 2003). The concept of collaborative learning in
a social-cultural environment has also been researched in educational technology. It has
been accepted that computer technology enriches social resources in one’s learning process,
and helps learners retrieve knowledge whenever and wherever there is this need. For
example, the notion of computer supported collaborative learning enables learners to learn
collaboratively in an Internet community, such as wikis or blogs (Selwyn, 2011). Computer
technology provides communicative opportunities for both teachers and students to
retrieve learning resources effectively, and required information and knowledge that is set
up not only for the sake of learning, but also for social and interactive purposes.
Consequently, one’s learning commences in a social, cultural, and technological

environment (Sharples, 2000).
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How does computer technology incorporate learning theories to stimulate students’ writing
development? Computer technology has created a teaching and learning environment that
is different from traditional language classrooms, so students can have convenient access to
required information in different ways (Chin, 2004). The advent of computer technology has
influenced how people use a language tremendously, particularly for written
communication, such as for the purposes of writing, genres of written work, or nature of
writers and readers (Warschauer, 2007). The use of computers in writing education has also
changed the ways people write greatly. For example, the word processor allows writers to
cut, copy, paste, and delete written words, or helps writers check the spelling and
grammatical mistakes (Hyland, 2002). According to Warschauer (1996b), students may learn
better and be more independent when writing by using computers because they could
become more creative and have more opportunities to practise a language, and computers

help both instructors and learners record learning performance and process (Chen, 2014).

Due to the rapid expansion of the Internet in cooperation with computers and other forms
of digital technology (Giindiiz, 2005), the Internet has led to computers being used as tools
for instruction (Reiser, 2001). Writing via various forms of technology, such as word
processors, WWW, or email, benefits students with varied learning styles, abilities, or
interests, and offers different practices for students to enhance their writing skills, because
the Internet is available to provide additional language information in writing education.
Furthermore, students who receive web-based writing instruction along with traditional
writing instruction may perform better than those who are only instructed in traditional
writing classrooms since there are different forms of supplementary language input found

online that have helped students write more effectively and perform better (Al-Jarf, 2004).

When writing in an Internet community, teachers may create a safe and accessible learning
environment for FL learners, and encourage them to produce new types of genres in their
compositions through a social and interactive process. Therefore, students are encouraged
to exchange their ideas outside of classrooms with instructors or peers in order to not only
encourage interactions among them, but also raise students’ awareness of writing as a form
of communication (Al-Jarf, 2004). Writing in an Internet community also benefits peers’

reviewing process and increases learning flexibility. For example, students can provide
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feedback regardless of whether their peers are online while reading peers’ written work at
their leisure. This allows them to offer feedback and reflect on feedback given by others,
and also having more time to respond to those comments (Ho & Savignon, 2007).
Additionally, immediate responses from readers have enhanced writers’ awareness toward
their audiences greatly, and have improved individuals’ writing abilities in terms of thinking
about their writing purposes. The peer-reviewing process has thus developed writer’s
awareness of social and interactive learning considerably when writing in an Internet
community, because writers have to communicate with their readers synchronously and

asynchronously (Black, 2005).

However, the use of computers in FL classrooms has also been disputed because of its
disadvantages (Stahl et al., 2006). Computer technology opens the way to the problem of
students’ plagiarism due to convenience of cutting and pasting functions (Warschauer,
2007). Some other shortcomings have been discussed in section 2.1.5, Advantages and
Disadvantages of CALL in Language Education. Although the drawbacks of computer
technology have been raised, the greatest benefit that it brings is the possibility of learning
taking place everywhere (e.g. in classrooms, online spaces, in public etc.) (Haythornthwaite
& Andrews, 2011). The unique features of the feasibility and accessibility of the Internet also
enable students to discuss what they have learned in an Internet community (Tsou et al.,
2002), and writing by using computers helps students give comments and receive feedback
to and from peers more frequently than before (Goldberg, Russell, & Cook, 2003). Therefore,
computer-assisted writing not only motivates students to learn from peers, but also helps
them reflect on their writing samples by themselves through the peer reviewing process

(Zha et al., 2006), which may develop both their cognitive and metacognitive awareness.

Computer technology, especially the provision of the Internet, provides a number of
technological means to develop students’ language competence, such as by using Skype,
Twitter, Google Talk, MSN Messenger, YouTube, My Space, Google Video, BBC, Blackboard,
Blog, Facebook, and Wikis (Kervin & Derewianka, 2011). Nevertheless, because the practical
employment of blogging in language writing classrooms remains uncommon (Golonka et al.,
2014; Lin et al., 2013; Miyazoe & Anderson, 2010), and research on the investigation of the

impacts of blogs in language writing classrooms is also recommended (Aljumah, 2012;
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Habul-Sabanovi¢, 2015), | have therefore taken advantages of there being user-friendly
features (Fageeh, 2011; Noytim, 2010), as ease of use allows for collaborative learning
(Habul-Sabanovi¢, 2015) in blogs to investigate the impacts of blogs in EFL writing

classrooms.

2.3.2 The Nature of Blogs

The Internet contributes a great deal to education, such as providing means of seeking
information and obtaining knowledge. The most powerful strength of the application of the
Internet is for users to “perform and realise social interactions, self-presentation, public
performance, social capital management, social monitoring, and the production,
maintenance and furthering of social ties” (Tufekci, 2008, p. 548). These web-based
applications are therefore defined as social media, such as, blogs, which are based on the
interactive and participatory features, and thus allowing different groups of people together
to communicate with one another (Selwyn, 2011). Hence, language learners have more
opportunities to be exposed to target languages, communicate and interact with others,

and learn collaboratively (Habul-Sabanovi¢, 2015; Huang, 2015).

The emergence of blogs has also served pedagogical purposes with their user-friendly
features having made them common (Habul-Sabanovi¢, 2015), while they can display “up-
to-the-minute posts, latest first” (Nardi et al., 2004, p. 42) electronic journals to record users’
written work in Internet communities (Johnson, 2004). In these online communities, users
can use hypertexts to link written texts that have been entered by other users (Godwin-
Jones, 2003), and blogs can be created and managed by either individuals or groups of
people and linked or cross-linked easily to form greater online communities (Godwin-Jones,
2003; Kervin & Derewianka, 2011). Owing to the features of being user-friendly (Fageeh,
2011; Noytim, 2010), there being ease of use, and allowing for collaborative learning (Habul-
Sabanovi¢, 2015), blogs have been applied in different disciplines by educators as well
(Blood, as cited in Armstrong & Retterer, 2008). For example, teachers use them to post
syllabi, create portfolios, distribute group assignments, and develop collaborative writing
(Armstrong & Retterer, 2008). Students blog users can post their written work and receive

feedback from their readers immediately and easily (Chuang, 2008), which may increase

their awareness toward their audiences (Black, 2005; Godwin-Jones, 2003). They can also
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use blogs to monitor their learning progress (Murray & Hourigan, 2008), which serves as

electronic portfolios to reflect on their learning (Armstrong & Retterer, 2008).

The teaching and learning on blogs thus help language learners explore and construct
greater amounts of knowledge because students have to search for online information to
complete their tasks, or they are able to learn new contents from peers’ blogs. Therefore,
their knowledge can be developed and constructed during the process. In addition, students
are able to learn collaboratively and give comments to each other. For example, students
can discuss topics of common interest with each other, or less proficient students can learn
from more proficient ones. It has been pointed out that peer comments play important
roles in blogging contexts because students are concerned about what other people think of

their performances (Huang, 2015).

Similarly, Habul-Sabanovi¢ (2015) pointed out that blogs help students to expand their
language learning and learning community, as students could be able to construct their own
knowledge and also be more responsible for their own learning when using blogs. They are
also allowed to exchange their ideas with their peers or learn from others, which generates
the possibilities of enhancing their learning experience, increasing their senses of being a
part in the community, and helping them enjoy learning. Therefore, blog learning conforms
to Garrison, Anderson, and Archer’s (2000) model of Community of Inquiry (hereafter cited
as Col) (Figure 8), which maintained that “learning occurs within the Community through
the interaction of three core elements” (Garrison et al., 2000, p. 88), including the elements

of cognitive presence, social presence, and teaching presence.

First, the cognitive presence has been deemed the most basic element in higher education.
Learners in any part of the Col are able to construct meanings via interaction and
communication, so their cognitive ability, which is a requisite element to develop one’s
critical thinking abilities, could be enhanced through the interaction. The social presence in
the Col also elucidates learners’ abilities to perform in a community, or how one presents
themselves to others. The importance of this element is to support cognitive presence that
enhances critical thinking abilities through interaction and communication with others in

the community. Finally, the teaching presence in an educational context is teachers’
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responsibility, which consists of two functions. The first is to design and develop an
educational experience that includes the tasks of selection, organisation, and presentation
of the course contents, as well as learning activities and assessment. The second is to
facilitate teaching and learning through sharing contents with teachers and learners. Both
functions support and enhance the social presence and cognitive presence in order to

improve the teaching and learning consequences (Garrison et al., 2000).

Community of Inquiry

Supporting
Discourse

COGNITIVE
PRESENCE

SOCIAL
PRESENCE

EDUCATIONAL |
EXPERIENCE

o

Selecting
Content

Setting
Climate

TEACHING PRESENCE
(Structure/Process)

Communication Medium

Figure 8. The Model of Community of Inquiry (Garrison et al., 2000, p. 88)

It has been found that blogs contribute to collaborative learning because their use
motivates students to share their knowledge, negotiate with or support each other, consult
with instructors or peers, and appreciate each other’s contributions (Silviyanti & Yusuf,
2014). Collaborative learning, according to Dooly (2008), refers to students learn together
for a common goal, and emphasises the whole process of learning in which students teach
their peers or teachers and/or teachers teach students. Students would be more
responsible for their own learning and/or for their peers’ learning, so they are able to help
other’s learning. The statements in collaborative learning confirm Vygotsky’s sociocultural

theory, which states language learning involves taking part in a collaborative process in
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which learners use the language for the purpose of interaction to gain grammatical,
expressive, and cultural abilities (Ohta, 2000). Language learning is therefore a type of social
interaction with others, and it is not an individual information process (Donato, 2000).
Likewise, Bandura’s social learning theory maintains that cognition and environment act
vital roles in social learning contexts in which interaction is one of the most important
vehicles in learning environments (Tu, 2000) because “most human behaviour is learned
observationally through modelling: from observing others one forms an idea of how new
behaviours are performed, and on later occasions this coded information serves as a guide
for action” (Bandura, 1977, p.22). As a result, Top (2012) concluded that blogs are powerful
and potential forms of social media to develop students’ interactive connections in a
learning community in higher education. Creating a learning community in classrooms and
developing students’ computer knowledge might also improve students’ learning

experiences.

Johnson (2004) synthesised the advantages of the employment of blogs in FL classrooms for
both teachers and students. Teachers can use blogs to present instructional materials
chronologically, which makes it convenient for them to prepare lessons, and they can easily
edit those materials or add new contents for students. Since computers and the Internet are
common and can be accessed easily nowadays, teachers are able to observe students’
performances anytime and anywhere, as long as they have access to computers as well as
the Internet. As a result, teacher’s feedback can be conveyed through blogs conveniently.
Because instructional materials are provided online, students are able to obtain those
materials before and after classes for preview and review purposes. Some have also noted
the advantages of blogs in writing classrooms for both teachers and students. In terms of
the teachers’ perspectives, blogs allow students to reflect what they have learned in class
expressively and interactively. In terms of the students’ perspectives, blogs help them share
their thoughts and ideas with others, and they can also interact with many different types of
people in an online community. Consequently, blogs create authentic and real language
learning environments for students that stimulate and challenge their learning, and these

creations are rarely found in traditional FL classrooms (Campbell, 2005).
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On the other hand, blogs have certain disadvantages. First, using them is restricted to both
writers and readers who are computer literate (Bach, 2008). Second, blogs cannot present
complicated animated functions and rapid interactivities. Third, students may copy and
paste others” work from the Internet resources without paraphrasing or citing the
references. Finally, insufficient accessibility to computers and the Internet outside of
classrooms may suspend students’ learning (Tekinarslan, 2008). Although there are these
potential drawbacks, they are effective tools for FL education because they provide the
features of “social interaction, learning collaboration and negotiation of meaning” (Wu,

2006, p. 137).

2.3.3 The Use of Blogs in Writing Classrooms

The utilisation of Internet-based collaborative learning is increasing on account of its
convenience, ease of use, and rapid development. This kind of learning provides a great
number of opportunities for learners to obtain information and learn collaboratively. Using
blogs that provide users with abundant multimedia resources is one of the examples (Boulos,

Maramba, & Wheeler, 2006).

Blogs are potential pedagogical alternatives in FL writing classrooms because they develop
students’ writing abilities in a collaborative manner effectively (Normand-Marconnet &
Cordella, 2012; Silviyanti & Yusuf, 2014; Warschauer & Liaw, 2011), and serve a complement
to traditional (face-to-face) classrooms for FL learning (Normand-Marconnet & Cordella,
2012). The application of blogs in FL writing classrooms would be very helpful to instructors.
Not only can blogs improve students’ writing contents and organisations of these contents,
but also allow for students to easily receive and give feedback without there being
restrictions of time and places. Some beneficially supplementary and auxiliary materials,
such as pictures and sound or video files that convey meanings and inspire students’
language learning could be uploaded to blogs as well (Armstrong & Retterer, 2008;
Campbell, 2005; Torut, 2000). Hence, a teacher’s instruction is not confined to face-to-face
instruction, since instructors and learners can have contact with each other whenever and
wherever necessary (Arslan & Sahin-Kizil, 2010). Students can read others’ writing samples,
share their comments, and come to understand how to edit each other’s contents. It is also

convenient to correct and rewrite essays on blogs because they save writers’ time by being
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much faster than conventional writing, and therefore are more productive for writers to
compose essays. Also, required information can be retrieved conveniently when contents
are found online, and students are able to give anonymous feedback, which improves their
writing abilities as well (Chen, Liu, Shih, Wu, & Yuan, 2011). As a result, blogging develops FL
learners’ writing competence, increases their writing motivations, and improves their
learning autonomy (Sun, 2010). Students are able to gain more opportunities to learn FL
writing through functioning on this user-friendly operating platform (Warschauer & Liaw,

2011).

Lin et al. (2014) pointed out that blog writing generated lower levels of anxiety and
improved performance among EFL learners. They found that the students might be relieved
of apprehension when blogging, which contrasted with another group of students who
wrote with pen and paper. Moreover, the majority of the participants in Aljumah’s (2012)
study mentioned that they enjoyed the blogging programme in which they posted entries,
read posts, and gave comments. The participants had very positive attitudes toward the use
of blogs in English writing classrooms, so they believed that blogs were useful, motivational,
and effective to develop their writing abilities. Armstrong & Retterer (2008) conducted a
study on the use of blogs in Spanish writing classes, and found that more than 80% of the
participants enjoyed blogging because they were easily accessible, and online references
and dictionaries could be easily accessed. Similarly, a study conducted by Liu and Chang
(2010), who demanded the participants to submit a 2000-word essay on blogs, pointed out
that the subjects were very satisfied with the course according to both the qualitative
consequences and the quantitative outcomes. The researchers explained that the students
attained higher levels of self-efficacy while they were blogging because the teacher could

respond to their questions on blogs instantly.

Finally, Bloch (as cited in Kitchakarn, 2012) demonstrated that blogs are effective to develop
language learners’ writing abilities, because they:

® are easy to create and maintain

® help students become productive writers

@ allow for sharing writing samples easily

® accommodate to do group work, give feedback, and learn collaboratively
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@ allow writers to compose essays outside of classrooms
® support users to retrieve required information
e help foster relationships between readers and writers

® assist teachers to deliver courses in various ways

However, some opposing viewpoints have been posited about using blogs in writing
classrooms. Less-proficient students might not feel sufficiently confident about posting their
entries on blogs, which could result in negative affections about blogging, such as being
concerned about the possibility of losing face among peers. In addition, the instructional
method in a blog community is student-centred rather than teacher-directed, which might
influence students’ learning, including among Taiwanese students in particular. Because
Taiwanese students have long learned to be dependent on teachers in classrooms, in which
they expect to receive the “correct” or “the best” answers from their teachers, they might
feel uncertain about or uncomfortable with their contents while they are writing in an open
blogosphere (Lin, 2015). Peers’ feedback only serves a pragmatic function with the
possibility of there being extravagantly compliments, rather than a linguistic function
through providing useful and constructive comments (Wu, 2006). Similarly, commenting on
the peers’ writings might make the students feel ashamed and embarrassed if they make
mistakes, so they would rather leave encouraging messages for their peers to avoid making
mistakes (Lin et al., 2013). Thus, Aljumah (2012) concluded that peers’ feedback was neither
helpful nor useful for students’ writing development on blogs, especially when the students
did not know how to comment or what to comment about on others’ entries. In addition,
students might also fail to respond to teacher’s comments while revising their writing

samples because of their insufficient English abilities (Wu, 2006).

2.3.4 Empirical Research on the Use of Blogs in Writing Classrooms

The impacts of blogs on the development of students’ FL writing have been reported by

many researchers, which are demonstrated as follows.

Silviyanti and Yusuf (2014) conducted a study on the effects of blogs on English writing at an
Indonesian university, and tried to find out what the collaborative writing activities were

when blogging, and what the students’ perceptions of the use of blogs were. A total of thirty
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students, aged ranging from 17 to 25, enrolled in a compulsory English writing class that was
designed for second year students. The data was collected from entries posted on the blogs
and interviews. In order to increase the students’ confidence, the students had to work
together as a group (three students in a group) to post their assignments with 250 to 300
words on the class blog that was managed by both the instructors and learners
collaboratively. They were allowed to upload videos or pictures to support their writing
samples, and any changes of the background colours or designs were encouraged to boost
their creativity. The students were also sternly warned about the issue of plagiarism in
advance, which could result in failing the course. During the process, the peers had to give
their comments on the posts, and they could argue, propose, agree, or clarify their
viewpoints on each post. In addition to the students’ comments, the instructors also
provided their own comments on the entries. The responses on both the students’ and
teachers’ feedback were also welcome. This was to ensure that all of the students were
involved in the process. As for the interview process, the researchers interviewed every
student in order to understand their interests, objections, and problems they had during the
process. It was encouraging for the researchers to find several positive results during this
class-blog project, such as knowledge sharing, negotiation, support, consultation, and
appreciation. The students were engaged in exploring and sharing their ideas with others,
which was rarely seen in a traditional classroom setting. They provided their comments or
corrections and asked for clarification in this online community. Furthermore, the
researchers indicated that the less proficient students were willing to give their comments
because they felt that they had more time to consult their peers before posting their
feedback. Finally, the students were grateful for receiving feedback and comments from
both the instructors and peers. These students’ views regarding using blogs in a FL writing
classroom was an additional matter for examination. The researchers presented that 87.5%
of the participants enjoyed the programme because they had greater opportunities to read
others’ work, to give comments and feedback to each other, and to share ideas and learn
from others. Therefore, the students’ writing motivations had been increased after the
instruction. The students also agreed that the class blog had developed their English writing
competence because they could obtain knowledge from the comments, feedback, and
others’ written texts. However, the problem of the speed of the Internet was a shortcoming.

The researchers thus concluded that blogs helped the students’ writing abilities in a
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collaborative manner in this programme, in which the mode of learning shifted from being
teacher-centred to being student-centred. Also, the students’ individual writing
performances improved from the beginning to the end gradually, as was indicated according

to their initial, midterm, and final written work.

Lin et al. (2013) carried out a qualitative study in which a total number of twenty-five first
year students in a university in central Taiwan consented to participate in the study that
took place for a full academic year for two eighteen-week semesters. Each student was
allocated a computer in a computer laboratory, and they were required to hand in
seventeen journals or assignments on blogs during the process in order to ensure the
students’ participation. The tutor blog was operated by the instructor to provide the
students with the course information, teaching materials, and comments. Learner blogs
were operated by the students themselves to post their assignments and give feedback to
their fellow classmates on blogs. The data was collected through interviews that had an
average length of twenty-six minutes. The interviews were conducted in Mandarin Chinese,
the interview subjects’ native language, in order to ensure that they were able to express
themselves fully and accurately. After the data analysis, the positive findings indicated: (a)
the students were satisfied with the convenience of the programme because they could
submit assignments online, they did not worry about leaving materials at home, and they
were able to review the teaching contents anytime; and (b) the students believed that the
use of blogs improved their English writing abilities because they were able to have access
to others’ writing samples in which they could recall some words they had learned, they
could learn some new words they did not know, they could learn language usages, or they
could acquire writing ideas. However, some negative results were also reported. First,
although commenting on the peers’ writing samples was mandatory, the students
sometimes did not know what to comment because they had to do it in English. They felt
embarrassed about potentially making mistakes on the texts or giving feedback on blogs. In
order to avoid making mistakes when giving comments, they would rather leave
encouraging messages for their peers. Second, although the students perceived the use of
blogs in the FL writing classrooms was innovative, convenient, and interesting, it did not
make them have positive attitudes toward it. The researchers pointed out the students

accepted blogs as a new technological tool to practise reading and writing, but not as a new

59



platform to improve their language abilities. Finally, the classroom setting was also a
hindrance that undermined the interactions between the instructor and the students
according to the responses provided by the interview subjects. There were also many
distractions on the Internet, so the students did not focus on the course contents
sufficiently. For example, some of the subjects admitted that they checked emails or did
online shopping in class unless their computers were monitored and controlled by the
instructor. Since the results were quite varied, the researchers summarised the results as
the participants’ superficial attitudes and true feelings. They determined that the
participants were in favour of the utilisation of blogs in FL writing classrooms in principle,
but they did not enjoy it in practice. The possible reasons were: (a) the students found blog
writing is a burden when everything should be done in English, and (b) the students
inhibited their feelings of anxiety and embarrassment when posting their own writing
samples in a public online forum. The researchers thus concluded that blogs should not be
taken as a panacea to stimulate FL writers’ motivations, and FL instructors should be aware
of modern technology and also understand how computer technology in particular affects

students’ learning.

Fageeh (2011) tried to find out the effects of blogs on the EFL students’ writing progress and
its relationship with their attitudes toward English learning among the fourth year English
majors at a university in Saudi Arabia. In this sixteen-week research, there were two groups
of participants, which were composed of the control group and the experimental group with
twenty-five subjects in each one. The subjects in the control group received traditional
instruction, while the students in the experimental group engaged in blog-based writing
practice. The data came from the instructor’s observations and students’ reflective journals
on blogs, questionnaires, assignments, and the writing assessment that included a pre-test
and a post-test. At first, the students in the two groups were asked to produce an English
essay that served as the pre-test to determine whether there were any differences in terms
of the students’ initial writing proficiency between the two groups. The results
demonstrated that there was not significant difference between the two groups, which
means the students’ English writing proficiency was equivalent. Before giving the
treatments, the students in the experimental group attended an introductory course that

informed them about how to learn collaboratively and to increase their collaboration,
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intimacy, amiability, and trust to each other. In the treatment phase, the students in the
experimental group had to read others’ written texts on blogs and give comments, respond
to the comments, and write a reflective passage about the use of blogs. Finally, a writing
assessment, which was identical to the one applied in the pre-test, was used in the post-test.
The quantitative results in the t-test illustrated that the students’ writing competence had
been improved greatly in the experimental group. In contrast, no significant difference was
found in the control group. In order to understand the differences between the two groups,
the mean scores were 40.84 and 28.88 respectively in the experimental group and the
control group, which demonstrates that the students in the experimental group improved
significantly in terms of their English writing competence. The students also expressed
positive attitudes toward exchanging ideas and receiving constructive feedback on blogs.
The findings of the research further indicated that the students were more cautious about
word choices, writing structures, and word spellings when blogging. This might be due to
the fact that blogs did not provide spelling and grammar checkers, so the students paid
more attention to them. The most prominent benefit was that blogs provided for
interaction between the writers and the readers. The researcher concluded that blogs were
able to improve the students’ analytical and critical thinking abilities, provide social
interactions among teachers, students, and global audiences because they offered exciting
and motivating learning contexts in which students could perceive the senses of ownership

and readership.

Arslan and Sahin-Kizil (2010) conducted a study to explore whether the use of blogs in PCA-
based writing classrooms enhanced the EFL students’ writing performances in the School of
Foreign Languages at a Turkish university. The researchers claimed that all of the
participants received the same English instruction with the same total amount of class hours.
The participants, aged ranging from of 18 to 21, were divided into the control group and the
experimental group randomly. Twenty-three subjects (sixteen males and seven females)
were in the control group, and received the PCA in a paper-pencil-based writing classroom.
Twenty-seven subjects (twenty males and seven females) were in the experimental group,
and accepted the PCA in a blog-based writing classroom. All of the course materials were
uploaded to the blog for the subjects in the experimental group, so they had more

opportunities to be exposed to the language input. Feedback sections were given during the
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process, but the peers’ feedback was very limited due to the insufficient amount of time.
After receiving the written feedback from the instructor, the students had to revise their
writing samples, and they all submitted their essays for a final score. The data was collected
based on the students’ pre-writing and post-writing tasks, which were the same before and
after the treatments. Three experienced English writing instructors marked the participants’
essays according to Hughey, Wormuth, Hartfiel, and Jacobs’ (1983) English as a Second
Language Composition Profile (hereafter cited as ESLCP), which is an analytic scale for
writing. The marking scales included content (30 points), organisation (20 points),
vocabulary (20 points), language use (25 points), and spelling, punctuation and capitalisation
(5 points). Both the writing results collected from the pre-test and the post-test were
analysed by the paired-sample t-test to determine whether there were any statistical
differences between the two groups. ANCOVA was also used to determine whether the
differences in the two groups were from the treatments or the pre-existing differences if
there were any presence. After the data analysis in the paired-sample t-test, the researchers
indicated that both groups had statistically significant differences. In other words, the
instruction worked effectively to develop the students’ writing abilities. However, the use of
blogs in the writing classroom was more effective than the other one. The outcomes in the
ANCOVA revealed that blog instruction had a statistically significant effect on the results of
the post-test (F = 33.73, p = .001 < .05), and the mean score of the post-test in the
experimental group was greater than that for the other group with M =72.29 and M = 60.09
respectively. The ANCOVA was further employed to analyse the five writing components in
the post-test for the two groups. The researchers found out that the students’ writing
contents and organisations showed significant differences in the experimental group. This
might be due to the fact that the students in the experimental group were able to share
their writings and read others’ work on the Internet without time and place restrictions, and
they could receive more feedback focused on the contents and organisations, which could
not be realised by the other group of students. The researchers concluded that the students
who used blogs in the writing classrooms performed better than those who were in the
paper-pencil-based writing classrooms because they could access the course materials and
receive instruction anytime and anywhere. They therefore suggested that blogs should be

widely used in FL education if students do not have other audiences, other than teachers.
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In order to realise the students’ perceptions and attitudes toward the use of blogs in FL
classrooms, Noytim (2010) examined twenty English major undergraduate students at a Thai
University. All of the subjects participated in the course entitled Reading and Writing for
Academic Purposes Il, which was to enhance the students’ reading comprehension through
a variety of written texts. This was a fifty-minute class with four classes a week on two
different days. The researcher used a questionnaire to investigate how the students
perceived the use of blogs and determine how they commented on its advantages and
disadvantages. During this process, the participants had to summarise, discuss, give oral
presentations, and write based on the readings. They then created an individual blog for the
sake of instructional purposes and posted their essays on blogs as well as gave feedback to
their peers. The researcher found that: (a) not every student could access the Internet at
home; (b) thirteen of them had never used blogs before; (c) twelve of them did not use
blogs in their daily lives; and (d) only eight of them used blogs to communicate or contact
people once a while. However, due to the senses of ownership and readership, it was
indicated that blogs allowed the students to practise their reading and writing skills, and to
communicate with others. The students revealed that they could write more freely with
lower levels of pressure and anxiety when blogging, which also increased their learning
motivations and confidence. While learning with the use of media technology, the students
became more creative since they were able to employ different types of fonts, colours,
graphics, video, or audio clips to attract their readers. Furthermore, their analytical and
critical thinking abilities were developed through expressing, sharing, and giving comments.
By reading others’ written texts, the students also perceived they could learn from their
peers as well, and blogs expanded their social interactions and collaborative learning.
Consequently, the results were quite positive in terms of the students’ perspectives toward
the use of blogs in FL classrooms. The features of blogs were highly appraised by the
students, because of their contribution to their English learning, ease of use, choices of
templates and media uploading, senses of real audience, constructive feedback given by
both the peers and teacher, and being easy to use for interaction and communication.
Nevertheless, the shortcomings of the Internet access, digital device, technology abilities,
physical problems when using computers (e.g. sore eyes), insufficient knowledge of
paraphrasing and giving citations, and issues of personal privacy were all raised when

blogging. Despite of the disadvantages, the researcher concluded that blogs were helpful to
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reinforce the students’ English reading and writing performances. However, it is also
suggested that the problems of its disadvantages should be taken into account before the

formal utilisation.

2.3.5 Concluding Remark for Blogs in Writing Classrooms

Although the effects of blogs in FL writing classrooms have been proved by many
researchers (Aljumah, 2012; Armstrong & Retterer, 2008; Arslan & Sahin-Kizil, 2010; Fageeh,
2011; Kitchakarn, 2012; Lin et al, 2013; Lin et al., 2014; Liu & Chang, 2010; Noytim, 2010;
Silviyanti & Yusuf, 2014), the use of blogs in FL classrooms needs to be established (Miyazoe
& Anderson, 2010). Blogs are increasingly deemed as a pedagogical means (Silviyanti &
Yusuf, 2014), but the application of blogs in FL classrooms still remains uncommon (Golonka
et al.,, 2014; Lin et al.,, 2013; Miyazoe & Anderson, 2010), and future research on the
investigation of the impacts of blogs in FL classrooms is also recommended (Aljumah, 2012;
Habul-Sabanovi¢, 2015). Therefore, students’ language competence can be developed in
interactive learning contexts because learning completely takes place in a social and cultural
environment (Lehtinen, 2003). This section mainly discussed both the perspectives on
computer technology and language education, i.e. the use of blogs in FL writing classrooms,
and its positive impacts have been proposed. However, research on the exploration of the
PGA in blog-based writing classrooms has not been found, which provides a great
opportunity for me to examine its effectiveness. Therefore, the study is expected to offer
insightful viewpoints in terms of the integration of the PGA and blogs in EFL writing
classrooms in both TESOL and CALL perspectives for future theoretical, methodological, and

pedagogical implications.

2.4 Chapter Summary

This chapter reviewed the extant literature sources dealing with both theoretical and
practical perspectives concerning pedagogical methods in TESOL and CALL territories. First,
the history and theory of CALL in language education demonstrated the development of
CALL from the behaviouristic CALL to the communicative CALL and finally to the integrative
CALL. Then, to address the use of computer technology in language classrooms as well as its
current situation in the research context, the discussion has been extended to the issues in

the Taiwanese educational system.
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Second, the core of the current study is to determine whether the use of computer
technology facilitates the EFL college students’” FL writing performances, and the
relationship with their writing strategies when the PGA is adopted. The introductions of the

teaching approaches in writing education and learning strategies were therefore presented.

Finally, this chapter demonstrated the theories and practice of blogs in English writing
classrooms to provide more understanding on its affordance in EFL learning contexts.
Therefore, | would be able to integrate both computer technology and writing education in

this study, which is the application of blogs in EFL writing classrooms.
The next chapter, Methodology, presents how | conducted the study by integrating

computer technology and writing education in EFL writing classrooms at a university in

central Taiwan.
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CHAPTER THREE: METHODOLOGY

This chapter demonstrates the methodology that was applied in this study. First, the
research model design is presented in section 3.1, followed by an introduction of the
research methods in section 3.2. The employed sampling technique as well as the
introduction of the participants are detailed in section 3.3, followed by the introduction of
the research instruments in section 3.4. Data collection and data analysis are explained in
sections 3.5 and 3.6 respectively. Research validity and reliability are presented in section
3.7, while trustworthiness is explained in section 3.8. Research ethics are presented in

section 3.9, followed by the chapter summary in section 3.10.

3.1 Research Design

The primary purposes of this study are to examine whether the integration of the PGA and
blog developed the EFL college students’ writing performances, and to determine the use of
their English writing strategies after the treatments by comparing the outcomes collected
from the control group and the experimental group in both the pre-test and the post-test.
To achieve the main purposes of this study, a quasi-experimental design was employed. A
guasi-experimental design is quite akin to a true experiment in which manipulation of an
independent variable is involved in the research process. However, random assignment of
experimental participants is not administered in a quasi-experimental study (Ary, Jacobs,
Sorensen, & Walker, 2014; Mertens, 2015). Conducting true experimental research, namely
a random selection of participants to control and experimental groups, is very difficult in
educational investigation (Cohen, Manion, & Morrison, 2011) because randomly selecting
students or classrooms for research purposes may disarrange regular routines in schools.
For this reason, the employment of a random assignment of students is very likely to be
rejected by school gatekeepers or students’ parents (Gall, Gall, & Borg, 2010). Alternatively,
researchers have to select assembled classes, such as intact classes as participants, which is
called a quasi-experimental design (Ary et al., 2014). The purpose of a quasi-experimental
study is to understand the impact of curricular materials or teaching methods (McMillan &
Schumacher, 2010), and this kind of research design is able to produce useful knowledge
and find reasonable outcomes and conclusions (Ary et al., 2014; Gall et al., 2010). Nunan
(1992) summarised that quasi-experimental research involves there both being a pre-test

and a post-test as well as a control group and an experimental group, but there is not
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random assignment of participants. Table 4 demonstrates the concept of a quasi-

experimental design.

Table 4. The Quasi-Experimental Design: Pre-test and Post-test Design (Creswell, 2012, p.
310)

Time
Select Control Group Pre-test | No Treatment Post-test
Select Experimental Group Pre-test | Experimental Treatment Post-test

As a result, the participants in this study were labelled as the control group and the
experimental group randomly, and there were the same instruments in the pre-test
including, the application of the English essays and the questionnaires. During the treatment
phase, the participants in the control group received paper-pencil instruction, while blog
instruction was introduced into the experimental group. The students in both groups
accepted the same materials given by the same instructor with the same length of
instructional periods. Both of them received the PGA-based instruction, and the difference
between the two groups was the instructional means. At the same time, | observed the
classes while | was delivering the teaching contents. After the eight-week instruction, the
identical instruments that were administered in the pre-test were employed to all of the
participants again in the post-test. Finally, seven interview subjects were randomly selected
in each group for the retrospective semi-structured interviews. Table 5 details how the
qguasi-experimental design was employed in this study according to Creswell’s (2012) model

shown in Table 4.

Table 5. The Employed Quasi-Experimental Design: Pre-test and Post-test Design

Time
Groups Pre-test Treatment Post-test
Traditional Writing Class English Essays
English Essays (no treatment): +
Control
+ Paper-pencil-based Questionnaires
Group

Questionnaires

Instruction +

Observations

+

Interviews

Experimental

Group

English Essays

+

Questionnaires

Technology Writing Class
(with treatment):
Computer (Blog)-based
Instruction +

Observations

English Essays

+

Questionnaires

+

Interviews
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Therefore, a triangular data collection, known as the triangulation, was applied.
Triangulation, according to Cohen et al. (2011), refers to the use of two or more methods to
collect data in a study in order to enhance the research because one’s data sources, data
collection strategies, time periods, or theoretical schemes can be cross-validated (McMillan
& Schumacher, 2006), and therefore researchers can be more confident to compare and
contrast with each other (Cohen et al., 2011). Figure 9 demonstrates the interrelationships
among the research instruments in this study in which they were used to compare and

contrast with each other.

Questionnaires

Observations Interviews

Figure 9. The Triangulation of Data Collection in this Study

3.2 Introduction of the Research Methods in this Study

Quantitative and qualitative methods are the most commonly used research methods in
educational studies (Muijs, 2011). The former deals with numerical data that is analysed by
using statistical software, such as SPSS, and the latter involves open-ended and non-
numerical data that is analysed by using non-statistical methods (Dornyei, 2007).
Quantitative research methods examine research contents in a wider scope among a larger
population, whereas qualitative research methods gauge research results in a more in-depth
manner with a smaller group of participants. Quantitative research can generally explain the
relationships among variables, but it is not advisable when attempting to establish a more
specific understanding of a matter that can be offset by qualitative research (Creswell &

Clark, 2011).
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The use of the combination of the quantitative and qualitative research methods is known
as mixed-method research, and has been widely applied in educational studies (Punch,
2009). This is because mixed methods are applicable to a wide range of studies in social
science, can supply more persuasive and conscientious research consequences (Creswell &
Clark, 2011), and provide more representative findings (Ahmed, 2011). The reason of using a
mixed method in this study is that it is the best way to answer the RQs (McMillan &
Schumacher, 2006). In this study, the participants’ English writing performances could be
evaluated by numerical data, such as numerical scores, but some data (i.e. students’
perceptions) that could not be assessed numerically was to be collected through qualitative

research methods, such as interviews and observations.

In mixed-method research, the weaknesses of one method can be compensated by the
strengths of the other one. For instance, numbers in quantitative data can be more
meaningful when descriptions from qualitative data have been added, and qualitative
results can be more precise when quantitative numbers have been supplemented. As a
result, a complex phenomenon can be interpreted with a more understandable manner
(Dornyei, 2007). Having research as comprehensive and complete as possible is the major
strength of mix-method research because it is less likely to be constrained by the applied
research methods. However, the strength of comprehensiveness would be possibly
considered as a weakness because it may be criticised as less rigorous. If a multi-method is
used in a study, the supplementary data may not be trustworthy and may appear suspect.
Therefore, researchers have to describe both the methods carefully and confirm the

complementary relationships between the research methods (Morse, 2003).

According to Creswell (2012), there are five types of mixed-method design, which are the
convergent parallel design, exploratory sequential design, embedded design, transformative
design, and multiphase design. After considering the research needs and research purposes

of this study, the explanatory sequential design was employed.

In the explanatory sequential design (Figure 10), either the quantitative or qualitative data is
firstly collected as the source of primary data. The other type of data is then gathered as the

secondary data. In this study, the research instruments consisted of the students’ writing
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samples, questionnaires, observations, and interviews. Both the quantitative research
instruments, namely the writing samples and questionnaires, were firstly administered to
the participants, and the observations and interviews data was collected afterwards. The
research design of this kind is the most prevalent one in educational research because the
guantitative data can generalise a picture of a study, and the qualitative data can be used to
specify the research. Accordingly, the qualitative data can provide more details to the
results calculated from the quantitative data. Researchers who apply this kind of research
can benefit the advantages from both of the quantitative and qualitative research methods.
However, the processes of data collection and analysis are energy and time consuming

(Creswell, 2012; Creswell & Clark, 2011).

Quantitative Qualitative
Data Follow up Data .
. —> —> . Interpretation
Collection and with Collection and P
Analysis Analysis

Figure 10. The Explanatory Sequential Design (Creswell, 2012, p. 541)

The quantitative data was firstly collected in the pre-test that was administered in the first
week of the programme, which included using the English written essays and the
guestionnaires. The same instructor with identical materials and identical lengths of
instructional time then implemented to both groups for eight weeks. I, as the instructor of
the programme and the researcher of this study, also acted as an observer to collect non-
verbal and authentic data during the treatment phase. In the last week, the same writing
topic and questionnaires used in the pre-test were applied again in the post-test, and finally
seven students were selected randomly in each group for the retrospective semi-structured
interviews in the following weeks. The collected quantitative research data was computed
by SPSS, while the qualitative data was analysed by myself. Figure 11 demonstrates how |

applied the explanatory sequential design in this study.
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Figure 11. The Employed Explanatory Sequential Design

3.3 Sampling Technique and the Participants

The following sections explained how the sampling technique was used to recruit the
subjects, and the demographic information as well as the reasons for choosing college

students as the participants were reported sequentially.

3.3.1 Sampling Technique

There are two types of sampling techniques: probability and non-probability. If subjects are
selected randomly, that is a probability sampling and vice versa (Gay & Airasian, 2000).
Probability sampling technique, selecting participants randomly, is used to make
generalisations and to seek representativeness from a large population in a research study
(Cohen et al., 2011). Due to the difficulty of drawing a random sample of students in a
school, the non-probability sampling technique that does not select participants randomly is
usually utilised in many educational studies (Ary et al., 2014). Although non-probability
sampling, a small-scale study, cannot represent a wider population (Cohen et al., 2011), it is
often used in educational research. The accessibility of subjects and features of certain
types of characteristics in subjects are the primary considerations for researchers who use
this type of technique, and probability sampling techniques are not necessarily needed or

appropriate in quasi-experimental studies (McMillan & Schumacher, 2010).

There are three types of sampling techniques in non-probability, which are convenience
sampling, purposive sampling, and quota sampling. The technique employed in this study

was convenience sampling because researchers who use this technique try to find subjects
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more easily (Johnson & Christensen, 2012). However, researchers cannot indicate the
representativeness of the population because they are not selected systematically (Creswell,
2002). If the principal purpose of a study is to understand the relationships between
variables instead to generalise the findings, convenience sampling may be the best choice
for researchers to overcome research limitations and achieve research efficiency and

feasibility (McMillan & Schumacher, 2010).

The non-probability sampling technique was thus used along with convenience sampling. In
order to access a group of participants, | contacted a writing instructor who allowed me to
conduct the pilot study in separate classes, and explained the purposes of this research to
him. Fortunately, he was very willing to provide assistance, so | was capable of having access
to two classes of students to implement the formal study. Following section details the

participants’ information.

3.3.2 The Participants

Due to the time constraints and financial restrictions, a non-probability sampling technique
and convenience sampling, which were discussed in section 3.3.1, were consequently
employed among a limited number of participants due to the difficulties of the impossibility
and unfeasibility of a large number of participants’ recruitment, which made this study
feasible with there being the possibility of extrapolating results for wider numbers of

students.

However, there were two difficulties in recruiting the participants. One was the difficulty of
requesting all of the participants to consistently attending every class. In other words, some
of them skipped the classes regularly. Another was the students’ anticipation of failing at
the end of the semester due to their unsatisfactory mid-term exam results, and therefore
some students dropped out halfway through the course, because they could decide whether
to drop out after the mid-term exam according to the university regulations. However, in
order to ensure the attendance rate and participation among the selected participants,
standards were established to filter the valid participant samples: (a) the selected

participants were to have an attendance rate of at least 90%; (b) their assignment
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submission rate was to be at least 90%; and (c) they had to take part in both the pre-test

and the post-test.

Finally, a total of thirty-four second year English major undergraduates were recruited for
this study while they were taking a required English writing course in the autumn/winter of
the 2014 academic year. The two classes of subjects were labelled as the control group and
the experimental group randomly. In the control group, there were sixteen female students,
aged ranging from 18 to 20 with an average age of 19.12. In contrast, there were eighteen
students, including four males and fourteen females, in the experimental group, aged
ranging from 19 to 20 with an average age of 19.05. The participants’ English proficiency in
these two groups were quite similar according to their university entrance exam results
provided by the Testing Centre for Technological and Vocational Education, which is the
most authoritative testing centre for technological and vocational education in Taiwan,
since all of the students who finish their study at technological and vocational high schools
have to take a test designed by the centre to study at universities in Taiwan. Unfortunately,
it was impossible to have more students to enrol in this study because writing classes
usually have lower number of students due to the practical concerns, which could be an
acceptable reason for research purposes (Lin, 2014, 2015). Followings are the reasons for
choosing college students as the participants in this study:
1. College students’ cognitions and behaviour would be considered sufficiently mature
to understand and analyse complex input, in contrast to young learners (e.g.
children). For example, in order to have the students understand the PGA fully, some
abstract concepts such as readers’ requirements or writing styles should be delivered
to the students, and college students would be better able to understand the ideas.
2. College students could carry out individual and group activities either in class or after
class, as the programme required. For example, the participants needed to submit
weekly English essays, have oral discussions in class, and give feedback to each other
after class. This is more feasible for college students than for young learners.
3. Based on the research design, part of the participants had to have certain basic
computer skills without an instructor’s supervision to implement the project, so
college students would be more suitable as the target sample. Also, they would be

able to have access to computers easily, while young learners were sometimes
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subject to restrictions about using computers in homes. For example, the
participants in the experimental group would have to use computers to carry out the
programme to fulfil the research requirements.

4. According to the research design, three questionnaires contained 61 items that were
to be completed individually, so the respondents’ patience while answering the
guestionnaires and understanding toward the questions would be highly demanded.
College students would be more able to satisfy the requirements than young
learners for this reason.

5. At the last stage of the data collection phase, several students would be required to
participate in the retrospective semi-structured interviews in which they would have
to recall what they did, explain what they did, and express what they learned.
College students’ cognitions and behaviour would be more able to achieve the

purposes.

As a result, | decided to choose college-level students as the formal participants. The next

section accounted for what and how the research instruments were formed and employed.

3.4 Research Instruments

The research instruments included the students’ English writing essays presented in section
3.4.1, the questionnaires presented in section 3.4.2, observations presented in section 3.4.3,

and interviews presented in section 3.4.4.

3.4.1 English Writing Samples

One of the RQs in this study was to examine whether applying the PGA in EFL writing
classrooms could contribute to developing college students’ writing performances. In order
to determine the potential answers for this RQ, English writing essays written by the
students were required. The topic of the English writing essay was chosen from the teaching
material, which will be discussed later in section 3.5.2. All of the materials were prepared
and provided by myself, as the instructor of the programme and the researcher of the study.
In order to make the students connect the writing tasks with their daily lives, the topic of
“Low Birth Rate in Taiwan” was used as the writing question in the pre-test and the post-

test because the Taiwanese birth rate has recently been low in comparison to world
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rankings. The problem of the low birth rate has seriously affected many industries in Taiwan.
Many schools or universities are facing the possibilities of being merged or closed down
because increasingly fewer new students have registered at schools or universities year by
year. By writing essays on this topic, the students were expected to reflect on this serious

problem that they had never thought about before participating in this study.

In order to prevent any bias while marking the participants’ essays, the students’ essays
were evaluated by myself and someone possessing an Ed.D. who has been teaching English
at universities in Taiwan for several years. The essays were assessed based on Hughey’s et al.
(1983) ESLCP (Appendix A), which is an analytic writing scale that consists of five
components, including content for a total of 30 points, organisation for a total of 20 points,
vocabulary for a total of 20 points, language use for a total of 25 points, and spelling,
punctuation, and capitalisation for a total of 5 points. This scale has been employed in
writing education for over thirty years, and it is one of the best-known scales in the field (Lin
et al., 2014). All of the participants’ English writing essays collected from the pre-test and
the post-test had two sets of scores,’ respectively given by the two test markers. Microsoft
Office Excel software was then used to calculate an average score for the five individual
components as well as the final score for each essay, which were utilised in the later

guantitative data analysis (see section 3.6).

However, the writing essays were not anonymous because | had to choose essays that were
completed by the same subjects in both the pre-test and the post-test. Nevertheless, before
taking the written essays, the participants were guaranteed that the writing tests were not
related at all to the requirements for the course they were taking, they were to be used for

the research purposes only, and would be secured confidentially.

3.4.2 Questionnaires

Questionnaires are written sets of questions (McMillan & Schumacher, 2010), which are
self-report forms to understand participants’ attitudes, beliefs, and feelings toward a study

(Teddlie & Tashakkori, 2009). Questionnaires are also widely used in educational research

2 A set of scores includes five individual scores for the five components, and a final total score that
was acquired by adding up the five individual scores.
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because a great amount of data can be gathered in a short period of time (Dornyei, 2007;

McMillan, 2012).

The forms of a questionnaire can be closed-ended, open-ended, or both (Teddlie &
Tashakkori, 2009). Considering the use of three questionnaires in this study, all of the
guestionnaires were closed-ended because the participants could have thought writing the
open questions would be tiresome while they were answering the total of 61 items in the
three questionnaires. They would also withdraw from the participation in the research since
it could take too much time and energy to finish both closed-ended and open-ended
guestions. For the purpose of the participants’ fully understanding the items, all of the
questionnaires were written in Traditional Mandarin Chinese, the participants’ native

language.

The layout of the cover letter consisted of three parts on the first page of the questionnaire
booklet. First, there was instruction about how to respond to the questionnaires. Second,
there were a list of some questions about demographic information. Finally, my contact
information together with the invitation for contact were also provided in case of any need
of queries regarding the research. All of the questionnaires were designed with the Likert-
scale format with 5 responding degrees, ranging from strongly disagree represented by 1,
disagree represented by 2, neither agree nor disagree represented by 3, agree represented
by 4, and strongly agree represented by 5. The reasons of using the Likert-scale format are:
(a) it is appropriate for a variety of sets of questions (Ary et al., 2014), and (b) it helps
researchers to conduct statistical analysis (Newby, 2014). At the end of each section, an
acknowledgement for the participation and cooperation was offered along with guidance
for the succeeding section. Finally, the questionnaire booklet was composed of four pages,
including the cover letter, so it conformed to the suggestion of a well-constructed
guestionnaire with there being a total of three to four pages (Doérnyei, 2003; Dornyei &
Taguchi, 2010). However, due to the difficulty of confirming the participants’ attendance
rate, anonymity was not employed because | had to select questionnaires that were
completed by the same participants who attended both the pre-test and the post-test in
order for later statistical data analysis. Nevertheless, before the participants filled in the

guestionnaires, they were guaranteed that their responses were not at all related to the

76



course they were taking, all of the information they provided was for the research purposes

only, and this would be kept in confidentiality to avoid any potential risks.

Because the use of the closed-ended questionnaires might not be able to detect the
participants’ true feelings and obtain their genuine opinions, the observations and
interviews were executed to gather more in-depth data to explore the reasons behind the
participants’ responses in the questionnaires. The following sections explain how each

guestionnaire was constructed.

3.4.2.1 Questionnaire for Process/Genre Approach

The Questionnaire for Process/Genre Approach (hereafter cited as QPGA) was developed by
myself since the PGA is relatively new in language writing education, and a proper ready-
made questionnaire could not be found. The self-made QPGA was formed according to the
previous studies (Badger & White, 2000; Gao, 2012; Nordin & Mohammad, 2006; Yan, 2005)
that thoroughly examined the plausibility of the PGA. During the questionnaire developing
process, | considered the notion of English writing should be added to each item since the
study was in relation to English writing, and the participants might have clearer concepts
toward the research purposes. To confirm the validity and reliability of the QPGA, the initial
QPGA was piloted before its formal utilisation, and the results of the pilot test are presented

in the next chapter.

After piloting the QPGA, the factor analysis extracted fourteen items in four constructs in
the final QPGA (Appendix B). The constructs were named as “teacher’s facilitation,”

” u

“learning with peers,” “understanding for writing,” and “model article enhanced writing.” To
further reinforce the accuracy of the labelling, two experts possessing a Ph.D. in Education
and an Ed. D., who have been teaching English in EFL contexts for several years were invited
to review the labels, because having additional experts to check the labelling of the

constructs is a feasible method to decrease the amounts of potential errors (Dornyei, 2007).

3.4.2.2 Questionnaire for Writing Strategies

Questionnaires are commonly used as a relatively efficient means to identify students’

learning strategies, although there are some potential disadvantages. For example, students
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may not reflect their true situations in questionnaires, or may not understand the questions
completely (Chamot, 2004). However, it is the only method to elicit students’ unobservable
mental aspects in terms of their language learning strategies (Chamot, 2005). Rebecca
Oxford’s (1990) SILL was adapted for the Questionnaire for Writing Strategies (hereafter
cited as QWS) because SILL is a standardised measuring tool to collect and analyse a great
amount of data with reference to language learning strategies among various variables
(Chamot, 2004), has been deemed as one of the most comprehensive instruments to gauge
students’ preference toward language learning strategies, and has been greatly evaluated in
terms of its reliability and validity (Nisbet et al., 2005) in which the Cronbach a was .93 - .98
(Green & Oxford, 1995). Therefore, it has been widely used in many language learning

contexts (Cook, 2008).

SILL was applicable to this study, for it was designed for learners of English as a L2/FL.
However, the original SILL was mainly developed for general English learning rather than
specifically for English writing, so many items were changed to conform to the research
purposes of this study, which might decrease the validity and reliability of the questionnaire.
In order to confirm the validity and reliability of the QWS, it had been implemented in a
pilot test before its formal application in the research, and the results are detailed in the
next chapter. However, an irrelevant question (When | can’t think of a word during a
conversation in English, | use gestures.) in SILL was eliminated during the constructing
process, since English writers generally do not use gestures to help them write contents. In
addition, the third responding degree (somewhat true of me) in the original SILL was
changed to a neutral one (neither agree nor disagree), because an impartial option might be
essential to the participants’ selection, and it might be easier for the respondents to answer

all of the questionnaires as a whole.

After the pilot test, the factor analysis extracted twenty-two items in four constructs, which

n u

were named as “cognition,” “known-knowledge using,” “pressure reducing,” and “self-
enhancement” in the final version of the QWS (Appendix B). The labels were also reviewed

by the same experts (as mentioned above) to ensure the suitability of the labelling.
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3.4.2.3 Questionnaire for Blog Writing

The Questionnaire for Blog Writing (hereafter cited as QBW) was developed based on
Aljumah’s (2012) questionnaire. Aljumah (2012) claimed that the questionnaire was reliable
and validated as it was piloted on a group of students, and was modified based on the
participants’ feedback before its formal employment. Aljumah’s study was akin to the
current study in some ways: (a) all of the participants were English majors at the university
level; (b) they all learned English in EFL contexts; (c) the study was related to English writing;
and (d) blogs were the teaching and learning means in the research. However, the
guestionnaire was amended moderately to fulfil the participants’ understanding and to suit
the purposes of this study. For example, the item: “Reading the comments and entries of my
peers on the blog helped me to learn and improve my own writing” was modified to
“Reading the entries on my classmates’ English blogs improves my English writing abilities”
in the QBW. The item: “I don’t like to check my writing when | write on paper” in Aljumah’s
guestionnaire was thought to be irrelevant to this study, so this question was removed from

the QBW.

In order to emphasise the utilisation of blogs in English writing, the terms of “blog” and
“English writing” were added to the questions, so the respondents could have clearer
perceptions about the research purposes. There were only two responding scales of agree
and disagree in the original one. This could have been insufficient to assess the participants’
true feelings because there might be a grey area that offers neither complete agreement
nor complete disagreement for the respondents. Therefore, further responding scales to get
precise answers are recommended (Johnson & Christensen, 2014). | therefore modified the

guestionnaire as a five-point Likert-scale format.

After having the QBW piloted, the factor analysis extracted twenty-five items in five
constructs in the final version, which were “blog vs. paper-pencil writing,” “blog enhanced

n u

writing,” “blog for socialisation,” “attitudes toward blog writing,” and “affections toward
blog writing” (Appendix B). The labels were again reviewed by the same experts (as

mentioned above) to ensure the suitability of the labelling.
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Finally, the Research Randomizer (Urbaniak & Scott, 1997) was used to re-arrange the items
in the three employed questionnaires in order to avoid any existing themes/categories in
the original questionnaires, which might affect the participants’ responses. Having
presented the constructions of the quantitative instruments, | now elaborate the qualitative

ones, observations and interviews.

3.4.3 Observations

Observations that are used to collect open-ended and first-hand data by observing people
(Creswell, 2012) help researchers record situations they see and hear instead of collecting
data from participants’ self-reporting answers to a series of questions, such as interviews or
guestionnaires (McMillan & Schumacher, 2010). Muijs (2011) explained the employment of
observations helps researchers obtain genuine social interaction in a setting, rather than
what is given to researchers by participants, so the main purpose of observations is to
understand interactions in natural settings (Ary et al.,, 2014). This technique assists
researchers perceive participants’ real behaviour, and observe those who are silent in
classroom settings (Creswell, 2012), so it is often used in classroom-based research (Ary et
al., 2014). Authentic data collected from observations can be compared to participants’ self-
reporting data (Gay, Mills, & Airasian, 2009). However, observations are really time-
consuming and intrusive (Ary et al., 2014), and cannot provide information that happened in
the past (Gay et al., 2009). To compensate for the drawbacks of the use of the observations
in this study, questionnaires and retrospective semi-structured interviews were conducted

as well.

There are two sorts of observation: participant observation and non-participant observation.
This is researchers observe classes without interacting with participants, so it is a less
intrusive way to observe students. However, the collected data may be less reliable in terms
of participants’ opinions, attitudes, and emotional status. That is researchers take part in
settings where they are observing. It helps researchers obtain insights, and build up
relationships with participants, but they may find it difficult to participate and collect data at

the same time (Gay et al., 2009).
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In this study, | acted as a participant observer because | was the course instructor during the
research process. | interacted with the participants to convey the teaching contents and
carry out the research, so | could observe the participants without their vigilance. The
principal advantages of being a course instructor were that | could confirm all of the
instructional procedures had been administered, and | was able to develop rapport with the
participants to gather much more information in the later interview phase. By doing so, not
only could the authentic and non-verbal data be collected, but it could be also used to
supplement the participants’ self-reporting data collected from the questionnaires and
interviews. However, due to the ethical issues (Marshall & Rossman, 2016) and difficulty of
setting up a video recorder in the scene, video recording was not used to supplement the
data. Without the video recording, the students could have been less self-conscious about
concentrating their attention to the classroom settings, and their responses would be more
naturalistic, which were important for me to collect authentic data. To gather observational
data systematically as | was delivering the course contents, an observational checklist

(Appendix C) was constructed.

The observational checklist, which was developed on the basis of sources found in the
literature, the questionnaires, and the interview questions, was divided into two parts. One
was in relation to the instructor’s instruction, and the other was in regard to the learners’
learning. The checklist served as a self-evaluation form for me to confirm whether all of the
teaching procedures were executed duly during the treatment phase. Except for the Yes/No
qguestions which were used to ensure whether the tasks had been done, | could jot down
anything on the checklist to supply further information for data collection and for later data
analysis. The other part of the observational checklist was made to examine the students’
participation and interaction, so more authentic and first-hand data could be gathered to
compare and contrast with the participants’ self-reporting data, which was namely the data
gathered from the questionnaires and the interviews. Finally, in order to corroborate the
validity of the observational checklist, two experts were invited to review the form, which is

detailed in section 4.2.2.
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3.4.4 Interviews

The interview technique is a means of obtaining information about participants’ beliefs,
perspectives, thoughts, ideas, reasons, feelings, motivations, or views toward a topic
(Boudah, 2011; Johnson & Christensen, 2012), which have been broadly employed as a
research instrument in applied linguistics research (Nunan, 1992). Interviews help
researchers gather useful information that cannot be observed visually and directly, and
participants are allowed to express personal ideas in detail regarding the questions
(Creswell, 2002, 2012). Also, any questions can be clarified by interviewers, and unclear as
well as incomplete answers can be supplemented by those who are interviewed (Fraenkel,
Wallen, & Hyun, 2012; Gay & Airasian, 2000). Researchers are able to understand why
participants have certain responses that they react, or are able to evaluate the participants’
learning process when they perform a specific skill. Interviews can also be used to gain
information in relation to students’ learning strategies, so they can explain why students’
performances are different from what had been expected (Boudah, 2011). However,
interviews are time-consuming, so the number of interviews is greatly fewer than the
number of questionnaires (Gay & Airasian, 2000; McMillan, 2012). The information provided
by interview subjects may not be true. In other words, interview subjects may tell what
interviewers want to hear (Creswell, 2012). In order to compensate for the potential
disadvantages resulting from the employment of interviews, questionnaires and

observations were also used to collect a great deal of real data in authentic occasions.

According to Fraenkel et al. (2012), there are four main types of interviews, which are
structured, semi-structured, informal, and retrospective interviews. Structured and semi-
structured are formal interviews that are designed to be composed of a series of
predetermined questions to obtain specific answers from interview subjects, which then
compared and contrasted. Nevertheless, there are not specific questions or sequences of
guestions, and they are mainly used to elicit what people think and how their views
differentiate from those of another in informal interviews. Structured, semi-structured, or
informal interviews can serve as retrospective interviews. Interviewers ask interview
subjects to recall from their memory, and to reorganise what had happened before the

guestions were posed. Then, respondents provide what they have reconstructed verbally.
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The retrospective semi-structured interview was therefore employed in this study because
the participants needed to reflect on past events while they were writing, and what
happened while they were in class in order to complete the interview questions that were
designed to follow the contents of the questionnaires. The reasons for using the interview
techniqgue were to contribute to: (a) maximising understanding of the participants’
perceptions of the questionnaires; (b) compensating for the disadvantages of the utilisation
of the closed-ended questionnaires; (c) collecting unobservable phenomena; and (d)
observing the participants’ in-class reactions. The interview questions (Appendix D) were
produced based on the questionnaires and observational checklist. There were seven
guestions relating to the PGA, nine questions relating to writing strategies, and seven
guestions relating to blog writing. In order to ensure the validity of the interview questions,
two experts were invited to review the interview questions, which is elaborated in section

4.2.3, and five students were invited for the pilot test, which is reported in section 4.4.

3.5 Data Collection

This section reports how the data was collected. First, the blog that was used as the
instructional platform in the experimental group is introduced in section 3.5.1. The
application of the materials that were provided to the two groups of the participants is
explained in section 3.5.2. The course that accounts for the curriculum design is then
explained in section 3.5.3. Finally, the procedures of the data collection are demonstrated in

the last sub-section, 3.5.4.

3.5.1 The Blog

All of the participants in the experimental group were asked to register an account on

www.pixnet.net, which is free of charge and easy for users to manipulate, to help fulfil the

research requirements. The PIXNET was launched in 2003 and offers blogs, online albums,
guest books, and web communities. The reasons for selecting the PIXNET were: (a) it is a
Taiwanese website, so the participants might have been familiar with its interface; (b) and
as a result, some difficulties could have been avoided while the participants were using it;
and (c) it saved time on introducing how to use the blogs. Thanks to the features of being
free of charge and having easy manipulation, it would not be my burdens to conduct the

research, and for the participants to create a personal blog account because creating,
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designing, and maintaining blogs require very little technical knowledge (Habul-Sabanovi,

2015).

However, this study was not conducted in a computer lab because the policies and
regulations at the target university did not allow students to use a computer lab for other
than computer related courses, such as webpage design. Moreover, Lin et al. (2013) pointed
out that conducting an English writing course in a computer lab decreased the possible
interaction between teachers and students because of classroom settings, and students
were easily distracted in class, such as checking emails or doing online shopping. It was
therefore difficult to have students concentrate on the online teaching when every one of
them had been allocated a computer. Therefore, | decided to deliver the courses by using
the instructor’s computer and project the instructional contents on the projection screen,
which were equipped in a non-computer classroom, for the students in the experimental

group.

After the students registered on the PIXNET with a personal account, the students were
asked to provide their account identifications in order to publicise them for the other
students for their future needs. | therefore compiled the students’ blog account IDs, and
announced all of them on the tutor blog so that the students were able to link or cross-link
to the peers’ blogs during the experimental period. The tutor blog (Appendix E) served the
functions of making course announcements, distributing teaching materials, and providing
feedback. Therefore, it served as an online notice board for the participants because some
reminders were necessarily made in order to have the students submit their essays on time,
and receive the class announcements duly. All of the teaching materials were distributed
before the classes started, so the participants could preview the teaching contents in
advance. | was also able to conveniently provide feedback on the subjects’” writing samples
at different times from various locations. The students used their blogs (the learner blog)
(Appendix F) to receive course announcements, preview and review teaching materials,

upload their assignments, and give feedback to each other.

Since all of the course information was made on the tutor blog, the students would not miss

out on any announcements no matter whether they were present or absent from the class.
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The students were able to preview and review the teaching materials other than the regular
class time. The students were permitted to submit their assignments anytime and anywhere
before the deadline when they were ready. Reading the peers’ entries and giving comments
or ideas on their peers’ blogs were compulsory every week during the research period. This
helped me understand whether the students read the peers’ posts, and control their
attendance and participation because the students had to log in their own accounts before

leaving messages that had their account IDs recorded on their comments.

3.5.2 Materials

The material used in this study was = /A2 —FE& 5 IR ETERE 77 A% (A Pathway to the
General English Proficiency Test: Writing Proficiency Test for the Intermediate Level)
(Appendix G) written by Chen (2013). Dr. Chen was awarded a Ph.D. in Learning
Technologies at the University of Wollongong, Australia in 2010, and she has been teaching

English to high school students and university-level learners in Taiwan for several years.

The reason for using this book as the primary material was its appropriateness, as the
contents of this book suited the course requirements and the students’ needs. Considering
the participants’ English abilities, the materials were appropriate for their needs because
the textbook is designed for those who are preparing for the intermediate level (equivalent
to CEFR B1) in the General English Proficiency Test (hereafter cited as GEPT). The GEPT,
which is set up by the Language Training and Testing Centre, Taiwan, is one of the
accredited indices for admission to or graduation from universities and graduate schools in
Taiwan. Many universities and graduate schools in Taiwan require candidates to prove their
English abilities with an authoritative test while they are applying for an admission, and
require students to pass a certain level of an English test to achieve one of the regulated
graduation thresholds. The GEPT is also widely accepted by many governmental institutions
or private organisations for recruitment or promotion in Taiwan. Every year, hundreds of
thousands of candidates take the test, with ages ranging from junior high school students to
the elderly, so this test is very common and important to Taiwanese students in particular.

In order to prepare the students to pass the GEPT, the textbook was therefore employed.
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In light of the research design, the two groups of the participants received identical teaching
and learning contents in this eight-week programme, but they used different kinds of
instructional means, namely being the paper-pencil instruction and blog instruction. In the
control group, all of the paper handouts (Appendix H) were prepared by myself in advance,
and provided to the students in class. In the experimental group, in contrast, all of the
teaching contents were uploaded to the PIXNET for the students before the class started.

The major instructional materials and the model articles were from the primary textbook, =

EEdipg—E& s AR ETESE 77l (A Pathway to the General English Proficiency Test:
Writing Proficiency Test for the Intermediate Level). In order to connect the writing samples
to the students’ daily lives and thereby provide relevance, the issues of global warming and
the world’s low birth rate were selected, since global warming has been one of the most
commonly discussed issues worldwide in recent years, while the world’s low birth rate is

also one of the biggest problems that many countries are currently facing, including Taiwan.

3.5.3 The Course

The data collection took place at a university in central Taiwan in the autumn/winter of the
2014 academic year. In order to prepare the students to cope with functioning in
competitive workplaces or further studies after the completion of their university studies,
writing courses were designed as required ones throughout the students’ four-year course
of university study. On account of the accessibility and availability of the classes, the study
was applied to second-year undergraduates who had a year of writing training at university
before taking part in this research study. This was a weekly two-hour writing class with a
total of eighteen weeks in a semester. The course was devised to enable the students to
write paragraphs with different types of subjects through planning, outlining, drafting and
then completing draft. This was delivered by an Associate Professor, a native English

speaker, who has been teaching English in Taiwan for several years.

Although it was very encouraging to have two classes for this study, only one hour could be
allocated every week. This study took place over ten weeks including the pre-test and the
post-test, but excluding the interviews, in both groups, and an essay assignment was given
to the students in the two groups at the end of class every week. Therefore, the students in

the control group submitted their essays every week, and | handed out the students’ writing
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samples with markings during the following week after the students’ assignment submission.
However, the students in the experimental group handed in their assignments by posting on
their blogs before the deadlines, so | could update and mark their writing samples anytime
and anywhere once they uploaded their entries. The students could also track their written
work synchronously or asynchronously for my markings or provide their peers with

feedback on blogs.

Because of the limited available time that was allocated to conduct the study every week,
the teaching progress was comparatively slow. | could merely convey a brief writing lecture
to the students during each session so that the students would have enough time to carry
out other in-class activities with their peers. Owing to the time constraints, only two model
essays were used in the experimental period of this study. The instructional procedures and
approaches for the two model essays were quite similar in the two groups. The only
difference was the instructional vehicle, which means the paper-pencil instruction was
implemented in the control group, while the blog teaching was employed for the

experimental group.

Since only one paragraph was discussed per week, | could explain the model articles and
construct the paragraphs with the students. The students could discuss their writing ideas in
groups, and then provide their ideas after their discussion in class. Their writing samples
also served as teaching materials, so they could have clearer pictures toward the differences
between the well-written and poorly-written essays. The first week and the last week in the
experimental period were used for the pre-test and the post-test respectively, so there was
not any instruction in these two weeks. The implementation of a new model article was
initiated in week 2 and week 6, so the discussions on the introduction paragraph were
conducted during this time. The body paragraphs for each individual model article were
analysed during week 3 and week 7, and the conclusion paragraphs were completed during
week 4 and week 8. Weeks of 5 and 9 were utilised to summarise the instruction and talk
about the students’ essays in class. Finally, the students were asked to submit complete
essays for the two writing topics after the instruction was completed. Finally, Table 6

explains the weekly course objectives, teaching contents, as well as the assignments.
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Table 6. The Instructional Objectives and Contents in this Study

Week Course Objectives Teaching Contents Assignments
1 to collect the pre- completed the English writing essay and the
test data guestionnaires
a. talked about the introduction paragraph of
the model article 1 with the students writing an
to help the students . . .
b. asked the students to discuss the introduction
2 understand how to . } . .
start an essa introduction paragraph with their peers paragraph
¥ c. asked the students to provide their ideas
after their discussion
a. talked about the body paragraph of the .
to helo the students model article 1 with the students revising the
P b. asked the students to discuss the body introduction
understand how to . .
. paragraph with their peers paragraph and
3 generate ideas and c. asked the students to provide their ideas iti
make them as useful | T > 0P writing a body
subborting ideas after their discussion paragraph
PP & d. talked about the students’ writing samples
(the introduction paragraph)
a. talked about the conclusion paragraph of the .revising tI.'me
model article 1 with the students introduction
b. asked the students to discuss the conclusion | and body
to help the students . .
paragraph with their peers paragraphs
4 understand how to . -
c. asked the students to provide their ideas d writi
end an essay . - and writing a
after their discussion N conclusion
d. talked about the students’ writing samples aragraoh
(the introduction and body paragraphs) paragrap
a. discussed the selected writing samples in revising essay
class in order to make the students 1
to help the students understand the well-written and poorly-
differentiate the . poorly (introduction,
5 well-written and written essays bod d
oorlv-written b. helped the students modify their essays oay, a'_"
\F/)vritiny samples through the group discussion conclusion
& P c. helped the students modify their essays paragraphs)
through the whole class discussion
a. talked about the introduction paragraph of
the model article 2 with the students writing an
to help the students . . .
b. asked the students to discuss the introduction
6 understand how to introduction paragraph with their peers
start an essay paragraph wit P paragraph
c. asked the students to provide their ideas
after their discussion
a. talked about the body paragraph of the .
to help the students model article 2 with the students revising the
P b. asked the students to discuss the body introduction
understand how to aragraph with their peers h and
7 generate ideas and paragrap P paragraph an

make them as useful
supporting ideas

d.

. asked the students to provide their ideas

after their discussion
talked about the students’ writing samples
(the introduction paragraph)

writing a body
paragraph
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to help the students
8 understand how to
end an essay

. talked about the conclusion paragraph of the

model article 2 with the students

. asked the students to discuss the conclusion

paragraph with their peers

. asked the students to provide their ideas

after their discussion

. talked about the students’ writing samples

(the introduction and body paragraphs)

revising the
introduction
and body
paragraphs
and writing a
conclusion
paragraph

to help the students
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However, there was difficulty in conducting more model articles during the process. As can
be seen in Table 6, four weeks were needed to complete the whole instructional procedures
for a model essay. There are only eighteen weeks in a semester in the Taiwanese university
system, but two weeks were used for the university’s midterm and final exams in which |
was not allowed to execute this study. Also, several weeks were needed to administer the
retrospective semi-structured interviews after the post-test, since it would otherwise be
very difficult to find an interview subject after the semester finished and the holiday started.
The students could also forget what they had done when questioned in the interviews after
time had elapsed, which was likely to influence the data collection. Thus, only two model

articles were used for an eight-week study.

3.5.4 Procedures

The research procedures included the pre-test, treatment, post-test, and interview. In the
pre-test, all of the students in the two groups were informed the purposes of this study
verbally prior to delivering any documents in the first week. After explaining to the
participants, a consent form (Appendix 1) in relation to the agreement to participate in this
study was provided firstly, but | also explained the contents of the consent form again
before the students signed it. After confirming their participatory willingness, | handed out

the essay topic (Appendix J) to the students, and thirty minutes were given to complete the
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essay. Questionnaire booklets were then dispatched to the participants. The answering
instruction was verbally made as well, although the printed instruction was provided on the
cover page in the questionnaire booklets. | maintained that this study was not intrusive in
any way, as their rights, privacy, and willingness were all guaranteed and enquired in both
verbal and written forms prior to the commencement of the pre-test. Finally, the subjects
spent about ten to fifteen minutes to finish the questionnaires, which conformed to
Dornyei’s (2007) recommendation that a well-constructed questionnaire should be

completed within thirty minutes.

Between the second and ninth weeks, the treatments were given to the two groups of the
participants respectively. In the control group, all of the teaching materials were printed in
advance and were handed out to the students in class. The students’ assignments were also
handed in on paper. In contrast, all of the instructional materials were uploaded to the tutor
blog before class began, and the students in the experimental group had to post their
assignments on their own blogs before the deadlines. Apart from the teaching tools, the
teaching procedures and approaches were very similar in the two groups in which |
explained the model articles and elicited the students’ ideas. The students discussed the
ideas with their peers and provided their outcomes after their discussion in class. They then
wrote an essay that was turned in every week. The students’ writing samples were also used
as the teaching materials after marking. The students had to modify their essays based on
the comments given by either their peers or me, and handed in their new writing essays
together with the modified one every week. During the treatment phase, | also acted as a
participant observer to collect non-verbal phenomenon concurrently, but | found it difficult
to deliver the lectures and note down the observational data at the same time. Also, the
participants in this study were prone to be reticent and passive during the process, so it was
not easy to obtain an abundant amount of observational data. In fact, there was not a great

deal of observational data compared to the interview process.

The last week was used for the post-test whose procedures were quite akin to those in the
pre-test. In the post-test, the writing essay question, which was the same with the one used
in the pre-test, was distributed to the subjects again, with thirty minutes being allocated to

the participants to complete the essay. Finally, the instruction of the questionnaires
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completion was clarified again in both written and verbal forms before the students began

completing the questionnaires, which took the participants about ten to fifteen minutes.

Lastly, the interviews were conducted in the weeks following the post-test. Before
conducting the interviews, an announcement about the interview was made to the class, so
the students might prepare themselves for interviews. The interview subjects were selected
in the two groups randomly, and they were all informed that the interview process would
be audio recorded before the commencement of the interviews, as the use of electronic
recordings helps researchers preserve and reproduce the data (Hammersley, 2010).
Therefore, | could be more confident about analysing the interview data and providing more

insightful findings.

Before the interviews began, all of the interview subjects were asked to sign the consent
form (Appendix K) in order to ensure they understood their rights and privacy before, during,
and after the interviews. The students’ native language, Mandarin Chinese, was used in the
interviews to reduce the interview subjects’ anxiety and motivate their willingness to
participate, so much more information could be expected to be collected during these
interviews. In the formal interviews, there were fourteen interview subjects from the two
groups, and most of them finished the interviews in thirty minutes. After the interviews, |
transcribed all of the interview data in Microsoft Office Word software, and translated them
into English. Then, someone who has a MA in Translation Studies was invited to examine the
accuracy and appropriateness of the translation, and some minor translation work was
modified afterwards. The interview transcription and translation are displayed in Appendix
M. Table 7 explains how the data was collected over these experimental weeks based on the

explanatory sequential design.
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Table 7. The Employed Instruments and My Role in the Data Collection Process

Week Instruments for Data Collection My Role in the Process
1 Pre-test: Essays & Questionnaires Test Administrator
rse Instr r
2 Model Article 1 & Observation Course Instructo
& Observer
rse Instr r
3 Model Article 1 & Observation Course Instructo
& Observer
rse Instr r
4 Model Article 1 & Observation Course Instructo
& Observer
rse Instr r
5 Model Article 1 & Observation Course Instructo
& Observer
. . Course Instructor
6 Model Article 2 & Observation u ue
& Observer
. . Course Instructor
7 Model Article 2 & Observation
& Observer
. . Course Instructor
8 Model Article 2 & Observation
& Observer
. . Course Instructor
9 Model Article 2 & Observation
& Observer
10 Post-test: Essays & Questionnaires Test Administrator
After Interviews Interviewer
Week 10 & Translator

3.6 Data Analysis

Both quantitative and qualitative data was collected from the students’ writing essays,
guestionnaires, observations, as well as interviews. The quantitative data was computed by
IBM SPSS Statistics version 22 to determine the statistical differences, and the qualitative
data was analysed by myself to examine possible reasons and explanations to support the
qguantitative findings. The following sub-sections detailed how the data was analysed

guantitatively and qualitatively.

3.6.1 Quantitative Data Analysis

The quantitative data comprised the students’ writing essays as well as the three employed
guestionnaires, and all were involved in both the pre-test and the post-test. IBM SPSS
Statistics version 22, a renowned statistical tool, was used to calculate a considerable
amount of numbers in which both the descriptive and inferential statistics contributed to

the quantitative results. In order to compile all of the numerical data logically, the Microsoft
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Office Excel software served its function to save the data. | initially created two different
sheets in Excel for the two groups. In each sheet, the students’ writing scores that were
collected from the pre-test and post-test given by the two evaluators were separately
displayed together with average scores that were calculated by using Excel. With reference
to the three questionnaires, Excel was again utilised to assemble the students’ responses.
The Likert-scale format was administered in the questionnaires so that | could integrate the
responses easily. The numerical data was then copied from the Excel and pasted to SPSS in

order to proceed to the statistical data analysis.

For the statistical analysing tools, the inter-rater reliability concerning writing essays was
established as an initial stage because there were two sets of scores given by two different
evaluators on the students’ writing essays. Inter-rater reliability is also called inter-scorer
reliability, which is “the degree of agreement or consistency between two or more scorers,
judges, or raters” (Johnson & Christensen, 2014, p. 171). Therefore, in order to determine
the inter-rater reliability, Pearson correlation coefficient was applied. Pearson correlation
coefficient r was utilised to explain the relationships between two continuous variables
(Dornyei, 2007). Correlation coefficients are from the highest value of 1.00 to the lowest
value of .00. The value of 1.00 indicates the perfect correlation between two variables and
vice versa (Howitt & Cramer, 2014). The results of the inter-rater reliability for the writing
scores between the pre-test and the post-test in the two groups are demonstrated in

section 5.1.

Due to the involvement of two groups, it was necessary to determine whether there were
any significant differences in terms of the participants’ initial English writing proficiency
between the two groups before continuing to the next stage, which assured whether the
participants conformed to the same variance when several groups of subjects are taking
part in a study (Field, 2013). If the variances among the groups to be computed are
significantly different, it may influence the results in a t test. Therefore, the Levene’s test
helps researchers check the equality/homogeneity of variances (Morgan, Leech, Gloeckner,
& Barrett, 2013). If the F value is not significant, indicating p greater than .05, the variances
can be assumed as homogenous, and the t test is appropriate for use in a study. The results

of the Levene’s test are presented in section 5.2.
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A paired-sample t-test was then applied to determine whether there were any significant
differences between the pre-test and the post-test in the two groups in terms of their
overall English writing performances, as well as the sub-categories of the five grading
components (content, organisation, vocabulary, language use, and mechanics) based on
Hughey’s et al. (1983) ESLCP. The paired-sample t-test is usually used to compare two sets
of scores collected from a pre-test and a post-test completed by the same group of
participants (Brace, Kemp, & Snelgar, 2012; Dérnyei, 2007; McMillan & Schumacher, 2006),
so it was deemed appropriate for this study. The results of the paired-sample t-test are

reported in sections 5.3 and 5.4.

As mentioned earlier, a t test is usually used when there are two samples to be compared.
However, a t test is a parametric test in which the collected data should be an interval or a
ratio. Due to the use of the format of Likert-scale questionnaires, a t test is not suitable
because Likert-type questionnaire follows an ordinal scale.®> Consequently, a nonparametric
test,” Mann-Whitney U-test, was manipulated to determine whether the two groups of the
participants were homogenous in terms of their perceptions of the PGA and the use of the
writing strategies because it is often employed when the data is in an ordinal form, and it is
equivalent to the independent t-test (Hinton, McMurray, & Brownlow, 2014). The results of

the Mann-Whitney U-test are demonstrated in section 5.5.

Then, the Wilcoxon signed-rank test was used to compare the data collected from the three
guestionnaires to determine whether there were any significant differences between the
two sets of data gathered from the pre-test and the post-test, to which the same group of
participants made contributions. The Wilcoxon signed-rank test, a nonparametric test, is
equivalent to the paired-sample t-test (Field, 2013). The results of the Wilcoxon signed-rank

test are presented in section 5.6.

® Itis “a natural ordering of categories....These values can clearly be ordered....What you cannot do is
‘measure’ exactly the distance between the scale points....Agree-disagree type rating variables are therefore
ordinal” (Tolmie, Muijs, & McAteer, 2011, p. 8).

* “Statistical techniques used when the assumption of normality cannot be met, with small sample
sizes, and with ordinal (rank) or nominal (categorical) data” (Mertens, 2015, p. 421).
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Finally, after determining the differences of the participants’ perceptions of the PGA, the
use of the writing strategies, and their perceptions of blog writing between the pre-test and
the post-test in the two groups, | further attempted to determine the relationships in terms
of the students’ perceptions of the PGA, the use of the writing strategies, as well as their
perceptions of blog writing after the treatments in the two groups. In order to demonstrate
the relationships, Spearman’s correlation coefficient rs was applied because it is usually used
to measure the correlations between variables that are an ordinal level, such as the Likert
scale (Brace et al., 2012). Spearman’s correlation coefficient is deemed as an alternative to
Pearson correlation coefficient when the assumptions in the Pearson correlation coefficient
cannot be achieved such as continuous types of data (Howitt & Cramer, 2014). The results

of the Spearman’s correlation coefficient are reported in section 5.7.

3.6.2 Qualitative Data Analysis

This study involved both the quantitative and qualitative research methods in order to
provide more convincing and conscientious research consequences (Creswell & Clark, 2011),
and offer more insightful results, findings, suggestions, and implications to address a
research gap found in the extant literature on the application of blogs in PGA-based writing
classrooms. After explaining how the quantitative data was treated and analysed in the

preceding section, the techniques of qualitative data analysis are discussed hereafter.

Thematic analysis, one of the most common methods to analyse qualitative data (Bryman,
2012), is a “method for identifying, analysing and reporting patterns (themes) within data”
(Braun & Clarke, 2006, p. 79). This approach was used in this study because “qualitative
researchers make sense of their data by identifying and studying the categories that appear
in their data......rather than having to think about each sentence or each word in the data”
(Johnson & Christensen, 2014, p. 600). In this case, thematic analysis helped me understand
how the participants perceived the use of the PGA, writing strategies, as well as the blogs in
their writing classrooms, so much more in-depth information could be extracted and
gathered to explain the quantitative research outcomes. In addition, both the control group
and the experimental group were involved in this study, so it was expected to provide the

similarities and differences about the students’ perceptions of the employment of the PGA
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and writing strategies between the two groups because thematic analysis approach reports

participants’ experiences, meanings, and reality (Braun & Clarke, 2006).

To analyse the data, | followed Braun and Clarke’s (2006) guidance of thematic analysis to
analyse the qualitative data. First, | familiarised myself with the data by reading and re-
reading as well as writing down the preliminary ideas so as to find out the initial codes.
Second, | identified the codes by categorising them into the appropriate pre-determined
themes. Due to the application of the explanatory sequential design in this study, the
gualitative results were used to explain the possible phenomena in the quantitative results,
so the extracted factors in the employed questionnaires were adopted as the themes to
analyse the qualitative data. As a result, | would be able to analyse both the quantitative
and qualitative data throughout this study systematically and logically. Third, | checked if the
codes were classified into the pre-determined themes correctly so that | could ensure the
themes would be analysed accurately in the later discussions. Finally, | overlooked the

themes and codes to ensure their feasibility and comprehensibility so as to answer the RQs.

Owing to the manageability of the observational data, | simply used the Microsoft Office
Word software to help with noting, editing, storing, retrieving, linking, and highlighting the
observational data. | thus initially input all of the raw data collected from the observations
in a Word file, which was then reviewed repeatedly to establish the connections and the
relationships. After having the preliminary ideas toward the observational data, | then
categorised the data and labelled the categories according to the features in each one of
them. Next, | conducted a further analysis to discern the possible answers for the observed
phenomenon. It was therefore made possible to provide more accurate and robust research
findings, and then compare and contrast them with the interview results in the succeeding

discussions. Finally, the results of the observational data are presented in section 6.1.

For the interview data analysis, all of the interview processes were audio recorded and were
conducted in the participants’ native language, Mandarin Chinese, so the interview
responses were then transcribed and translated into English by myself. Considering the
manageability of the interview data, | used Microsoft Office Word software to note, edit,

store, retrieve, link, and highlight the interview data for data analysis. During the
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transcribing process, | also deliberated the meanings of the given information since
transcribing is a construction process of construction, rather than merely recording what
was said (Hammersley, 2010). The interview transcriptions were then reviewed by the
interview subjects to corroborate the accuracy after transcribing, as McMillan and
Schumacher (2006) recommended for reviewing participants’ input, and therefore the

accuracy of the transcribing could be confirmed.

After confirming the correctness of the transcriptions, | could set about translating the
transcriptions into English, the written language used in this thesis work. Hennink, Hutter,
and Bailey (2011) suggested transcribing interview language verbatim and then translating
the language into researchers’ language help researchers have a transcript in interview
subject’s language for later reference while analysing data, although it is time-consuming.
The translated transcriptions were also confirmed by someone with a MA in Translation
Studies in order to check the accuracy and appropriateness of the translation. Some slight
revisions were made during the reviewing process, such as typo problems. The results of the

interview data are presented in section 6.2.

3.7 Research Validity and Reliability

Validity and reliability are two inseparable concepts in educational research. It is crucial to
report them because they are two major standardised criteria to evaluate the quality of a

study (Lodico, Spaulding, & Voegtle, 2010).

Validity refers to “the degree to which scientific explanations of phenomena match reality”
(McMillan & Schumacher, 2010, p.104), or “the extent to which an instrument measured
what it claimed to measure” (Ary et al., 2014, p. 242). In other words, validity judges the
appropriateness and meaningfulness of an instrument that is used to collect sets of scores
for specific inferences, and it is also used to determine whether the inferences are valid or

invalid, and not the instrument itself (McMillan, 2012).

In this study, both content validity and face validity were confirmed. Content validity is to
evaluate the applicability of the items in instruments. In other words, it establishes whether

the test represents what it claims to evaluate, so what should be included or not in
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instruments can be certified (Fraenkel et al., 2012; Johnson & Christensen, 2014; Litwin,
1995). Face validity is less scientific and has less systematic validity than other approaches,
which is simply judged by untrained subjects, such as students. It is similar to content
validity and ensures whether the instrument is measuring what it intends to measure, but
the evaluation of face validity is much more casual. Although many researchers do not take
face validity into account in research, it is very important in a study because it confirms if
participants understand questions (Ary et al., 2014; Litwin, 1995; McMillan & Schumacher,
2010).

By doing so, all of the employed questionnaires, the QPGA, QWS, and QBW, were reviewed
by two experts who specialise in TESOL and applied linguistics to confirm the content
validity. The discussions of the issue are presented in section 4.2.1. | also interviewed eight
students whose characteristics were akin to the intended subjects. Therefore, the face
validity of the questionnaires was verified, and the details were reported in section 4.4. As
regards the observational checklist and interview questions, they were all examined by two
experts who are skilled in educational studies and applied linguistics to assure the content
validity (see sections 4.2.2 and 4.2.3). In addition, the interview questions were piloted
before their application in the formal study to ensure the students’ comprehensibility

toward the questions (see section 4.4).

Noar (2003) mentioned that after verifying the content validity and face validity, it is also
important to satisfy the construct validity. Construct validity “concerns the extent to which a
particular measure or instrument for data collection conforms to the theoretical context in
which it is located” (Cohen et al., 2011, p. 188) or “refers to inferences that are made from
the nature of the measurement and interventions used to the constructs they purportedly
represent” (McMillan & Schumacher, 2006, p. 140). In order to realise the construct validity
of the questionnaires that were used, the test of factor analysis was consequently applied,

as is presented in section 4.3.1.

After discussing the issue of research validity, another important criterion for research
quality, reliability, was also taken into account. Reliability is “the extent to which our

measurement instruments and procedures produce consistent results in a given population
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in different circumstances” (Dérnyei, 2007, p.50), or “the consistency or stability of a set of
test scores” (Johnson & Christensen, 2014, p. 166). To measure the reliability of this study,
both the test-retest reliability and Cronbach’s a were used. Test-retest reliability is to
determine whether the participants’ responses are consistent toward instruments if they
take the instruments more than once (Lodico et al., 2010; Mertens, 2010). It is often applied
in high-quality journal reports (Johnson & Christensen, 2014), so | assumed that it is able to
provide persuasive results for this study. As for Cronbach’s a, it determines the internal
consistency reliability by checking whether all of the items correlate with others in a test
(Gay et al., 2009). The result of Cronbach’s a is between 0 and 1, which means there is not
relationship among the variables if the Cronbach’s a coefficient is 0. On the other hand, if
the Cronbach’s a coefficient is 1, the variables are correlated perfectly, and the tests are
absolutely reliable. Therefore, all of the questionnaires underwent both the test-retest
reliability test and Cronbach’s a test to confirm their reliability. The details are reported in

section 4.3.2.

3.8 Trustworthiness

Discussing research validity and reliability is necessary in any quantitative research (Dornyei,
2007; Golafshani, 2003; Johnson & Christensen, 2012). However, given that both the
guantitative and qualitative research methods were used, the issue of trustworthiness, the
criteria to assess the quality in qualitative research (Bryman, 2012), is explained in this
section. The concept of trustworthiness was proposed by Lincoln and Guba (1985) to
replace the terms of validity and reliability in qualitative research, and four criteria,
credibility, transferability, dependability, and confirmability, compose the trustworthiness

(Bryman, 2012).

3.8.1 Credibility

According to Bryman (2012), credibility is parallel to internal validity, which is defined as
“the methodological procedures and sources used to establish a high level of harmony
between the participants’ expressions and the researcher’s interpretations of them” (Given,
as cited in Ahmed, 2011, p. 117). In this study, several techniques were carried out to
ensure the credibility of the results. First, the interviews were audio recorded because

mechanically recorded data is able to establish accurate and complete records (McMillan &
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Schumacher, 2006). | therefore could fully transcribe the interview contents to obtain sound
information for the research. Then, to corroborate the accuracy of the interview
transcriptions, the technique of participant reviewing was used because asking the same
interview subjects to review the transcripts or to modify any incorrect information is
suggested in order to get comprehensive and integrative research findings (McMillan &
Schumacher, 2006). Hence, after transcribing the interview transcripts, | had the interview
subjects to confirm whether the transcriptions and descriptions were in accord with their
given information. On account of the use of the interview subjects’ native language,
Mandarin Chinese, in the interviews, the translation of the transcripts between Chinese and
English was also affirmed. After translating the interview transcription into English, | had a
translator to check the English translation in order to ensure the accuracy of the
interpretation. As for the observations, |, as the instructor of the programme and the
researcher of this study, was able to observe the participants directly while interacting with

them.

3.8.2 Transferability

Transferability, parallel to external validity (Bryman, 2012), explains how usefulness of
findings in a study is applicable to other similar research contexts or to other similar
research questions, so other researchers are able to transfer the research to other
situations (Marshall & Rossman, 2016). To ensure the transferability, the technique of
triangulation, which is “the act of bringing more than one source of data to bear on a single
point” (Marshall & Rossman, 2016, p. 262), was applied through the observations and
interviews, because different types of data enable corroborating, elaborating, and clarifying
a study (Rossman & Wilson, 1994). Interviews help researchers gather useful information
that cannot be observed visually and directly, and participants are allowed to express
personal ideas in detail about questions during the interviews (Creswell, 2002, 2012).
Observation helps researchers obtain genuine social interaction in a live setting, rather than
what is given to researchers by participants (Muijs, 2011), so the main purpose of an
observation is to examine interactions in natural settings (Ary et al., 2014). Therefore, these
two techniques for data collection helped me gather data with more dimensions in order to
provide more persuasive and confident research findings. Because transferability in a

qualitative study is determined by the readers of the research, the researchers’
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responsibility is to provide sufficient and detailed information for the readers to judge the
adequacy and appropriateness of the transferability (Mertens, 2015). As a result, the
transferability could be confirmed by the aforementioned elaborated explanations and

descriptions in this chapter.

3.8.3 Dependability

Dependability is also parallel to reliability (Bryman, 2012), but unlike this concept in
quantitative research, dependability refers to how researchers explain the changing
phenomenon in a scene and the changes in a study due to the increasingly understandings
of the scene (Marshall & Rossman, 2016). Qualitative researchers believe that changing is to
be expected and accepted, and it should be trackable and observable (Mertens, 2015).
Dependability in qualitative research perspective is to ensure the completeness of the
records in the whole research process including the formation of the RQs, selection of
participants, observational data, interview transcripts, and data analysis (Bryman, 2012). In
order to ensure the dependability of the current study to the widest possible extent, | used
mixed research methods to carry out this study. Mixed-method research refers to the
combination of the quantitative and qualitative research techniques in a study, which has
been widely applied in educational research nowadays (Punch, 2009). Quantitative research
methods examine research contents in a wider scope among a larger population, while
gualitative research methods gauge research results in a more in-depth manner with a
smaller group of participants. Quantitative research can generally explain the relationships
among variables, but it is not advisable when attempting to prove more specific
understandings of a matter that can be offset by qualitative research (Creswell & Clark,
2011). In this study, the English writing essays, questionnaires, observations as well as
interviews were applied to understand whether there were any changes in terms of the
participants’ English writing abilities, perceptions of the PGA, the use of the writing
strategies, and perceptions of blog writing in Taiwanese college students’ English writing

classrooms.

3.8.4 Confirmability

Finally, confirmability parallels to objectivity (Bryman, 2012), which concerns whether the

research findings in a study can be confirmed with evidence from other sources of research
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or other studies (Marshall & Rossman, 2016), and therefore demonstrate the research is not
a fabricated story of a researcher’s imagination (Mertens, 2015). However, it is impossible
to achieve complete objectivity in social studies, but what researchers can do is to confirm
how they avoid adding bias in terms of personal values or tendencies in a study (Bryman,
2012). By doing so, | had consulted with several experts whose background knowledge is
closely related to the current study when developing the research instruments to ensure
their appropriateness and accuracy. Another experienced English instructor was invited to
evaluate the participants’ writing samples. As for the data analysis, the interview transcripts
were reviewed by the interview subjects, and the translation of the transcriptions was
corroborated by another translator who is fluent in both Chinese and English. Furthermore,
the data was analysed based on the literature sources in order to make the research more
theoretical, practical, and methodological. Finally, all of the processes were also re-

confirmed by my supervisors to increase the extent of confirming the findings of this study.

3.9 Research Ethics

There are ethical issues concerning human-based research (Walliman, 2011) that involve
researchers having to be responsible for protecting participants’ rights, in terms of both
physical and mental aspects (McMillan & Schumacher, 2006). Some moral considerations,
approval from a departmental committee, a consent form, confidentiality, and gaining

access were taken into account in the research process.

Before the data collection, it was required to obtain the approval from the School of
Education Ethics Committee, Durham University, UK, as according to the departmental
regulations. | therefore filled out the Research Ethics and Data Protection Monitoring Form
provided by the School of Education, and then submitted it to the Committee in order to
receive the approval letter (Appendix L). After obtaining the authorisation, | then contacted
the chairperson of the department in which the participants were to be located in order to

have contact with the participants.

Another related matter is a consent form, part of the core in an ethical study (Lindsay, 2010).
The advantages of using consent forms are: (a) participants have an opportunity to

understand the purposes of a study as wll as their participation; and (b) the researchers
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have a signed consent in case there is any concern raised subsequently (Bryman, 2012). The
consent form (Appendix |) was distributed in the pre-test phase. The participants read and
signed the informed consent forms before writing the English essay, filling out the
guestionnaires, and processing the interviews. In the consent forms, the purposes of this
study were firstly explained, and the participants’ rights as well as privacy were then
presented and guaranteed. Finally, my email and mobile phone number along with a
contact invitation were also provided in case of there being any need for queries regarding
the research. The consent form was written in traditional Mandarin Chinese, the

participants’ native language, in order to ensure that they understood the contents fully.

Many experts (Basit, 2010; Bell, 2005; Cohen et al., 2011; Doérnyei, 2007; McMillan &
Schumacher, 2006) have maintained that keeping collected data in a safe place that could
only be accessed by researchers is important, and it is researchers' responsibility. In order to
protect the participants’ privacy and rights, the participants were informed and guaranteed
in both written and verbal forms that all of the collected data would be kept confidentially

and secured in a safe place where | was the only person who knew these contents.

Lastly, the current study aimed at college students as the target subject samples in an EFL
context. In other words, | needed to obtain approval from a university in my home country,
Taiwan. | then contacted the chairperson of the Department of Applied English at a
university in central Taiwan. | explained the purposes of this research and asked about the
possibility of conducting the research in the department. A verbal consent given by the
chairperson was received. Next, | contacted the course instructor and explained the
purposes of this research again. Fortunately, he expressed willingness to provide assistance

and cooperation, which led me to being able to locate participants for this current study.

Ethical issues were thus considered carefully and elaborately before taking any further steps

in this study.

3.10 Chapter Summary

The current chapter mainly presented the implemented methodology, which was a mixed-

method research. As a result, both quantitative and qualitative data was collected in this
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quasi-experimental research. In order to clarify the research methods of this study, the
followings were sections served different purposes: research design (section 3.1); an
introduction of the research methods (section 3.2); the sampling technique and the
introduction of the participants (section 3.3); the research instruments including the English
writing essays, questionnaires, observations, and interviews (section 3.4); data collection
(section 3.5); data analysis (section 3.6); justifying research validity and reliability (section
3.7); trustworthiness of this study (section 3.8); ethical issues (section 3.9), followed by the

summary (section 3.10).

In order to summarise the data collection process, a flow chart is demonstrated in Figure 12.
All of the participants were college-level students who were divided into the control group
and the experimental group randomly. The traditional teaching method, the paper-pencil
instruction, was applied in the control group, while the computer-based teaching method,
the blog instruction, was employed in the other group (see section 3.3). At the very
beginning of the research process, all of the participants were asked to finish a writing essay
(see section 3.4.1) and to fill in the questionnaires (see section 3.4.2), which served as the
pre-test (see section 3.5.4). The experimental instruction was then carried out for eight
weeks (see section 3.5) while the observations were conducted concurrently (see section
3.4.3). Then, a post-test (see section 3.5.4), the procedures of which were quite akin to the
procedures executed in the pre-test, was conducted again. Finally, fourteen students were
selected from the two groups randomly to proceed with the retrospective semi-structured
interviews (see section 3.4.4) after the post-test. Both the quantitative and qualitative data
was analysed (see section 3.6) to determine the statistical differences and correlations to
find the possible answers for the RQs, which are reported in Chapters 5 and 6. The next

chapter presents the theoretical basis as well as the outcomes of the pilot test.
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CHAPTER FOUR: PILOT STUDY

In order to ensure the feasibility and usability of the research instruments, a series of
techniques was conducted in the pilot study, which is detailed in the current chapter. These
techniques are elucidated as follows: the employment of back translation (section 4.1); the
use of expert judgement (section 4.2); the statistical analysis on the questionnaires (section
4.3); presentation of the interviews (section 4.4); a chapter summary and a flow chart of the

pilot study (section 4.5).

4.1 Back Translation

The employment of back translation with native speakers is recommended when two
different languages are involved in research instruments. The purpose of back translation is
to have native speakers to translate the instruments, and re-translate them into the original

language used in the source documents to confirm the initial meanings (Mertens, 2015).

There were three questionnaires: the QPGA, QWS, and QBW. The original questionnaires for
the QWS and QBW were written in English, but they were revised and translated into
traditional Mandarin Chinese, the participants’ native language, by myself in order to satisfy
the research needs and avoid the respondents’ misunderstanding and misinterpreting the
qguestions while they were filling in the questionnaires. As for the QPGA, it was developed in
traditional Mandarin Chinese, and was translated into English by myself. However, the QWS
and QBW were then back translated into English, and the QPGA was back translated into
Mandarin Chinese by another translator who confirmed the contents of my interview

transcriptions to ensure the accuracy of the translated contents.

After the process of back translation, an Assistant Professor at Department of Applied
Foreign Languages at a university in northern Taiwan who specialises in Education and CALL
and has been teaching English in EFL contexts for several years, was invited to verify the
accuracy of the translation between the back translated questionnaires and the original
ones. Finally, the accuracy of the translation was confirmed although some suggestions with
reference to the wordings were given by the reviewer. One example was an item in the
QPGA: “During English writing, | examine the contents timely in order to confirm if the
thought that | have written meet the readers’ demands,” was modified to: “During English
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writing, | examine the contents duly in order to confirm if they meet the readers’ demands.”
Finally, it was claimed that the meanings in the employed questionnaires were quite similar
to the meanings in the original ones, so the translation did not influence the validity and

reliability of the employed questionnaires to any great extent.

4.2 Expert Judgement

Submitting research instruments to professionals in the field for critical feedback in terms of
the wordings of items or validity of the questions that researchers intend to look into after
the construction is suggested (Boudah, 2011), so the content validity of the research
instruments could be verified (Creswell, 2002; Fraenkel et al., 2012). In order to ensure
whether the instruments were appropriate for its application, the three employed
guestionnaires, the observational checklist, and the interview questions were reviewed by
the experts whose professional specialties are related to the current study. The valuable

feedback was received and presented in the following sections.

4.2.1 Questionnaires

All of the employed questionnaires were examined by two experts. One is a professor who
specialises in TESOL and is teaching at the Department of Applied English at a university in
southern Taiwan, and the other is an assistant professor who specialises in Applied
Linguistics and is teaching at the Department of Linguistics and Modern Language Studies at
a university in Hong Kong. Both of them have been teaching English in EFL contexts for
several years. Hence, their considerable teaching experience and research backgrounds

allowed for providing valuable suggestions on the questionnaires.

After their reviews, some comments on the questionnaires were received in order to make
the questionnaires more feasible, acceptable, and understandable. First, they suggested the
use of the word “and” to connect sub-ideas in a unitary item should be avoided, and these
items should be divided into different questions, so the respondents might consider it easier
to understand and answer. For example, a question regarding to the examination of several
aspects during the writing process was separated into different items in the QPGA.
Moreover, some wordings were also varied to make the questionnaires more

understandable and readable to the target subjects, which have been discussed in section
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3.4.2. The experts further advised that the questionnaires should focus on “writing” itself in
the QWS, since Oxford’s (1990) SILL was designed for general English learning, rather than
for English writing specifically. As a result, the QWS was modified in order to gratify the
research purposes. | then tried to connect the items with English writing by adding or
deleting some words in the QWS to help associate them with the current study. For example,
the question: “I try to learn about the culture of English speakers,” was modified to “I try to
learn the native English speakers’ culture to help my English writing samples be closer to

articles written by native English speakers.”

After my amendments according to the experts’ opinions, all of the questionnaires were re-

confirmed by my supervisors again before they were formally applied in the pilot study.

4.2.2 Observational Checklist

For the observational checklist, processing a pilot test is recommended to ensure its
appropriateness, unambiguousness, and effectiveness (Cohen et al., 2011), so the employed
checklist was reviewed by two experts. One is an assistant professor who specialises in
Applied Linguistics, and is teaching at the Department of Linguistics and Modern Language
Studies at a university in Hong Kong, and the other is an Ed.D. who is teaching at universities
in Taiwan. Both of them have been teaching English in EFL contexts for several years. Hence,
their extensive teaching experiences and research backgrounds allowed for providing

precious suggestions on the observational checklist.

The results of the reviews on the observational checklist were provided as follows. First, a
bigger space for the observer’s comments was suggested, so it could be more convenient to
jot down notes during the observation process. Second, there were too many tasks in some
unitary items, which could have made it difficult to be completed during the observation
process, so those kinds of items were modified. For example: “Did the instructor make the
students have a group discussion regarding the writing styles, organisation, expression, and
grammar?” was changed to: “Did the teacher make the students have a group discussion
regarding the writing?” Third, some cognitive behaviour could not be observed visually, so
the tasks of this kind were eliminated from the checklist. For example, the item: “Did the

students think about the connections between the new curriculum and the courses they
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have already learned while they were writing?” was therefore excluded from the list. Finally,
some descriptions in the items were not possible clear enough, which could lead to
confusion while filling in the checklist, so the wordings were varied in order to avoid any

misunderstandings.

After making the revision based on the experts’ comments, the checklist was re-confirmed

by my supervisors again before its formal utilisation in the main study.

4.2.3 Interview Questions

Finally, all of the interview questions were checked by the same experts who reviewed the
observational checklist, so valuable suggestions for the interview questions could be

expected.

After having the interview questions reviewed, the reviewers suggested that there were too
many questions in the first version of the interview questions, in which there were thirty-six
qguestions. It could be difficult and even not plausible to present all of them because the
interview subjects could feel tired and lose patience during long interviews, which could
influence their willingness to participate and further influence the data collection. Therefore,
some items were modified, merged, or deleted according to their suggestions, and twenty-
three questions were listed in the final version. There were seven questions pertaining to
the PGA, nine questions pertaining to the writing strategies, and seven questions pertaining
to blog writing. Some wordings were also amended because they might confuse the
interview subjects’ understanding toward the question contents. They also mentioned that
open-ended questions should be provided at the end of each section in order to allow for
the interview subjects to raise any issues regarding the research, so open-ended questions
were added to the list. | finally interviewed several students whose characteristics were
similar to the formal participants to determine whether the questions were understandable,

which is reported in section 4.4.

In addition, all of the interview questions were re-confirmed by my supervisors again before

the formal interviews.
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4.3 The Statistical Analysis on the Questionnaires

A pilot test is usually performed in a small group of participants whose characteristics are
similar to participants in a formal study (Mertens, 2010). It helps researchers collect
feedback to understand the appropriateness of research instruments (Dornyei & Taguchi,
2010), and confirm whether respondents are able to wunderstand questions in
guestionnaires (Creswell, 2002), so any problems can be detected and remedied before a

formal study is undertaken (Fraenkel et al., 2012).

In order to access a group of participants taking part in the pilot study, | contacted the
chairperson of the Department of Applied English at a university in central Taiwan. |
explained the purposes of this research, and asked about the possibility to conduct the pilot
study in the department. Fortunately, a verbal consent was given by the chairperson. He
also suggested a list of contacts so that | was able to contact instructors whose courses were
related to English writing. Therefore, | sent emails to those course instructors and explained
the purposes of this research again. However, only one reply was received, stating that he
was very willing to help, and expressed that he was able to cooperate in any way. Finally, |

had access to three classes of students to carry out the pilot study.

The pilot study was conducted in a five-year junior college, which includes three-year senior
high school education (equivalent to GCSE and A-level school) and two-year college
education (equivalent to the first-year and second-year undergraduate). The participants in
the three classes were in the third, fourth, and fifth year students who were all English
majors, and took English writing as a required course. Doérnyei and Taguchi (2010)
recommended that an ideal sample size for a pilot test be above eighty students or no less
than fifty students. Finally, a total of eighty questionnaires were chosen in this pilot study,
which were completed by ten males and seventy females, with ages ranging from 17 to 20
and with an average age of 18.31. All of the participants had been learning English more
than seven years, and their characteristics were akin to the formal participants because they

all studied at the same university, but in different classes.
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In the pilot study, there were three questionnaires, the QPGA, QWS, and QBW, which were
compiled into a booklet. Before distributing the questionnaire booklets, | explained the
purposes of this study verbally. The participants were also informed that: (a) they could
withdraw from the study anytime if they did not want to participate in the research; (b) this
research was not related to the course they were taking in any way; and (c) all of the
responses and information they provided would be kept confidential. After confirming their
willingness to take part in the pilot study, they were asked to sign the consent document,
which explained the purposes of this study and detailed their rights in written form. Then,
the instruction for answering questions was given in both verbal and written forms before
the subjects started to fill in the questionnaires. However, the students might be absent
from the class in the latter test, so the participants might be different between the pre-test
and the post-test, which could influence the results of the pilot study. Consequently, the
subjects were asked to provide their names on the questionnaires in order to select valid
guestionnaires, which were completed by the same ones in both the pre-test and the post-
test. Meanwhile, their privacy and rights were secured and informed. The time interval
between the two tests was two weeks, and the procedures were quite similar in the two
tests, in which both verbal and written instruction was given prior to the commencement.
The participants spent about twenty to twenty-five minutes to answer the questionnaires,

and the results of the pilot study are presented in the subsequent sections.

4.3.1 Factor Analysis on the Questionnaires

Because factor analysis reduces the number of variables by putting high correlated variables
together (Mertens, 2015), it is commonly used to measure the construct validity in which
the data was collected from questionnaires, and therefore researchers could understand
the interrelationship among the variables in the same dimension (Chang, 2007). Specifically,
the main purposes of the factor analysis are to discover the structure of a set of variables, to
measure the latent variables, and to decrease datasets to be a more manageable
instrument while containing as many of the original messages as possible (Field, 2013). As a
result, factor analysis was used to examine the construct validity of the employed
guestionnaires, the QPGA, QWS, and QBW, because they were either revised to fit in with
the research purposes, or constructed by myself in view of the deficiency of having an

appropriate one.

111



Before going further, it is necessary to understand how the factor analysis was applied in
this research. First, in order to confirm whether the sample was appropriate for a factor
analysis, the Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (hereafter cited as KMO) measure of sampling adequacy
was established (Kaiser, 1970). The KMO value is between 0 and 1. 0 indicates that the sum
of the partial correlations is closely related to the sum of the correlations, which in turn is
not appropriate for a factor analysis; on the other hand, 1 represents that the sum of the
partial correlations is low among variables, and is therefore appropriate for a factor analysis
(Field, 2013; Wang, 2006). Kaiser (1974) further suggested the values lower than .5 are not
acceptable for a factor analysis. The criteria for the KMO values is detailed in Table 8. In
addition to the KMO test, Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity is usually used to confirm whether the
data is suitable for a factor analysis. If a result in a Bartlett’s test is significant (p < .05), it is

appropriate because there are relationships among the variables (Hinton et al., 2014).

Table 8. The Criteria for the KMO Values (Kaiser, 1974)

KMO Values Criteria
in the .90s Marvellous
in the .80s Meritorious
in the .70s Middling
in the .60s Mediocre
in the .50s Miserable
below .50 Unacceptable

After verifying the appropriateness of the data for the factor analysis, the selected statistical
tools are then used to explain how | applied the factor analysis to analyse the
guestionnaires. The Principal Component Analysis Method, which analyses the total
variances, and explains the largest amount of variances with the smallest numbers of latent
factors, was applied. The eigenvalue and scree plot were utilised to decide the number of
the factors. The eigenvalue refers to “the amount of variation explained by a factor” (Field,
2013, p. 677), and “the bigger the eigenvalue is, the greater is the capability of the
underlying factor to ‘account for’ the correlations of the observed variables” (Bollen, 1989, p.
229). The rule to decide whether a factor is important is based on the eigenvalue of 1 or
larger, because it indicates that the factor is able to explain the maximum of the variability
in the data as a single factor. However, there is a risk involved in determining the numbers

of factors by using eigenvalue 1 only, since it sometimes overestimates the exact numbers
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of factors. Therefore, the other method, the scree plot, helped me decide the numbers of
factors. A scree plot is a graph shown with a factor analysis (X-axis) against the eigenvalue
(Y-axis). In a scree plot, where the line levels out determines the numbers of factors. Then,
the rotation method of Varimax with Kaiser Normalization was chosen to discriminate
factors because the final extracted factors in the rotation method of this kind are not
correlated with each other, and it can explain the largest variances. Finally, a common
practice to extract common factors is based on the factor loadings greater than .4 (Brace et
al., 2012), so the value is usually used to select the numbers of factors (Chang, 2007; Field,

2013; Hinton et al., 2014; Wang, 2006).

Furthermore, the data was computed for several times in order to extract the most
correlated variances in factors. By doing so, those smaller factor loadings lying in two or
more components were crossed out, and the data was analysed and re-analysed when an
inappropriate variable was eliminated. | repeated the analytical procedures until all of the
items belonged to only one component. After deciding the numbers of the factors, | re-
named each component by scrutinising the features of the items belonging to the same
component. Therefore, all of the employed questionnaires were treated with the tests
mentioned above in order to confirm their construct validity. The results of the factor

analysis for each questionnaire were respectively presented in the following sections.

Finally, the sample size of the factor analysis should be noted. An ideal sample size for a
factor analysis is the larger sample size the greater results, but it is very difficult to gather a
considerable number of participants whose characteristics are in common with formal
subjects in educational research (Chang, 2007; Field, 2013; Hinton et al., 2014; Wang, 2006).
| attempted to find as many participants in the pilot study as possible, until eighty
participants were found for the pilot study of this research. As Dornyei and Taguchi (2010)
recommended an ideal sample size for a pilot test is more than eighty students or no less
than fifty students, | could maintained that the sample size in the pilot study would be

sufficient for the research purposes of this study.
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4.3.1.1 Questionnaire for Process/Genre Approach

The QPGA was a self-constructed questionnaire because a ready-made one that suited the
current study was unavailable (see section 3.4.2.1). In order to ensure the validity of the
QPGA, the data collected from the pilot study was calculated by the factor analysis

according to the procedures stated above. The results are shown below.

After the data analysis, both the KMO value and Bartlett’s test of Sphericity confirmed that
the QPGA was suitable for a factor analysis. The result in the former test was .720, which
was at the third level of middling according to Kaiser’s (1974) criteria shown in Table 8, and
a significance (p = .000 < .05) was found in the latter test. Both the results, which are shown
in Table 9, explained its appropriateness for a factor analysis, so further steps were
conducted to see the validity of the QPGA. The results in the eigenvalue greater than 1
(Table 10) pointed out that six factors could be extracted, and the scree plot (Figure 13)
indicated that there were five factors in the QPGA. However, the last two factors in the
former test contained two items only, which were difficult to explain as separate
components because having at least three variables in a component is recommended
(Bollen, 1989). Consequently, fourteen items in four components were finally determined,
which accounted for 51.315% of the total variance that is demonstrated in Table 11. These
components were named as follows: first, “teacher’s facilitation;” second, “learning with

peers;” third, “understanding for writing;” lastly, “model article enhanced writing.”

Table 9. The KMO and Bartlett's Test for the QPGA

Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy. .720

Bartlett's Test of Sphericity Approx. Chi-Square 534.259
Df 153
Sig. .000
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Table 10. The Rotated Component Matrix for the QPGA

Items

Component

3

4

The teacher generates writing ideas with us, which reinforces my writing abilities.
The teacher writes the drafts with us, which reinforces my writing abilities.

The teacher usually provides model articles and discusses them with us before my
commencing English writing and that help me understand writing purposes.

The teacher’s provision of model articles enhances my English writing abilities.

.867
.833

.759

462

Discussing with my classmates not only builds up our peer relationships, but also
helps me get further ideas about English writing.

After writing my samples, | read my classmates' samples and discuss them with each
other.

I learn my classmates' strengths and weaknesses by reading their samples.

.817

.793

.760

| understand readers’ demands before commencing English writing.
During English writing, | examine the contents duly in order to confirm if they meet
readers’ demands.

| understand writing purposes before commencing English writing.

.887

775

.676

The teacher’s guidance on model articles develops my writing abilities.

Reading and discussing model articles increase my interests in English writing.
Reading and discussing model articles improve my understandings toward English
writing topics.

The teacher usually explains model articles before my commencing English writing

and that helps me understand writing topics.

787
.646

.636

421

During English writing, | examine the contents duly in order to confirm if they
express my thoughts.

During English writing, | examine the contents duly in order to confirm if they
conform to the writing styles.

| do not like the current writing programme, because | spend more time on English
writing.

My classmates' opinions and ideas about my samples do not improve my English

writing abilities.

.856

778

.810

.804

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.
Rotation Method: Varimax with Kaiser Normalization.
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Table 11. The Total Variance Explained for the QPGA

Extraction Sums of Squared Rotation Sums of Squared
Initial Eigenvalues Loadings Loadings
% of % of % of

Component Total Variance Cumulative% Total Variance Cumulative% Total Variance Cumulative %

1 5.149  28.606 28.606 5.149 28.606 28.606 2.663 14.796 14.796
2 2.145 11.916 40.522 2.145 11.916 40.522 2.347 13.038 27.833
3 1.673 9.296 49.818 1.673 9.296 49.818 2.134 11.857 39.690
4 1.297 7.206 57.024 1.297 7.206 57.024 2.093 11.625 51.315
5 1.079 5.996 63.020 1.079 5.996 63.020 1.734 9.636 60.951
6 1.026 5.697 68.718 1.026 5.697 68.718 1.398 7.767 68.718
7 .893 4.964 73.681
8 .814 4.524 78.205
9 .700 3.887 82.093
10 .632 3.509 85.601
11 493 2.738 88.339
12 440 2.446 90.785
13 .396 2.199 92.984
14 .361 2.004 94.989
15 .302 1.680 96.669
16 .246 1.366 98.035
17 .194 1.076 99.111
18 .160 .889 100.000

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.

4.3.1.2 Questionnaire for Writing Strategies

Although the reliability and validity of Oxford’s (1990) SILL has been corroborated greatly in
different sources (see section 3.4.2.2), it was revised to adapt it to the research
requirements of this study, which might influence the validity. Consequently, the validity of
the QWS was computed again by the factor analysis in light of the procedures mentioned

earlier in order to confirm its validity. The results are as follows.

The results of the factor analysis indicated that the QWS was appropriate for a factor
analysis because the KMO value was .821 which was at the second level of being
meritorious according to Kaiser’s (1974) criteria shown in Table 8, and there was a
significant difference (p = .000 < .05) in Bartlett’s test of Sphericity. The consequences of

both tests are shown in Table 12, so further actions were carried out to determine the
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validity of the QWS. The outcomes of the eigenvalue greater than 1 (Table 13) indicated that
there were four factors in the QWS. Then, the scree plot demonstrated there were five
factors in the QWS, as demonstrated in Figure 14. However, Table 14 explains the four
factors with the eigenvalue greater than 1 explained 61.288% of the total variance, and
therefore twenty-two items in four dimensions were determined. These components were
named as follows: first, “cognition;” second, “known-knowledge using;” third, “pressure

reducing;” lastly, “self-enhancement.”

Table 12. The KMO and Bartlett's Test for the QWS

Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy. .821
Bartlett's Test of Sphericity Approx. Chi-Square 957.926
Df 231
Sig. .000
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Table 13. The Rotated Component Matrix for the QWS

Items

Component

1

In daily life, | write in English (e.g. memos, comments, and messages...etc.).

| improve my English writing abilities through reading English novels, magazines, or
newspapers.

| take notes, write messages, letters, or reports in English.

I look for as many opportunities as possible to write in English.

| imitate articles written by native English speakers to improve my English writing abilities.

| try to learn native English speakers’ culture to help my English writing samples be closer
to articles written by native English speakers.

For English writing, | think about the connections between the new curriculum and the
courses | have already learned.

| try to be an excellent English writing learner.

.842

.828

.818
.783
771

.770

.602

404

| use already-known writing skills with different ways in my English writing samples.
| use writing skills I newly learn in my English writing samples.

| try to use as many different writing skills as possible.

| use other ways to express my thoughts that | do not know how to write in English.
| pay attention to the mistakes | have made to improve my English writing abilities.

When someone writes in English, | pay more attention to it.

773
.745
738
733
.652
472

| look for partners who can practise English writing with me.

When | do not know how to write in English, | seek helps from my classmates.

| start with a quick outline and then write the samples elaborately, which make me feel
better when doing English writing.

| practise English writing to make me accustomed to it.

When | am afraid of writing English, | try to relax.

744
730

.688

.635
.406

| try to learn as much writing knowledge as possible.
| try to write in English as often as possible.

When | do well on English writing, | reward myself.

.818
.616
.559

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.
Rotation Method: Varimax with Kaiser Normalization.
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Table 14. The Total Variance Explained for the QWS

Extraction Sums of Squared Rotation Sums of Squared
Initial Eigenvalues Loadings Loadings
% of % of % of

Component Total Variance Cumulative% Total Variance Cumulative% Total Variance Cumulative %

1 8.146 37.026 37.026  8.146 37.026 37.026 5.101 23.186 23.186
2 2.370 10.772 47.798  2.370 10.772 47.798  3.468 15.765 38.951
3 1.624 7.381 55.179 1.624 7.381 55.179 2.841 12.912 51.863
4 1.344 6.109 61.288 1.344 6.109 61.288 2.073 9.425 61.288
5 .934 4.246 65.533
6 912 4.145 69.678
7 .847 3.849 73.527
8 .798 3.628 77.155
9 731 3.324 80.479
10 .635 2.886 83.365
11 .577 2.621 85.986
12 .518 2.355 88.341
13 491 2.232 90.574
14 .370 1.680 92.254
15 318 1.446 93.700
16 .285 1.294 94.994
17 .267 1.213 96.207
18 .233 1.061 97.268
19 .203 .925 98.193
20 181 .822 99.015
21 143 .649 99.664
22 .074 .336 100.000

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.

4.3.1.3 Questionnaire for Blog Writing

The QBW was adopted and revised based on Aljumah’s (2012) questionnaire, the validity
and reliability of which has been confirmed (see section 3.4.2.3). However, the QBW was
adapted to the research needs in the current study, so it was requisite to ensure its
construct validity. All of the data collected from the pilot study were analysed based on the
abovementioned tests and criteria to decide the number of factors, which are detailed

hereafter.
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As is indicated in Table 15, the data was appropriate for a factor analysis because the KMO
value was .784 at the third level of middling according to Kaiser’s (1974) criteria shown in
Table 8, and the result in Bartlett’s test was significant (p = .000 < .05). After confirming the
appropriateness of the data for a factor analysis, further steps were conducted to compute
the subsequent tests. The rotated extraction demonstrated that there were seven
components in the QBW (Table 16), but the scree plot (Figure 15) pointed out that six
components could be extracted. However, the last two components in the former test
consisted of two variables only, which were deemed to be unapparent to form a major
component because it is recommended to have at least three variables in a component
(Bollen, 1989). Thus, twenty-five items in five components were finally determined in the
QBW, and they explained 55.175% of the total variance (Table 17). These components were
named as follows: first, “blog vs. paper-pencil writing;” second, “blog enhanced writing;”
third, “blog for socialisation;” fourth, “attitudes toward blog writing;” lastly “affections

toward blog writing.”

Table 15. The KMO and Bartlett's Test for the QBW

Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy. .784

Bartlett's Test of Sphericity Approx. Chi-Square 1231.259
Df 406
Sig. .000
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Table 16. The Rotated Component Matrix for the QBW

Items

Component

| am more creative when writing on my English blog than on paper.

| like to hand in assignments through blogs instead of paper.

I think I write more contents on my English blog than my paper-pencil writing.
English blog writing expresses my thoughts better than paper-pencil writing.

| like to practise writing on English blogs more than in class.

I think | am more confident when writing on blogs than on paper.

It is convenient and fast to update my English blog.

816
782
730
710
662
633
445

I learn more new words when | read the entries on my classmates’ English
blogs.

Reading entries on my classmates’ English blogs improves my English writing
abilities.

Responding to comments on my English blog improves my English writing
abilities.

When using English blogs, | look up difficult words more actively.

My English grammatical abilities have been improved since | have used English
blogs.

When writing on my English blog, | use different forms of English words (e.g.
Tense: eat, ate, eaten).

I think English blog writing enhances my organising abilities.

.729

.705

.664

.661

.633

.589

.500

| like to leave messages on my classmates’ English blogs.

| like to post many entries, photos, or clips on my English blog.

| like my classmates commenting on my English blog.

| enjoy communicating with my classmates through English blogs.

| will keep using my English blog after the programme is completed.

.801
723
.643
.611
571

| always examine sentences carefully before posting entries on my English blog.

| am more careful with my writing samples when using English blogs.

| think using English blogs to practise English writing is a good idea.

792
.704
462

When | post entries in English on my blog, | do not worry about how the
classmates think of my English abilities.
| like my teachers’ commenting on my English blog entries.

| do not worry about making mistakes when | write on my English blog.

.788

.689
.689

| feel uncomfortable with my classmates’ comments on my English blog.
I think learning through English blogs is a waste of time.
I think using English blogs is not difficult for me.

I think it is comfortable for me to use English blogs.

.825
787

.809
.643

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.
Rotation Method: Varimax with Kaiser Normalization.
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Figure 15. The Scree Plot for the QBW
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Table 17. The Total Variance Explained for the QBW

Extraction Sums of Squared Rotation Sums of Squared
Initial Eigenvalues Loadings Loadings
% of % of % of

Component Total Variance Cumulative% Total Variance Cumulative% Total Variance Cumulative %

1 9.132  31.490 31.490 9.132 31.490 31.490 4.018 13.856 13.856
2 2.617 9.025 40.515 2.617 9.025 40.515 3.781 13.039 26.895
3 2.176 7.502 48.017 2.176 7.502 48.017 3.584 12.358 39.253
4 1.831 6.314 54.331 1.831 6.314 54.331 2.460 8.483 47.736
5 1.545 5.326 59.658 1.545 5.326 59.658 2.157 7.439 55.175
6 1.172 4.040 63.697 1.172 4.040 63.697 1.775 6.120 61.296
7 1.056 3.640 67.338 1.056 3.640 67.338 1.752 6.042 67.338
8 .963 3.320 70.658
9 .856 2.952 73.610
10 .799 2.756 76.366
11 .749 2.583 78.949
12 .662 2.284 81.233
13 .634 2.185 83.418
14 .606 2.091 85.509
15 .575 1.984 87.493
16 463 1.597 89.091
17 444 1.530 90.620
18 418 1.441 92.062
19 332 1.143 93.205
20 317 1.093 94.298
21 272 .938 95.236
22 257 .885 96.121
23 212 731 96.852
24 .209 722 97.574
25 .190 .654 98.228
26 .185 .637 98.866
27 .145 .501 99.366
28 .102 351 99.718
29 .082 .282 100.000

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.

4.3.2 Test-Retest Reliability and Internal Consistency Reliability for the Questionnaires

In addition to the validity of the questionnaires, the reliability should be considered as well
before the formal application because instruments must first be found to be reliable in

order to be valid (Field, 2013). Due to there being cultural differences, changes of language,
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different subjects, or different experimental backgrounds, confirming the reliability of the
instruments is necessary, whether an adopted questionnaire is either self-constructed or it
is an existing one (Brace et al., 2012). The reliability of the employed questionnaires was
therefore clarified by the test-retest reliability and Cronbach’s alpha (a), which are deemed

as two important norms for reliability (Noar, 2003).

The test-retest reliability was applied to indicate “the consistency or stability of test scores
over time” (Johnson & Christensen, 2014, p. 167). This technique is to manipulate the same
test in the same group of participants between two periods of time (Fraenkel et al., 2012),
which is used to compare the results that are extracted from the two tests to determine
whether the participants’ responses are consistent toward the instruments (Mertens, 2010).
A reliable instrument should produce similar results in both tests (Field, 2013), and
therefore the stability of the instruments can thus be confirmed. In order to understand the
test-retest reliability, a nonparametric test of correlation, Spearman’s correlation coefficient
rs, was used because it is used to measure correlations between variables, which are ordinal

level, such as the Likert scale (Brace et al., 2012).

However, the time interval between the two tests should be considered when conducting
the test-retest method (Mertens, 2010). Johnson and Christensen (2012, 2014) stated that if
the time interval is too short, the participants may remember how they answer the
questions in the first test in which the reliability is manipulated artificially. In contrast, if the
time interval is too long, the participants may change their answers to the questions
because they may learn new things and skills or forget something as time elapses. There is
not suggested standard time interval between the two tests, but the longer the time
interval is, the weaker the correlation is. Nevertheless, less than one week is too short for
the test-retest reliability. Therefore, a two-week intermission was conducted in this pilot

study.

Furthermore, the Cronbach’s alpha (a) was also utilised because it proves the internal
consistency reliability, multi-item subscales, or the variables extracted from a factor analysis,
and an alpha explains the correlation of each item with other items when a Likert-scale

guestionnaire is used to calculate the total composite scores (Morgan et al., 2013). A
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Cronbach’s a, which only needs a set of a test completed by a group of participants to
calculate the results (Johnson & Christensen, 2014), determines the internal consistency5
reliability by verifying whether all of the items correlate with all of the others in a test (Gay
et al., 2009), and it is commonly used to measure the reliability (Field, 2013). Therefore, it
was applied to see whether the employed questionnaires were reliable. The result of a
Cronbach’s a is between 0 and 1, which means there is not relationship among the variables
if the Cronbach’s a coefficient is 0; on the other hand, if the Cronbach’s a coefficient is 1,
the variables are highly correlated, and the tests are reliable absolutely (Boudah, 2011).

Table 18 depicts how reliable the Cronbach’s a coefficients are.

Table 18. The Criteria for the Cronbach’s o coefficients (Cohen et al., 2011)

Cronbach’s a Coefficients Criteria
>0.90 very highly reliable
0.80-0.90 highly reliable
0.70-0.79 Reliable
0.60-0.69 marginally/minimally reliable
<0.60 unacceptably low reliability

The reliability of the three employed questionnaires was confirmed by the tests stated

above, and the outcomes of them are reported in the subsequent sections.

> “Internal consistency refers to how consistently the items on a test measure a single construct or
concept” (Johnson & Christensen, 2014, p. 169).
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4.3.2.1 Questionnaire for Process/Genre Approach

Both the test-retest reliability and the internal consistency reliability were used to

corroborate the reliability of the QPGA, which are presented in Tables 19, 20, and 21.

Table 19 presents the outcomes of the test-retest reliability for each individual item in the
QPGA, and all of the items were significantly correlated at p = .000 < .01 in terms of the
Spearman’s correlation coefficient r;, except for one at p = .001 < .01. As a result, the
consequences indicated that the QPGA was stable between the two tests, and the test was

proven to be reliable.

Table 19. The Test-Retest Reliability for the QPGA (Individual Item)

Spearman’s
Correlation
Items Sig. N
Coefficient
Rs

The teacher usually explains model articles before my commencing English writing .567** .000 80
and that helps me understand writing topics.
The teacher usually provides model articles and discusses them with us before my 473%* .000 80
commencing English writing and that help me understand writing purposes.
Reading and discussing model articles improve my understandings toward English .569** .000 80
writing topics.
Reading and discussing model articles increase my interests in English writing. (435%* .000 80
The teacher’s provision of model articles enhances my English writing abilities. 445%* .000 80
The teacher generates writing ideas with us, which reinforces my writing abilities. 373%* .001 80
The teacher writes the drafts with us, which reinforces my writing abilities. .585** .000 80
| understand readers’ demands before commencing English writing. 420%* .000 80
| understand writing purposes before commencing English writing. A443%* .000 80
The teacher’s guidance on model articles develops my writing abilities. .513%* .000 80
During English writing, | examine the contents duly in order to confirm if they meet 572%* .000 80
readers’ demands.
After writing my samples, | read my classmates' samples and discuss them with each .703%* .000 80
other.
Discussing with my classmates not only builds up our peer relationships, but also .505%* .000 80
helps me get further ideas about English writing.
I learn my classmates' strengths and weaknesses by reading their samples. .560** .000 80

** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).
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In addition, Table 20 demonstrates the test-retest reliability for the subcategories in the
QPGA. The results showed that all of the p values were smaller than .01, which explained all
of them were significantly correlated, so the questionnaire was reliable in terms of the

subcategories in the QPGA.

Table 20. The Test-Retest Reliability for the QPGA (Subcategory)

Teacher’s Learning with Understanding Model Article
Facilitation Peers for Writing Enhanced Writing
Spearman’s Correlation
.657** 719%* .599%** .702**
Coefficient rs
Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000 .000
N 80 80 80 80

** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).

In light of the results shown in Table 21, the internal consistency reliability for “overall” was
highly reliable at .843, according to the criteria provided by Cohen et al. (2011) shown in
Table 18. As for the sub-components in the QPGA, the Cronbach’s a coefficient pointed out
that “teacher’s facilitation” was also highly reliable with the consequence of .808. Both
“learning with peers” and “understanding for writing” were reliable with the outcomes
of .789 and .786 respectively. “Model article enhanced writing” was marginally/minimally

reliable because the Cronbach’s a coefficient was .685.

Table 21. The Internal Consistency Reliability for the QPGA

Teacher’s Learning with Understanding Model Article
Overall
Facilitation Peers for Writing Enhanced Writing
Cronbach’s a
.843 .808 .789 .786 .685
coefficient
Number of Items 14 4 3 3 4
N 80 80 80 80 80

4.3.2.2 Questionnaire for Writing Strategies

The section explains the test-retest reliability and the internal consistency reliability of the

QWS, which are shown in Tables 22, 23, and 24.
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Table 22 demonstrates the test-retest reliability for each individual item in the QWS, and
the Spearman’s correlation coefficient r; reported that all of the items were reliable in terms
of the stability and consistency because all of them were significantly correlated with each

other at p =.000 < .01, except for one at p =.009 < .01.

Table 22. The Test-Retest Reliability for the QWS (Individual Item)

Spearman’s
Correlation
Items Sig. N
Coefficient
rs

When | do well on English writing, | reward myself. .588** .000 80
| use already-known writing skills with different ways in my English writing samples. .614%* .000 80
| improve my English writing abilities through reading English novels, magazines, or .500%** .000 80
newspapers.
| start with a quick outline and then write the samples elaborately, which make me feel .640** .000 80
better when doing English writing.
I look for as many opportunities as possible to write in English. .633** .000 80
| try to learn native English speakers’ culture to help my English writing samples be closer 617** .000 80
to articles written by native English speakers.
| try to learn as much writing knowledge as possible. .674** .000 80
When | am afraid of writing English, | try to relax. .288** .009 80
When | do not know how to write in English, | seek helps from my classmates. .585** .000 80
| imitate articles written by native English speakers to improve my English writing .614** .000 80
abilities. A81** .000 80
| try to use as many different writing skills as possible. .385** .000 80
For English writing, | think about the connections between the new curriculum and the
courses | have already learned. 448** .000 80
| pay attention to the mistakes | have made to improve my English writing abilities. .661** .000 80
When someone writes in English, | pay more attention to it. .598** .000 80
| use other ways to express my thoughts that | do not know how to write in English. 744%* .000 80
I look for partners who can practise English writing with me. 795%* .000 80
In daily life, | write in English (e.g. memos, comments, and messages...etc.). .689** .000 80
I try to write in English as often as possible. .650%* .000 80
| use writing skills I newly learn in my English writing samples. .788%** .000 80
| take notes, write messages, letters, or reports in English. .600** .000 80
I try to be an excellent English writing learner. .519%* .000 80

| practise English writing to make me accustomed to it.

** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).
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The results of the test-retest reliability of the subcategories in the QWS are reported in
Table 23 in which all of them were also significantly correlated at p = .000 < .01.

Consequently, the QWS was reliable for application in this study.

Table 23. The Test-Retest Reliability for the QWS (Subcategory)

Known-Knowledge Pressure
Cognition Self-Enhancement
Using Reducing
Spearman’s Correlation
.866** .764** .825%* 728**
Coefficient rs
Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000 .000
N 80 80 80 80

** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).

Table 24 reports the internal consistency reliability for the QWS. The outcomes indicated

I’I

that “overall” and “cognition” were very highly reliable in light of the criteria provided by
Cohen et al. (2011) shown in Table 18, because the Cronbach’s a coefficients were .912
and .909 respectively. “Known-knowledge using” was highly reliable at .856, while “pressure
reducing” was reliable with the result of .777. However, “self-enhancement” was

marginally/minimally reliable at .610.

Table 24. The Internal Consistency Reliability for the QWS

Known-Knowledge Pressure Self-
Overall Cognition
Using Reducing Enhancement
Cronbach’s a
912 .909 .856 777 .610
Coefficient
Number of Items 22 8 6 5 3
N 80 80 80 80 80

4.3.2.3 Questionnaire for Blog Writing

To confirm the reliability of the QBW, both the test-retest reliability (Tables 25 and 26) and

the internal consistency reliability (Table 27) were implemented and are presented below.
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Table 25 demonstrates the test-retest reliability for each individual item in the QBW. The
items in the QBW were quite reliable according to the Spearman’s correlation coefficient r;
because all of the items were statistically significantly different at p = .000 < .01, which

means the instrument was stable in terms of the consistency between the two tests.

Table 25. The Test-Retest Reliability for the QBW (Individual Item)

Spearman’s
e se
rs

It is convenient and fast to update my English blog. 617%* .000 80
| like to post many entries, photos, or clips on my English blog. .674%* .000 80
Reading entries on my classmates’ English blogs improves my English writing abilities. 517%* .000 80
I like to leave messages on my classmates’ English blogs. .610%** .000 80
Responding to comments on my English blog improves my English writing abilities. .592** .000 80
| like my classmates commenting on my English blog. 482%* .000 80
When | post entries in English on my blog, | do not worry about how the classmates 526%* .000 80
think of my English abilities.
| like my teachers’ commenting on my English blog entries. 650** .000 80
| like to practise writing on English blogs more than in class. G55 * .000 80
| am more creative when writing on my English blog than on paper. 52g%* .000 80
| think | am more confident when writing on blogs than on paper. 555%* .000 80
English blog writing expresses my thoughts better than paper-pencil writing. 5gg** .000 80
I think | write more contents on my English blog than my paper-pencil writing. 490%** .000 80
| like to hand in assignments through blogs instead of paper. 651%* .000 80
My English grammatical abilities have been improved since | have used English blogs. G23** .000 80
When writing on my English blog, | use different forms of English words (e.g. Tense: eat, 603%* .000 80
ate, eaten).
| learn more new words when | read the entries on my classmates’ English blogs. 5g7** .000 80
When using English blogs, | look up difficult words more actively. 683%* .000 80
I think English blog writing enhances my organising abilities. 511%* .000 80
I think using English blogs to practise English writing is a good idea. B17** .000 80
I am more careful with my writing samples when using English blogs. 5Eg** .000 80
| always examine sentences carefully before posting entries on my English blog. 615%* .000 80
| do not worry about making mistakes when | write on my English blog. 5E5** .000 80
| enjoy communicating with my classmates through English blogs. 591** .000 80
I will keep using my English blog after the programme is completed 729%%* .000 80

** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).
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Also, the test-retest reliability for the subcategories in the QBW demonstrated in Table 26
indicates that all of the items were significantly correlated at p = .000 < .01, so the

consistency of the subcategories in the QBW could be confirmed as well.

Table 26. The Test-Retest Reliability for the QBW (Subcategory)

Attitudes Affections
Blog vs. Paper- Blog Enhanced Blog for
toward Blog toward Blog
Pencil Writing Writing Socialisation
Writing Writing
Spearman’s Correlation
T77** 787** 793** .735%* .662%*
Coefficient rs
Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000 .000 .000
N 80 80 80 80 80

** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).

As presented in Table 27, the “overall” result for the QBW was very highly reliable based on
the criteria provided by Cohen et al. (2011) shown in Table 18 because the Cronbach’s a
coefficient was .914. Furthermore, the results in the subcategories of “blog vs. paper-pencil
writing,” “blog enhanced writing,” and “blog for socialisation” were also highly reliable with
the consequences of .862, .850, and .855 respectively. The Cronbach’s a coefficient was
slightly lower at .762 in “attitudes toward blog writing” and at the third level of the reliable
criteria. However, the value for the “affections toward blog writing” was the least at .676
among all the subcategories, but still at the level of being marginally/minimally reliable.

Therefore, the internal consistency reliability of the QBW could be verified.

Table 27. The Internal Consistency Reliability for the QBW

Blog Attitudes Affections
Blog vs. Paper- Blog for
Overall Enhanced toward Blog toward Blog
Pencil Writing Socialisation
Writing Writing Writing
Cronbach’s a
914 .862 .850 .855 .762 .676
Coefficient
Number of Items 25 7 7 5 3 3
N 80 80 80 80 80 80
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Ultimately, in addition to the validity of the questionnaires, the reliability of the employed
guestionnaires was also confirmed. Followings introduced the face validity of the research
instruments, including the questionnaires as well as the interview questions, in order to

ensure they were suitable and appropriate for the participants.

4.4 Interviews

It is suggested that questionnaires be pilot tested before distributing them to the intended
participants, so a researcher can ask individuals to read aloud and complete the
guestionnaires to help identify any deficiencies (Gay & Airasian, 2000; Johnson &
Christensen, 2014; Mertens, 2015). In order to realise whether the questionnaires are
understandable and readable to the formal subjects, interviews were conducted in the pilot
study. In the pre-test of the pilot study, the participants were asked to fill in a form, which
enquired about their willingness to be interviewed so that | would be able to find some
volunteers for the interviews. The purposes and procedures of the interviews were
explained verbally before they filled in the form, so they could have clearer ideas about
deciding whether they would like to take part in the interviews. Since the numbers of the
volunteers were greater than the necessary total amount | needed, the interview subjects
were chosen from the list, randomly and finally eight students were selected for the

interviews that took place right after the post-test of the pilot study.

Before these interviews took place, each interview subject was informed that they had the
right to answer or not to answer the questions, and all of the interview processes would be
audio recorded. In order to ensure they understood their rights and privacy before, during,
and after the interviews, all of the interview subjects were asked to sign the consent form
(Appendix K). During the interviews, the interview subjects were asked to read all of the
guestions in the questionnaires aloud, and to think about whether they could understand
the items synchronously as they were reading. Since all of the items were written in
traditional Mandarin Chinese, the participants’ native language, they could understand the
guestions easily. In other words, the item descriptions were clear and understandable to
them. All of the interviews were carried out for about ten to fifteen minutes, depending on
how fast the interview subjects read the questions, and how much time they needed to give

their comments.
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In addition, Bryman (2012) suggested having interview questions piloted through interviews
could help researchers detect confusing and poorly worded descriptions and instructions in
guestions to avoid respondents’ skipping questions and missing data. Therefore, | had
different five students examine the interview questions and asked them to explain what the
guestions were asking in their native language, Mandarin Chinese, in order to ensure the
guestions were comprehensible to them. After the interviews, | could understand that the
students were able to explain what the questions intended to ask, so the comprehensibility
of the interview questions was also confirmed. The interviews were completed during a

time of between fifteen and twenty minutes on average.

4.5 Chapter Summary

To confirm the comprehensibility and feasibility of the research instruments, this chapter
mainly presented how the pilot study measured the research instruments, including the
back translation, expert judgement, factor analysis, test-retest reliability, internal
consistency reliability, and interviews. All of them, the questionnaires, observational
checklist, and interview questions, were modified based on the results and the returned
feedback, and they were also certified by my supervisors again before they were formally

applied.

Finally, a flow chart (Figure 16) is portrayed to summarise the pilot study. It can be seen that
the preliminary research instruments (the questionnaires, observational checklist, and
interview questions) were piloted before the formal study. The questionnaires were back
translated, as is presented section 4.1. All of the instruments were reviewed by the
professional experts, which is presented in section 4.2. The validity and reliability issues for
the questionnaires are presented in section 4.3. Lastly, both the questionnaires and
interview questions were confirmed by the interview subjects in order to ensure their

comprehensibility, which is presented in section 4.4.

The quantitative data analysis and results as well as the qualitative data analysis and results

for the formal study are reported in the next two chapters respectively.
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Figure 16. The Flow Chart of the Pilot Study
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CHAPTER FIVE: QUANTITATIVE DATA ANALYSIS AND RESULTS

The chapter presents the quantitative data analysis and results. In order to answer the RQs
properly, several kinds of statistical tools were adopted. First, the inter-rater reliability to
confirm the scores given by the two different evaluators is reported in section 5.1. Then, the
data related to the students’ writing performances were treated with different statistical
tools for different purposes. The results of the independent t-test to make sure the
participants’ initial writing abilities are presented in section 5.2, while the paired-sample t-
test was applied to determine the statistical differences between the pre-test and the post-
test in the two groups is presented in sections 5.3 and 5.4. In addition, the Mann-Whitney
U-test and Wilcoxon signed-rank test were used to analyse the data collected from the
guestionnaires, and they are detailed in sections 5.5 and 5.6 respectively. Also, to examine
the relationships among each factor in the questionnaires between the pre-test and the
post-test, Spearman’s correlation coefficient is used and reported in section 5.7. Finally, the
chapter is summarised in section 5.8. Table 28 demonstrates how the employed statistical

tools related to the RQs and purposes of the RQs, and how the chapter was constructed.

Table 28. A Presentation of the RQs with the Employed Statistical Tools

The Employed

RQs Purposes of the RQs Statistical Tools to
Answer the RQs

o Examining whether the
RQ 1: Are there any statistically ticiants’  Enlish "
articipants nglish  writin T
significant differences in terms of the P P & & | . Inter-rater reliability in
o , ) o performances were enhanced, .
participants English writing T _ section 5.1
and how the writing instruction
performances after the treatments, | o , )
) ) ) influenced the participants’ | . Independent t-test in
and are there any inter-relationships B ) ]
. ) writing performances in the | section 5.2
among the instructional procedures? ) ]
two groups in order to provide
If there are, are there any . . . . Paired-sample t-test in
) effective  instructional and

differences between the two . . sections 5.3 and 5.4
learning suggestions to PGA-
groups? o
based writing classrooms.
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RQs

Purposes of the RQs

The Employed
Statistical Tools to
Answer the RQs

RQ 2: Are there any statistically
significant differences in terms of the
participants’ perceptions of the PGA
after the treatments, and are there
any inter-relationships among the
participants’ the
PGA? If there are, are there any
differences the

conceptions in

between two

groups?

Examining how the participants
perceived the

approach, the PGA,
whether there were any inter-
the
participants’ conceptions in the
PGA in order to determine how

writing
and

relationships among

the PGA benefited the
participants’ writing
performances.

. Mann-Whitney U-test
in sections 5.5.1.1 and
5.5.2.1

. Wilcoxon signed-rank
testin section 5.6.1

. Spearman’s correlation
coefficient in section

571

RQ 3: Are there any statistically
significant differences in terms of the
participants’ use of the writing
strategies after the treatments, and
are there any inter-relationships
among the participants’ conceptions
in the writing strategies? If there are,
are there any differences between

the two groups?

Examining whether there were
any differences in terms of the
participants’ use of the writing
strategies in the two groups,
and whether there were any
inter-relationships among the
participants’ conceptions in the
writing strategies in order to
determine how the integration
of the PGA and blog influenced
the participants’ learning.

. Mann-Whitney U-test
in sections 5.5.1.2 and
5.5.2.2

. Wilcoxon signed-rank
test in section 5.6.2

. Spearman’s correlation
coefficient in section

5.7.2

RQ 4: Are there any statistically
significant differences in terms of the
participants’ perceptions of blog
writing after the treatments, and are
there any inter-relationships among
the participants’ conceptions in the
the

use of blog writing in

experimental group?

the
perceptions of the affordance

Examining participants’
of blogs in the English writing
classroom, and whether there

inter-relationships
the
conceptions in blog writing in

were any
among participants’
order to determine how using
facilitated the
participants’ writing

blog

performances in a PGA-based
writing classroom.

. Wilcoxon signed-rank
test in section 5.6.3

. Spearman’s correlation
coefficient in section

5.7.3
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5.1 The Inter-Rater Reliability for the Writing Scores between the Two Groups

Table 29 indicates that the two sets of writing scores given by the two evaluators were
highly correlated in the pre-test and the post-test in the two groups. In the control group,
the Pearson correlation coefficients were .659 (p = .006 < .01) and .644 (p = .007 < .01)
respectively in the pre-test and the post-test. As for the results in the experimental group,
the Pearson correlation coefficients were .614 (p = .007 < .01) and .607 (p = .008 < .01)
respectively in the pre-test and the post-test. Therefore, the inter-rater reliability of the two

sets of writing scores was corroborated.

Table 29. The Inter-Rater Reliability for the Writing Scores between the Two Groups

Control Group Experimental Group
Pre-test Post-test Pre-test Post-test
Pearson Correlation Coefficient .659%* .644%* .614%* .607**
Sig. (2-tailed) .006 .007 .007 .008
N 16 16 18 18

—
“Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).

5.2 Independent t-Test for the Participants’ Initial English Writing Proficiency between the
Two Groups

Tables 30 and 31 below show the results following analysing the independent t-test to
account for the participants’ initial English writing proficiency based on the data collected

from the pre-test in the control group and the experimental group.

5.2.1 The Descriptive Statistics for the Participants’ Initial English Writing Proficiency
between the Two Groups

As shown in Table 30, the descriptive statistics demonstrates that the mean score in the
control group was 53.1563 among the 16 participants, and it was 53.8056 among the 18
subjects in the experimental group. The difference of the mean score between the two
groups was 0.6493, and the result in the experimental group was slightly higher than that in

the control group.
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Table 30. The Descriptive Statistics for the Participants’ Initial English Writing Proficiency
between the Two Groups

Control Group Experimental Group
Mean 53.1563 53.8056
N 16 18
Std. Deviation 4.5596 6.8944

5.2.2 Levene’s Test for the Participants’ Initial English Writing Proficiency between the
Two Groups

Table 31 indicates that there was not statistically significant difference in terms of the
participants’ initial English writing proficiency (p = .136 > .05) according to the consequences
in the Levene’s test for equality of variances, which means that the variances in the two
groups were homogenous. Therefore, the results in the equal variances assumed should be
taken into account, which explains no significant difference between the two groups (p
=.751 > .05). Therefore, the participants in the two groups were homogenous in terms of
their initial English writing proficiency. A paired-sample t-test was consequently conducted
to determine whether there were any significant differences in terms of their English writing
proficiency between the two groups after the treatments, which are detailed in sections 5.3

and 5.4.

Table 31. Levene’s Test for the Participants’ Initial English Writing Proficiency between the
Two Groups

Levene's Test

for Equality t-test for Equality of Means
of Variances
95% Confidence
Sig. Interval of the
(2- Mean  Std. Error Difference
F Sig. t df  tailed) Difference Difference Lower  Upper
Equal
variances 2.333 .136 .3_19 32 751 -.649 2.032 -4.789 3.491
assumed
Score Equal
variances ~29.697 .746 -.649 1.984 -4.704 3.406
not 327
assumed

Significance level is at p < .05.
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5.3 Paired-Sample t-Test for the Participants’ Overall English Writing Performances
between the Two Groups

Tables 32 and 33 demonstrate the results of the paired-sample t-test, which indicate the
differences of the participants’ overall English writing performances between the pre-test

and the post-test in the control group and the experimental group.

5.3.1 The Descriptive Statistics for the Participants’ Overall English Writing Performances
between the Two Groups

Table 32 demonstrates the mean scores for the pre-test and the post-test regarding the
participants’ English writing performances between the two groups. In the pre-test, the
mean scores were 53.1563 and 53.8056 respectively in the control group and the
experimental group with a small difference of 0.6493. However, the mean scores in the
post-test were 68.4063 in the control group, and 70.7222 in the experimental group. The
difference between the two groups was 2.3159. The result in the experimental group was
higher than that in the control group, and the difference in the post-test was greater than

the pre-test’s.

Table 32. The Descriptive Statistics for the Participants’ Overall English Writing Performances
between the Two Groups

Control Group Experimental Group
Pre-test Post-test Pre-test Post-test
Mean 53.1563 68.4063 53.8056 70.7222
N 16 16 18 18
Std. Deviation 4.5596 7.1162 6.8944 7.2967

5.3.2 The Inferential Statistics for the Participants’ Overall English Writing Performances
between the Two Groups

As presented in Table 33, the paired-sample t-test demonstrates that there were significant
differences in terms of the participants’ overall English writing performances in both the
control group and the experimental group. The mean score was -15.250 at p = .000 < .05 in
the control group, while it was -16.916 at p = .000 < .05 in the experimental group.
Therefore, the results of the test certified that the participants’ English writing proficiency

had been improved significantly after the treatments in both groups.
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Table 33. The Inferential Statistics for the Participants’ Overall English Writing Performances
between the Two Groups

Paired Differences

std 95% Confidence sig. (2
. | . -
Std. t Interval of the t df g
Mean o Error . tailed)
Deviation Difference

Mean
Lower Upper

Pair contr_pre - - - -
1 contr_post 15.250  6.019 1.504 18.457 12.042 10.134 15 .000
Pair  experi_pre - - - -

2 experi_post 16.916  6.952 1.638 20.373  13.459 10.324 17 .000
Significance level is at p < .05.

5.4 Paired-Sample t-Test for the Participants’ Sub-Componential English Writing
Performances between the Two Groups

The section explains the participants’ English writing performances in terms of the five
components proposed by Hughey’s et al. (1983) in ESLCP, namely the content, organisation,

vocabulary, language use, and mechanics, between the two groups after the treatments.

5.4.1 The Descriptive Statistics for the Participants’ Sub-Componential English Writing
Performances between the Two Groups

Table 34 details the descriptive statistics of the participants’ English writing performances in
terms of the five components in ESLCP between the pre-test and the post-test in the two
groups. The consequences illustrate that the mean scores in the post-test were higher than
those in the pre-test in all categories in both groups. Then, the paired-sample t-test was
used to determine whether there were any statistically significant differences in each

component between the two tests in both groups.

142



Table 34. The Descriptive Statistics for the Participants’ Sub-Componential English Writing
Performances between the Two Groups

Components Mean N std.
Deviation

Pair 1 control_pretest_content 17.2500 16 1.8257
control_posttest_content 20.8125 16 2.1669

Pair 2 control_pretest_organisation 11.1563 16 1.3256
control_posttest_organisation 13.8438 16 1.3990

Pair 3 control_pretest_vocabulary 10.6875 16 7274
control_posttest_vocabulary 13.7188 16 1.4138

Pair 4 control_pretest_language use 11.2188 16 1.4828
control_posttest_language use 16.4375 16 2.0155

Pair 5 control_pretest_mechanics 2.8438 16 .3966
control_posttest_mechanics 3.5938 16 .5543

Pair € experimental_pretest_content 17.3889 18 1.9893
experimental_posttest_content 21.5833 18 1.9421

Pair 7 experimental_pretest_organisation 11.1944 18 1.5824
experimental_posttest_organisation 14,6111 18 1.3455

Pair 8 experimental_pretest_vocabulary 10.9167 18 1.5647
experimental_posttest_vocabulary 14.6111 18 1.8275

Pair 9 experimental_pretest_language use 11.5278 18 1.8268
experimental_posttest_language use 16.2222 18 2.1159

) experimental_pretest_mechanics 2.7778 18 .4608
Pair 10 experimentaI=posttest=mechanics 3.6944 18 .5723

5.4.2 The Inferential Statistics for the Participants’ Sub-Componential English Writing
Performances between the Two Groups

Table 35 presents the results of the paired-sample t-test for the participants’ English writing
performances in terms of the five components in ESLCP in the control group after the
treatments, while its results are shown in Table 36 for the experimental group. According to
the outcomes, there were significant differences at p =.000 < .05 in all pairs, which indicate
that the subjects’ English writing performances had been conspicuously advanced in writing

content, organisation, vocabulary, language use, and mechanics in both groups.
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Table 35. The Inferential Statistics for the Participants’ Sub-Componential English Writing

Performances in the Control Group

Sig.
Paired Differences t df (2-
tailed)
95% Confidence
Std.
Std. Error Interval of the
Mean Devia- .
Mean Difference
tion
Lower Upper
pre_content
Pair 1 -3.562  2.235 .558 -4.753 -2.371  -6.375 15 .000
post_content
pre_organisation
Pair 2 o -2.687  1.740 .435 -3.614 -1.760 -6.177 15 .000
post_organisation
] pre_vocabulary
Pair 3 -3.031 1.371 .342 -3.762 -2.300 -8.838 15 .000
post_vocabulary
) pre_language use -
Pair 4 -5.218  1.527 .381 -6.032 -4.404 15 .000
post_language use 13.669
pre_mechanics
Pair 5 -.750 447 111 -.988 -.511 -6.708 15 .000

post_mechanics

Significance level is at p < .05.

Table 36. The Inferential Statistics for the Participants’ Sub-Componential English Writing

Performances in the Experimental Group

Sig.
Paired Differences t df (2-
tailed)
95% Confidence
Std.
Std. Error Interval of the
Mean Devia- .
Mean Difference
tion
Lower Upper
pre_content
Pair 1 -4.194 1.903 .448 -5.140 -3.248 -9.351 17 .000
post_content
pre_organisation -
Pair 2 -3.416 1.447 341 -4.136 -2.696 17 .000
post_organisation 10.013
pre_vocabulary
Pair 3 -3.694 1.941 .457 -4.659 -2.729 -8.074 17 .000
post_vocabulary
pre_language use
Pair 4 -4.694  2.256 .531 -5.816 -3.572 -8.826 17 .000
post_language use
pre_mechanics
Pair 5 -.916 492 116 -1.161  -.671 -7.895 17 .000

post_mechanics

Significance level is at p < .05.
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5.5 Mann-Whitney U-Test for the QPGA and QWS between the Two Groups

In order to examine whether there were any statistically significant differences in terms of
the participants’ perceptions of the PGA and the use of their writing strategies in the pre-
test and the post-test between the two groups, a Mann-Whitney U-test was therefore
applied. The results for the pre-test are reported in section 5.5.1, while the results for the

post-test are presented in section 5.5.2.

5.5.1 Mann-Whitney U-Test for the QPGA and QWS in the Pre-Test between the Two
Groups

This section demonstrates the results analysed by the Mann-Whitney U-test to determine
whether there were any significant differences in terms of the participants’ perceptions of
the PGA and the use of their writing strategies before the treatments in the two groups,

which are presented in sections 5.5.1.1 and 5.5.1.2 respectively.

5.5.1.1 Mann-Whitney U-Test for the QPGA in the Pre-Test between the Two Groups

Based on the statistical results reported in Table 37, there was not significant difference, p
=.077 > .05, between the two groups in terms of the participants’ perceptions of the PGA in
light of the data gathered from the QPGA in the pre-test, so the participants in the two

groups were homogeneous before the treatments.

Table 37. Mann-Whitney U-Test for the QPGA in the Pre-Test between the Two Groups

QPGA
Mann-Whitney U 1901.500
Wilcoxon W 3981.500
Z -1.769
Asymp. Sig. (2-tailed) .077
Exact Sig. (2-tailed) .077

Significance level is at p < .05.

5.5.1.2 Mann-Whitney U-Test for the QWS in the Pre-Test between the Two Groups

The statistical results in Table 38 point out there was not significant difference, p = .417
> .05, in the Mann-Whitney U-test in terms of the participants’ application of the writing
strategies. As a result, the participants in the two groups were homogeneous before the

treatments.
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Table 38. Mann-Whitney U-Test for the QWS in the Pre-Test between the Two Groups

QWS
Mann-Whitney U 2117.500
Wilcoxon W 4197.500
YA -.814
Asymp. Sig. (2-tailed) 415
Exact Sig. (2-tailed) 417

Significance level is at p < .05.

After confirming the subjects’ homogeneity between the control group and the
experimental group, the Wilcoxon signed-rank test was consequently used to determine
whether there were any significant differences in terms of their perceptions of the PGA, the
use of their writing strategies, and perceptions of blog writing after the treatments in the

two groups, which are presented in section 5.6.

5.5.2 Mann-Whitney U-Test for the QPGA and QWS in the Post-Test between the Two
Groups

The following reports the results analysed by the Mann-Whitney U-test to determine
whether there were any significant differences in terms of the participants’ perceptions of
the PGA and the use of their writing strategies after the treatments between the control

group and the experimental group.

5.5.2.1 Mann-Whitney U-Test for the QPGA in the Post-Test between the Two Groups

According to the results presented in Table 39, there was a significant difference, p = .011
< .05, between the two groups in terms of the participants’ perceptions of the PGA after the
treatments, so it was claimed that the students in the two groups had different perceptions

of the PGA due to the employment of different instructional and learning tools.

Table 39. Mann-Whitney U-Test for the QPGA in the Post-Test between the Two Groups

QPGA
Mann-Whitney U 1726.000
Wilcoxon W 3806.000
Z -2.538
Asymp. Sig. (2-tailed) .011
Exact Sig. (2-tailed) .011

Significance level is at p < .05.
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5.5.2.2 Mann-Whitney U-Test for the QWS in the Post-Test between the Two Groups

As can be seen in Table 40, there was not significant difference, p = .251 > .05, in terms of
the participants’ use of the writing strategies after the treatments. Hence, the utilisation of
the different instructional and learning tools did not influence how the students applied

their writing strategies in both groups.

Table 40. Mann-Whitney U-Test for the QWS in the Post-Test between the Two Groups

QwWs
Mann-Whitney U 2040.500
Wilcoxon W 4120.500
YA -1.151
Asymp. Sig. (2-tailed) .250
Exact Sig. (2-tailed) .251

Significance level is at p < .05.

5.6 Wilcoxon Signed-Rank Test for the QPGA, QWS, and QBW between the Two Groups

In order to examine whether there were any significant differences in terms of the
participants’ perceptions of the PGA, the use of their writing strategies, and perceptions of
blog writing after the treatments in the two groups, a Wilcoxon signed-rank test was applied.
The results for the QPGA and QWS collected from both groups are presented in sections
5.6.1 and 5.6.2 respectively, while the results for the QBW collected from the experimental

group are reported in section 5.6.3.

5.6.1 Wilcoxon Signed-Rank Test for the QPGA between the Two Groups

Table 41 reports the statistical results for the QPGA in the control group after the
treatments, which were analysed by the Wilcoxon signed-rank test. It can be found that
there was not significant difference in the 2-tailed test. Nevertheless, the RQ of the study
was to determine whether there were any significant differences after the treatments, so 1-
tailed test could be taken into account. The results in the 1-tailed test demonstrate that
there was a significant difference in the category of “learning with peers” at p =.046 < .05 in

the control group.
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Table 41. Wilcoxon Signed-Rank Test for the QPGA in the Control Group

Teacher’s Learning with  Understanding for Model Article
Facilitation Peers Writing Enhanced Writing
z -.288 -1.758 -1.084 -.957
Asymp. Sig. (2-tailed) 773 .079 .279 .339
Exact Sig. (2-tailed) 797 .092 .345 .362
Exact Sig. (1-tailed) .399 .046 172 .181

Significance level is at p < .05.

The differences of the QPGA between the pre-test and the post-test in the experimental
group were analysed by the Wilcoxon signed-rank test as well, which is illustrated in Table
42. The statistical results point out that one significant difference was found in the category
of “understanding for writing” at p = .016 < .05. Nevertheless, this study demonstrated
whether there were any significant differences after the treatments, so the results of the 1-
tailed test are also presented. However, the outcomes were similar to the aforementioned
consequences in which only one significant difference was found in the category of

“understanding for writing” at p = .008 < .05.

Table 42. Wilcoxon Signed-Rank Test for the QPGA in the Experimental Group

Teacher’s Learning with  Understanding for Model Article
Facilitation Peers Writing Enhanced Writing
Z -1.230 -.679 -2.411 -1.711
Asymp. Sig. (2-tailed) 219 497 .016 .087
Exact Sig. (2-tailed) 233 .521 .016 .104
Exact Sig. (1-tailed) 117 .260 .008 .052

Significance level is at p < .05.
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5.6.2 Wilcoxon Signed-Rank Test for the QWS between the Two Groups

Table 43 indicates the results in terms of the participants’ use of the writing strategies after
the treatments in the control group, which were computed by using the Wilcoxon signed-
rank test. The consequences show that there was not significant difference in the four

components in the QWS in both the 2-tailed test and the 1-tailed test.

Table 43. Wilcoxon Signed-Rank Test for the QWS in the Control Group

. Known- Pressure Self-
Cognition . .
Knowledge Using Reducing Enhancement
Z -.106 -.996 -.907 -.690
Asymp. Sig. (2-tailed) 916 .319 .365 .490
Exact Sig. (2-tailed) .940 .357 418 .615
Exact Sig. (1-tailed) 470 178 .209 .308

Significance level is at p < .05.

The results of the Wilcoxon signed-rank test for the participants’ use of the writing
strategies in the experimental group are demonstrated in Table 44. However, no statistically

significant difference was found in both the 2-tailed test and the 1-tailed test after the

treatments in terms of the four dimensions in the QWS.

Table 44. Wilcoxon Signed-Rank Test for the QWS in the Experimental Group

. Known- Pressure Self-
Cognition . .
Knowledge Using Reducing Enhancement
z -1.487 -.072 -.991 -.030
Asymp. Sig. (2-tailed) 137 .942 322 .976
Exact Sig. (2-tailed) .149 .950 .337 .999
Exact Sig. (1-tailed) .075 475 .169 .500

Significance level is at p < .05.

5.6.3 Wilcoxon Signed-Rank Test for the QBW in the Experimental Group

As can been seen in Table 45, the results of the Wilcoxon signed-rank test (2-tailed) indicate
that there was not significant difference in terms of the students’ perceptions of blog
writing among the five categories in the QBW. However, the study tried to find out the
differences after the treatments, which was a 1-tailed test, so the p value in the 2-tailed test

should be divided by 2. After the data analysis, it was found that there were significant
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A

differences in terms of the students’ “attitudes toward blog writing” at p = .027 < .05, and

“affections toward blog writing” at p =.027 < .05.

Table 45. Wilcoxon Signed-Rank Test for the QBW in the Experimental Group

Blog Attitudes Affections
Blog vs. Paper- Blog for
. o Enhanced N toward Blog toward Blog
Pencil Writing . Socialisation . .
Writing Writing Writing
YA -.667 -.530 -1.424 -1.900 -1.929
Asymp. Sig.
y 'p 8 .505 .596 .155 .057 .054
(2-tailed)
Exact Sig.
. .513 .622 .165 .053 .055
(2-tailed)
Exact Sig.
. .257 311 .083 .027 .027
(1-tailed)

Significance level is at p < .05.

5.7 Spearman’s Correlation Coefficient for the QPGA, QWS, and QBW after the Treatments
in the Two Groups

This section reports the correlations among the participants’ perceptions of the PGA, the
use of their writing strategies, and perceptions of blog writing after the treatments between
the control group and the experimental group. The results were computed by a Spearman’s
correlation coefficient, and the outcomes are presented in the following sub-sections: the
QPGA between the two groups in section 5.7.1; the QWS between the two groups in section

5.7.2; the QBW in the experimental group in section 5.7.3.
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5.7.1 Spearman’s Correlation Coefficient for the QPGA after the Treatments in the Two
Groups

The results for the participants’ perceptions of the PGA in the control group after the
treatments are presented in Table 46. The consequences of “understanding for writing” was
correlated with “learning with peers” at p = .015 < .05. The factor of “model article
enhanced writing” was also significantly correlated with “teacher’s facilitation” at p = .006

<.01 and “understanding for writing” at p =.007 < .01.

Table 46. Spearman’s Correlation Coefficient for the QPGA in the Control Group

Spearman's rho Teacher’s  Learning with Understanding Model Article
Facilitation Peers for Writing Enhanced Writing

Teacher’s Facilitation

Correlation Coefficient 1.000 207 484 651"

Sig. (2-tailed) . 441 .057 .006

N 16 16 16 16

Learning with Peers

Correlation Coefficient 1.000 594" 468

Sig. (2-tailed) . .015 .068

N 16 16 16

Understanding for Writing

Correlation Coefficient 1.000 644"

Sig. (2-tailed) . .007

N 16 16

Model Article Enhanced

Writing

Correlation Coefficient 1.000

Sig. (2-tailed) .

N 16

**_ Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).
*. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).
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The results of the participants’ perceptions of the PGA in the experimental group after the
treatments are presented in Table 47. In accordance with the Spearman’s correlation
coefficient, the consequences show that each sub-category was significantly correlated with

each other in the experimental group (p <.05).

Table 47. Spearman’s Correlation Coefficient for the QPGA in the Experimental Group

Spearman's rho Teacher’s  Learning with Understanding Model Article
Facilitation Peers for Writing Enhanced Writing

Teacher’s Facilitation

Correlation Coefficient 1.000 612" 600" 765"

Sig. (2-tailed) . .007 .008 .000

N 18 18 18 18

Learning with Peers

Correlation Coefficient 1.000 575 568"

Sig. (2-tailed) . .013 .014

N 18 18 18

Understanding for Writing

Correlation Coefficient 1.000 594"

Sig. (2-tailed) . .009

N 18 18

Model Article Enhanced

Writing

Correlation Coefficient 1.000

Sig. (2-tailed) .

N 18

**_Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).
*_Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).
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5.7.2 Spearman’s Correlation Coefficient for the QWS after the Treatments in the Two
Groups

Table 48 indicates the results of the participants’ using of the writing strategies in the
control group. The outcomes in the Spearman’s correlation coefficient present that the
concept of “cognition” correlated with “known-knowledge using” at p = .003 < .01, and
“pressure reducing” at p = .034 < .05. The factors of “pressure reducing” and “self-

enhancement” were also correlated to each other at p =.042 < .05.

Table 48. Spearman’s Correlation Coefficient for the QWS in the Control Group

Spearman's rho Cognition Known- . Pressu.re Self-
Knowledge Using Reducing Enhancement

Cognition

Correlation Coefficient 1.000 695" 532" 297

Sig. (2-tailed) . .003 .034 .264

N 16 16 16 16

Known-Knowledge Using

Correlation Coefficient 1.000 472 .234

Sig. (2-tailed) . .065 .382

N 16 16 16

Pressure Reducing

Correlation Coefficient 1.000 514"

Sig. (2-tailed) . .042

N 16 16

Self-Enhancement

Correlation Coefficient 1.000

Sig. (2-tailed) .

N 16

**_Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).
*_Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).
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Table 49 explains the results of the use of the students writing strategies in the

experimental group after the treatments. All of the sub-categories were significantly

correlated with each other in the experimental group (p < .05).

Table 49. Spearman’s Correlation Coefficient for the QWS in the Experimental Group

Spearman's rho Cognition Known- . Pressgre Self-
Knowledge Using Reducing Enhancement

Cognition

Correlation Coefficient 1.000 547" 582" 7377

Sig. (2-tailed) .019 .011 .000

N 18 18 18 18

Known-Knowledge Using

Correlation Coefficient 1.000 734" .607""

Sig. (2-tailed) . .001 .008

N 18 18 18

Pressure Reducing

Correlation Coefficient 1.000 7317

Sig. (2-tailed) . .001

N 18 18

Self-Enhancement

Correlation Coefficient 1.000

Sig. (2-tailed) .

N 18

**_Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).
*_Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).
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5.7.3 Spearman’s Correlation Coefficient for the QBW after the Treatments in the

Experimental Group

Table 50 demonstrates the correlations of the participants’ perceptions of blog writing in

the experimental group after the treatments. The results in the Spearman’s correlation

coefficient indicate that “blog enhanced writing” correlated with “blog for socialisation” at p

=.000< .01, and “attitudes toward blog writing” at p =.005 < .01.

Table 50. Spearman’s Correlation Coefficient for the QBW in the Experimental Group

Blog Attitudes Affections

Spearman's rho Blog YS' Pa'np?er- Enhanced B,'Og fo'r toward Blog toward Blog

Pencil Writing . Socialisation . .

Writing Writing Writing

Blog vs. Paper-Pencil
Writing
Correlation Coefficient 1.000 .395 .305 341 234
Sig. (2-tailed) .105 219 .166 .350
N 18 18 18 18 18
Blog Enhanced Writing
Correlation Coefficient 1.000 770" 634" .256
Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .005 .305
N 18 18 18 18
Blog for Socialisation
Correlation Coefficient 1.000 .387 407
Sig. (2-tailed) 112 .094
N 18 18 18
Attitudes toward Blog
Writing
Correlation Coefficient 1.000 .153
Sig. (2-tailed) .545
N 18 18
Affections toward Blog
Writing
Correlation Coefficient 1.000
Sig. (2-tailed)
N 18

**_ Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).
*. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).

155



5.8 Chapter Summary

The current chapter mainly discussed the quantitative results analysed and computed by
IBM SPSS Statistics version 22, a renowned statistical tool, because the numerical data
collected from the students’ writing essays as well as the three employed questionnaires
were used to determine the descriptive statistical outcomes and inferential statistical
consequences in the control group and the experimental group in order to find the answers
to respond to the RQs. The tests for differences between means were utilised to examine
the differences between the pre-test and the post-test in terms of the participants’ writing
performances, perceptions of the PGA, the use of their writing strategies, and perceptions
of blog writing in the two groups. Then, the correlation tests were employed to examine
whether there were any significant relationships in each dimension in the two groups after
the treatments. However, quantitative research methods can generally explain the
relationships among variables, but it is unable to prove more specific understanding, which
can be offset by qualitative research methods (Creswell & Clark, 2011). In order to present
more in-depth findings for the RQs of this study, the data gathered from the observations

and the interviews is analysed and detailed in the next chapter.
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CHAPTER SIX: QUALITATIVE DATA ANALYSIS AND RESULTS

The qualitative data collected from the observations and the interviews is analysed and
reported in this chapter, which is divided into three main sections: the observational data
analysis and results in section 6.1; the interview data analysis and results in section 6.2; a

chapter summary in section 6.3.

6.1 Results of the Observational Data

The results of the observational data is presented in this section, in which six themes:
inactive peers’ discussion (section 6.1.1), inconvenience of blogs (section 6.1.2),
unconstructive feedback (section 6.1.3), inactive class participation (section 6.1.4), lengthy
instruction (section 6.1.5), as well as difficulty in marking essays on blogs (section 6.1.6)
were extracted to explain the obstacles of the approach in EFL writing classrooms settings.
The first three themes are more related to the students’ learning perspectives, while the
later three ones are more related to the instructor’s teaching perspectives. All of them are

analysed and reported in the following sub-sections respectively.

6.1.1 Inactive Peers’ Discussion

The first theme, inactive peers’ discussion, explains the students to students interactions in

class.

Although the interview subjects mentioned that they had more interactive and
communicative opportunities with their peers in this programme (see section 6.2.1), it was
observed that the students were not really attentive during the genuine discussion phase. In
fact, the students were inclined to be inactive when they were asked to discuss written
contents with their peers. For example, they were talking to each other, using their smart
phones, and otherwise wasting time. Although some of them were engaged in discussions
with their peers, they usually talked about grammatical mistakes instead of exchanging or

inspiring writing thoughts, reflections, and ideas.

This could have been due to Taiwanese students not being accustomed to having class
discussions because they usually listen to instructors’ deliveries of lectures, and have few

opportunities to talk to each other during class time. When the students were given
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opportunities to express themselves and to give ideas in class, they avoided volunteering for
this purpose. They do not answer questions or provide comments voluntarily, which is
typical of most Taiwanese students’ learning attitudes in class. In addition, due to the
Taiwanese educational system being results-driven and score-oriented, the students usually
paid much more attention to their grammatical problems rather than to their writing
contents. This could be a possible reason why the participants discussed grammar more

than the contents.

Therefore, carrying out peers’ discussion was a difficult task for both instructors and
students in this type of research context, which could possibly have decreased the
effectiveness of the PGA because interaction and communication are greatly emphasised in

PGA-based writing classrooms.

6.1.2 Inconvenience of Blogs

This extract reflects the potential difficulties for both instructors and students when blogs

were used in Taiwanese English writing classrooms.

Unlike having handouts in hand, the students who used blogs as the learning medium were
unable to take notes as easily as the students in another group. The students in the control
group could take notes on the handouts easily and clearly as | was conveying the teaching
contents in class. They could refer to their notes by simply looking at how and what they
added to their notes. For example, if the students did not understand the meanings of
words, they could directly write down the Mandarin Chinese translation next to the English
vocabulary words. In contrast, the students had to take notes elsewhere (i.e. a sheet of
paper or a notebook) if they used blog writing, which could interfere with their learning.
They had to keep their class notes careful, or otherwise they would forget what they were
about. It was also found that the students became distracted in class easily when blog
contents were used in the classroom because passive learners were uninterested. Neither
were they able to take notes on computers, and nor did they take notes voluntarily on a

sheet of paper, so it made it difficult for them to concentrate on the instruction in progress.
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Blogs are not a perfect instructional means for language education, and there are certain
problems, which have been widely discussed in the previous studies and presented in
section 2.3.3 of this work. However, the abovementioned viewpoint is relatively scarcely

proposed in the literature, so this is a valuable finding for future implications and research.

6.1.3 Unconstructive Feedback

This section presents the efficacy of peers’ feedback on blogs according to the observed

situation.

In terms of the peers’ feedback on blogs, most of the students’ comments were not really
sufficiently constructive to develop writing competence because they did not provide
explanations for linguistic functions or encouragements to generate further contents. They
were also prone to offering compliments that did not really improve one’s writing abilities,
such as “l agree with you,” or “your writing is good.” Since leaving comments for each other
was a part of the course requirement, it seemed that the students did this to fulfil this

requirement.

Several possible reasons were proposed to explain the consequence. First, the students
might not have focused carefully on reading the peers’ written work on blogs before giving
feedback, and therefore they did not know what to comment on. Second, they had to leave
their comments in English, so they might not have felt confident or comfortable about
writing comments in English. Finally, perhaps they were afraid that giving direct comments
would offend their peers. The writers could only read the peers’ comments on blogs, and
the commentators could not talk about the comments with their peers, so they were likely
to misunderstand each other, which could undermine their relationships. The students
consequently would prefer giving compliments, rather than providing critical comments. As
a result, it was found that giving feedback on blogs was not as helpful as what had been

expected.

Although giving comments on blogs could be very convenient without there being time and
place constraints, it could not function well with some students, such as EFL learners, due to

their underlying feelings of uncertainty and lacking confidence. Therefore, providing online
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comments along with exchanging feedback in class could be more helpful to maximise the

effectiveness of the peers’ comments on blogs.

6.1.4 Inactive Class Participation

This theme accounts for how the participants interacted and communicated with me during

the data collection process.

During the treatment phase, the students tended to be passive and reticent. The possible
reason could be attributed to the Taiwanese educational system and culture. Instructors in
Taiwan are deemed to be authoritative in classrooms, and students depend on them to a
wide extent. Taiwanese students usually accept information from instructors unilaterally
while having very few questions. Most Taiwanese students consequently lack independent
critical thinking abilities, and they are receptive rather than productive in class, and rarely

offer their ideas, opinions, or thoughts voluntarily.

Moreover, the concept of “correct answers” is usually embedded in students’ minds, which
makes them hesitant about giving their input in class voluntarily because they are afraid of
giving incorrect answers. In order to avoid committing mistakes, they are therefore inclined
to be silent and reticent in class. Most Taiwanese students are also shy about speaking in
public, or lack self-confidence in class, and therefore providing their feedback, comments, or

opinions is not their custom.

In PGA-based writing classrooms, however, students have to frequently interact and
communicate with instructors to inspire their writing ideas. Unfortunately, the participants
were commonly passive and reticent during the discussion process even though they had an
idea in mind. They preferred not giving their opinions voluntarily, unless | specifically
assigned them the task of responding to questions. Therefore, this approach was difficult to
be carried out in this research context, and consequently, the students had to be
encouraged about why they ought to voice their thoughts voluntarily, which was time-

consuming.
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6.1.5 Lengthy Instruction

Owing to the combination of the PCA and GRA, it took much longer time to go through all of

the teaching steps in PGA-based writing classrooms.

Due to there being a time constraint, the available amount of time to deliver the course
contents was very limited. Only one paragraph in the model article could be demonstrated
every week in which these paragraphs had to be analysed and explained during reading of
the model articles. Then, some time had to be allocated for the students to talk about the
contents in the paragraphs with their peers, and then | had to discuss the results about the
students’ discussions again. These results also had to be compiled, and the students were
guided to construct their writing samples with their own ideas gathered from the
discussions with their peers. It took a great deal of time to carry out each step in the process,

so only one paragraph could be completed every week.

Moreover, the students’ writing assignments were based on weekly progress, so it was
found that the students were writing about the same topic for several consecutive weeks. In
other words, if the lecture component of the course was about the first paragraph of the
model article during the first week of instruction, the assignment for the week was writing
the first paragraph. If the next class course was about the second paragraph of the model
article during the second week of instruction, the assignment for the week was writing the
second paragraph along with revising the first paragraph. If the class was about the third
paragraph of the model article during the third week of instruction, the assignment for the
week was writing the third paragraph along with revising the first and second paragraphs.
Finally, the students had to submit a final draft of their essays again during the fourth week
of instruction. Consequently, the students had negative attitudes toward the writing
approach because they wrote about the same topic for several weeks due to the prolonged

period of instruction.

It was therefore suggested that the extended instruction influenced the students’
perceptions of the PGA, which could be one of the potential disadvantages of the PGA. It

makes students receive similar instructional contents repetitively, and they have to write
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and revise about the same topic reiteratively. Both of them could possibly decrease their

writing motivations and interests.

6.1.6 Difficulty in Marking Essays on Blogs

Finally, it was also observed that marking essays on blogs could be time-consuming because
it took much more time to provide organised and comprehensible comments when

technical inconveniences were aggravating factors.

Marking the students’ writing samples on blogs was likewise time-consuming. During the
process, | had to scroll up and scroll down the windows on the screen at all times while
marking the students’ writing samples and leaving comments on their blogs. Because it was
impossible to provide written comments at the points where revisions on the students’
blogs were needed, the students’ mistakes had to be copied and pasted in the “leave your
comments” section. Mistakes on the students’ blogs then had to be explained carefully in
order to prevent the students from misunderstanding the comments. Thus, | spent a great
deal of time and energy to think of how to arrange and leave comprehensible comments on

their blogs while marking their written contents.

Although | provided comments carefully to keep the students from misunderstanding them,
they sometimes did not really understand those comments. It was found that sometimes
the students’ revised writing samples were unsatisfactory due to their misunderstanding the
comments. The students sometimes copied the first writing sample onto the second sample
(the revised one) effortlessly in order to submit their assignments as soon as possible.
Hence, they did not modify their written work based on the given comments, so those

comments on blogs were sometimes ignored.

The difficulty in marking essays on blogs could impede writing instructors to apply blogs in
their classrooms owing to its inconvenience. In order to simplify instructor’s marking,
instructors could have the access to students’ account and mark their essays on their
mistakes directly, so instructors are also allowed to use different colour fonts to highlight

and emphasise the comments.
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Finally, the phenomenon and situations observed in genuine writing classrooms were
reported in this section, which were gathered, analysed, and presented according to both
teaching and learning perspectives. In addition to this analysis and reporting about the
observational data, there were also some certain unobservable phenomena. These included
students’ mental status that could be elicited through interviews, which are detailed in the

next section.

6.2 Results of the Interview Data

The interviews consisted of three different dimensions, which are presented in the sub-
sections respectively: the subjects’ perceptions of the employment of the PGA in EFL writing
settings collected in both groups (section 6.2.1); the participants’ use of the writing
strategies collected in both groups (section 6.2.2,); and the students’ concepts toward the
affordance of the blogs in EFL writing classrooms collected in the experimental group

(section 6.2.3).

6.2.1 Perceptions of the Process/Genre Approach

This section deals with the interview analysis and results with reference to the participants’
perceptions of the application of the PGA in English writing classrooms, in which the themes
were constructed based on the extracted dimensions in the QPGA as the pre-determined
themes: teacher’s facilitation (section 6.2.1.1), learning with peers (section 6.2.1.2),
understanding for writing (section 6.2.1.3), and model article enhanced writing (section

6.2.1.4).

6.2.1.1 Teacher’s Facilitation

The role of instructors is important in a PGA-based writing classroom because they have to
provide as many similar social contexts as possible for learners, and offer sufficient
information for them to compose writing samples (GRA). Students then use their language
knowledge and skills to respond to writing tasks (PCA) (Badger & White, 2000). Learners
who have adequate knowledge toward a genre may not need help from instructors because
the more students understand the genre, the less they need from teachers, and vice versa
(Callaghan et al., 1993; Nordin & Mohammad, 2006). Therefore, it is necessary to talk about

how instructors facilitate learners’ learning in the classroom of this kind. After going through
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the interview data, the concepts of starting writing easily and improving grammatical
abilities have been coded in this theme. The students described that they were more able to
start their writing tasks after receiving explanations about the writing topics, and their
grammatical abilities had been improved after their writing samples were marked. The

analyses and interview excerpts are shown below.

Starting writing easily

Most of the interview subjects agreed that they had clear writing directions for their writing
tasks after having received explanations to the model articles. Sometimes they did not
understand how to start their writing after reading the writing topics, but the instruction
together with the use of the model articles helped them understand the writing topics and
start their writing more easily because the instruction clarified the writing tasks.

Interview subject #1:
...... | don’t know what to write when | read the writing topics
for the first time. But, | had a preliminary direction after
reading the model articles ......

Interview subject #3:
(after the instruction) I have more directions about the writing,
and | can refer to the contents in the model articles as well.

Interview subject #6:
...... Sometimes | don’t know how to start outlines after reading
the writing topics, but | have more ideas after the instructor’s
explanations.

They further pointed out that the given examples were quite clear and understandable,
which helped them find the writing directions and understand the writing topics. Therefore,
these examples made the students become more competent and contemplative about their
writing tasks as well.

Interview subject #8:
...... The model articles and the instructor’s instruction are
quite clear. The instructor also provides some examples, so we
can understand the structures and the key points of the model
articles.
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Interview subject #12:
...... The instructor usually provides examples and vocabulary.
For example, he provides the possible reasons for the low birth
rate, which helps me find out the writing directions.

Interview subject #13:
...... The instructor provides examples in class, which helps me
understand how to write the essays. Moreover, it is easier for
me to start writing after the instructor’s explanations.

In addition, the students had greater opportunities to interact with others in the PGA-based
writing classrooms, because | had encouraged them to think and talk, which helped them
have more interactive and communicative opportunities with others, and this developed
their writing abilities as well.

Interview subject #5:
It (the approach) increases the interactions with the instructor,
and it is helpful to my writing skills as well.

Interview subject #13:
We had scarce opportunities to discuss with the classmates or
instructors in previous writing classes, but we have a great
number of discussions in this programme. | think my writing
abilities have been developed a great deal.

While most of the responses were positive, an interview subject disapproved of the
effectiveness of the teaching due to the conflict between the teaching and her expectations.
In other words, the teaching contents were different from what she had expected, so she
could not understand the contents. Therefore, understanding how students think of writing
topics is also important for writing instructors, since it can provide students with effective
instructional contents.

Interview subject #2:
...... | think sometimes it (the instruction) was not helpful
because the instructor’s instruction sometimes doesn’t fit in
with what | want to write, or sometimes | don’t understand
what he talks about ...... The instructor’s instruction did not fit
in with my thoughts, which makes me confused.

Improving grammatical abilities

In addition to starting writing more easily, the students also figured out that their

grammatical abilities had improved a great deal after they received the comments, which
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also helped them understand how to modify their essays. In other words, instructors play
important roles in the classroom of this kind because they develop the students’
grammatical knowledge by giving feedback, which develops their writing abilities as well.

Interview subject #2:
...... My grammatical abilities are not good, so | can understand
what mistakes | have made after the instructor’s marking. The
instructor’s comments also help me understand how to modify
my writing samples.

Interview subject #10:
...... The instructor marks my writing samples cautiously, and
find out the mistakes. My grammatical abilities are enhanced
as well.

Interview subject #12:
...... I can understand my mistakes, and | will pay more
attention to them in my future writing samples. The frequency
of mistakes will also decrease.

However, one of the interview subjects described that my markings on her writing samples
sometimes did not fit in with her expectations, so those comments sometimes did not serve
her writing development well. Therefore, again, recognising understanding how the
students think of the writing topics is important for writing instructors, so that not only can
effective instructional contents be provided, but effective comments can also be offered.

Interview subject #13:
...... Sometimes the instructor’s markings are different from my
ideas that | want to express.

Although there was unfavourable feedback toward the teacher’s facilitation in terms of
giving lecturers or comments, most of the interview subjects were in favour of the teaching
contents because they had more ideas, understood the structures of the writing, and had a
wider range of examples for their essays. All of these helped them have clear writing
directions and enabled them to start writing more easily. In addition, the provided feedback
also increased their understanding about their limited English writing abilities. However,
there were not any differences between the control group and the experimental group,
which implies that the teaching contents were not influenced by applying different

instructional tools.
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6.2.1.2 Learning with Peers

According to Vygotsky, interaction is important in one’s language learning process, and one
needs to interact with others to learn a language (Cook, 2008) because language learning is
a type of social interaction with others, and it is not an individual information process
(Donato, 2000). Therefore, how the students perceived their interaction with their peers
while they were learning writing seemed important to be addressed. However, two negative
themes, scepticism and lacking constructive feedback, emerged from the interview data
although there was a positive one, which was obtaining different perspectives. The
interview subjects expressed that they were more able to obtain different perspectives for
their writing samples after interacting with their peers, but they were sceptical about their
abilities, which also lacked constructive viewpoints in developing writing competence. The

analyses and interview excerpts are shown below.

Obtaining different perspectives

Some of the interview subjects mentioned that they were able to collect different points of
view for their writing samples and could learn from each other’s strengths after interacting
with their peers, and therefore peers’ interaction led to increasing the amount of their
language input.

Interview subject #5:
...... Sometimes the classmates’ ideas are what | haven’t
thought about. | can refer to their ideas.

Interview subject #6:
...... Sometimes my ideas are different from my classmates’. We
can exchange our ideas, which enhances our writing abilities.

Interview subject #10:
...... I can learn from others’ strengths.

They thought that their writing abilities could be developed through this peer-to-peer
interaction because they were allowed to interact with more competent students.

Interview subject #4:
...... Some more proficient classmates are able to provide helps
through the discussions ...... They provide their opinions and
directions when we don’t know how to write.
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Scepticism

Although peers’ interaction would facilitate the students’ writing abilities, some of the
interview subjects were not in favour of the effectiveness of the peers’ feedback because
they were sceptical about their abilities.

Interview subject #2:
...... It (peers’ feedback) doesn’t help a great deal because they
may not know how to write, either.

Interview subject #11:
...... Some classmates provide suggestions based on their own
viewpoints. The suggestions may not be correct, so they don’t
really improve my writing abilities.

Lacking constructive feedback

Moreover, some maintained that the peers’ comments did not contain constructive
suggestions for their writing samples, because they usually provided them with
compliments, which did not serve as “real” comments.

Interview subject #8:
It depends. Most classmates offer compliments which don’t
really improve my writing abilities.

Interview subject #9:
...... My classmates’ feedback is “very good” at all times. They
neither provide specific criticisms, nor provide any grammatical
or writing suggestions for me.

Interview subject #12:
...... My classmates rarely provide specific suggestions. They
don’t criticise on certain parts.

In contrast to the teacher’s facilitation, peers seemed to offer fewer contributions to
develop one’s writing abilities. Although they had more interactions with their peers in the
PGA-based writing classrooms in which they were allowed to learn from each other, they
sometimes did not really trust in their peers’ writing abilities or their comments did not
really provide helpful or critical suggestions. However, it is interesting to note that those
who stated peers’ feedback in lack of constructive suggestions were in the experimental
group, which reveals that giving feedback on blogs was different from giving feedback in

class. It is therefore inferred that providing comments on blogs is unilateral, and it is not as
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interactive as offering feedback in class, where students are allowed to discuss or clarify
their contents verbally. To avoid offending their peers and undermining their relationships,

the students’ motivations to provide “real” comments on blogs are therefore low.

6.2.1.3 Understanding for Writing

The creation of the PGA helps students understand the writing process, and realise the
writing purposes and contexts toward certain genres. It not only strengthens students’
awareness of the writing process, but also develops their knowledge toward different types
of genres (Yan, 2005) because they are able to receive lectures, read model articles, and
write repetitively. These three coded factors were therefore used to explain how the
students familiarised themselves with the writing topics. First, they were more able to
understand their writing tasks after receiving lectures. Then, their understanding for writing
and writing abilities could be facilitated in the great reading and repetitive writing process.

The analyses and interview excerpts are shown below.

The lectures

According to the responses collected in the interviews, the lectures provided the students
with writing directions, and helped them understand the structures of the writing, so they
were able to start writing more easily and not digress from the writing topics. In other
words, the lectures helped them understand how to write their samples.

Interview subject #4:
Sometimes | don’t understand the articles, but | can understand
them after the instructor’s explanations. | can understand more
about the structures of the articles, and | have clearer writing
directions.

Interview subject #9:
...... My writing samples would not digress from the writing
topics, and it is easier to write. | can understand how to use
phrases or grammar.

Interview subject #10:
...... The instructor provides us with writing directions, and
guides us to read the model articles. We can understand how
to start writing.
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Reading articles

In addition to the lectures, the students had to read the model articles at the early stage of
the instruction before writing their essays, which also helped them understand the writing
topics, have writing directions, and focus on the writing topics. Especially for some more
difficult writing topics, reading articles before writing was indeed helpful to increase their
understanding about the writing tasks.

Interview subject #5:
...... | can understand how the writers write or the writing
directions after reading the model articles. | can have writing
directions, and | will not digress from the writing topics. Also, |
can refer to the contents in the model articles.

Interview subject #8:
...... The writing topics are quite difficult to us, such as the low
birth rate and global warming. It would be very difficult to start
if we don’t search for the information in advance. However,
because of the instructor’s provision of the model articles, we
are able to have the writing directions.

However, due to the use of blogs in the experimental group, the students had sufficient
time to think about the given comments, which could not be achieved in a traditional
writing classroom.

Interview subject #8:

...... We have sufficient time to understand the instructor’s
opinions on blogs. If we ask questions in class, we need to
worry about whether we take up too much time, whether we
are late for the next class, or whether there is anyone waiting
to ask questions. Also, it is impossible to miss the instructor’s
comments on blogs, but we would forget what he said after
class.

The interview subjects in the experimental group also mentioned that they could
understand what their readers might want to know after their reading, which implies that
writing on blogs is very likely to develop students’ senses of ownership and readership.
Therefore, the relationships between writers and readers could be established, and
students’ perception of “writing for interaction and communication” is possibly established

as well. These inferences were not detected in the control group.
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Interview subject #10:
...... We never wrote about these kinds of writing topics before.
However, we are more able to understand how to write, and
what readers need after the instructor’s explanations.

Interview subject #12:
...... Our writing topics are about global warming and low birth
rate. After reading the model articles, we can understand what
information readers need, and then we can provide specific
examples and explanations.

Repetitive writing

Writing repetitively also enhanced the students’ understanding about their writing tasks.
Because of the application of the PGA, the students had more writing opportunities before
they completed their writing and submitted the final drafts. In this recursive process, the
students had to write about the same writing topics repeatedly and revise their writing
samples based on the given comments. Therefore, some of the interview subjects expressed
that their writing abilities were facilitated in this process.

Interview subject #6:

It increases our writing opportunities, and helps us write better.

Interview subject #14:
| think | have made progress with my writing abilities. My
writing abilities were not good, but | think my writing abilities
are improving greatly because | have to write and modify my
writing samples repeatedly in this programme.

Unfortunately, it also made the students tired of writing about the same topics reiteratively,
which is a potential disadvantage that is caused by the employment of the PGA in EFL
writing classrooms.

Interview subject #4:

Need to revise writing samples repeatedly.

Interview subject #5:
Writing about the same topics repeatedly.

Interview subject #6:

Writing about the same topics repeatedly. | think | am writing
the same contents all the time.
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It was suggested that providing lectures on the model articles, reading essays written by
others, and writing repeatedly developed the students’ understanding about their writing
tasks. Although there is a potential drawback for repetitive writing, those who proposed this
negative perception were all in the control group. In other words, it implies that the
students might not perceive the same feeling if different writing tools are utilised, such as
blogs. Therefore, not only could the students have more reading samples apart from the
provided model articles, but their senses of ownership and readership as well as sense of
writing for interaction and communication may also be developed in a blog-based writing

classroom.

6.2.1.4 Model Article Enhanced Writing

By offering the model articles, the students are able to grasp more linguistic knowledge and
understand writing purposes, because both language input and information are provided for
them to compose writing samples (Badger & White, 2000). Therefore, navigating writing
and providing references were found to explain the theme, model article enhanced writing.
On the other hand, a negative one, confining to model articles, was also indicated. Because
the provision of the model articles, the students were more able to find out their writing
directions and refer to the contents in the model articles when they had writing difficulties.
However, reading model articles would hamper their ideas and creativity in relation to their

writing tasks. The analyses and interview excerpts are shown below.

Navigating writing

The model articles helped the students navigate through their writing directions because
they could understand the structures of the writing and start writing more easily after
reading them. They would find that writing was not as difficult as what they had expected.

Interview subject #9:
...... It is easier to start, and we can refer to the contents and
structures in the model articles directly.

Interview subject #12:

Reading model articles before writing helps us find out writing
directions, and it is easier to start writing as well.
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Providing references

In addition, the students were allowed to refer to the contents in the model articles to
gather ideas for their writing samples when they had difficulties with writing, which not only
helped them understand how to write but also what to write. Consequently, their writing
could be focused on the given topics.

Interview subject #3:
...... | have more directions about the writing, and | can refer to
the contents in the model articles as well.

Interview subject #5:
...... | can understand how the writers write or the writing
directions after reading the model articles. | can have writing
directions, and | will not digress from the writing topics. Also, |
can refer to the contents in the model articles.

Moreover, they had more opportunities to be exposed to language input because they
needed to read the model articles before writing their essays. Therefore, some interview
subjects revealed that this approach was easy and made learning faster when their abilities
were developed at the same time.

Interview subject #1:

It is easy. We learn faster.

Interview subject #4:
It improves my grammatical abilities.

Confining to the model articles

While the provision of model articles enhanced the students’ writing abilities, there could
have been a potential disadvantage, i.e., the students’ ideas and creativity toward their
writing samples would be confined to the model articles after their reading.

Interview subject #6:
...... I can refer to the model articles. However, sometimes | find
my ideas are similar to the ones used in the model articles after
reading them ......

Interview subject #12:

After reading the model articles, our ideas are confined to them,
and we lack our own ideas.
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It was also possible for the students to copy the contents in the model articles because of
the limited writing ideas and insufficient writing abilities.

Interview subject #7:
...... sometimes | want to copy the contents in the model
articles ...... When | don’t know how to write, | refer to the
model articles. After reading them, | want to copy them.

According to the interview information, the application of the model articles benefited the
students’ writing performances in both types of classrooms because it helped the students
follow their writing directions and also provided them with writing ideas. However, it could
undermine the students’ writing abilities by suppressing their creativity as well. Therefore,
offering sufficient lecture contents and discussions could effectively develop the students’
creativity because they will need to think, talk, read, and write continuously in the process,

and therefore they will gather more thoughts and ideas for their writing tasks.

In summary, the instruction facilitated the students’ writing potential because it facilitated
the writing process, and helped them understand their writing deficiencies. The students
could also gather different ideas from their peers although they sometimes were sceptical
about their peers’ abilities, or they sometimes were unable to provide meaningful feedback.
Nevertheless, they had the instructor and model articles to collate their understanding
about their writing tasks. However, the instruction could not fully clarify students’
understanding toward a writing task, and providing model articles could not completely
resolve students’ writing difficulties. It is suggested that one’s instruction could greatly meet
students’ needs with appropriate model articles, and the effectiveness of model articles
could be maximised along with providing sufficient amount of instruction time. When these

two techniques are integrated, it is very likely to upgrade students’ writing performances.

6.2.2 Perceptions of the Use of the Writing Strategies

The interview data about the participants’ employment of writing strategies is analysed and
reported in this section. Four themes: cognition (section 6.2.2.1), known-knowledge using
(section 6.2.2.2), pressure reducing (section 6.2.2.3), and self-enhancement (section 6.2.2.4)
were used to analyse and explain the interview data according to the extracted dimensions

in the employed questionnaire, the QWS.

174



6.2.2.1 Cognition

Cognitive strategies, which refer to the use of conscious methods (e.g. note-taking) to
enhance learning (Cook, 1991), are required and have been found to be the most common
strategies that language learners apply (Oxford, 1990), because they directly relate to new
language input that one receives and converts into comprehensible units to facilitate their
language learning (O'Malley & Chamot, 1990). It was also found that cognitive strategies
were used mostly among the proposed strategies by the participants in this study. The
students mentioned that they usually memorised/recited language, or took notes to learn
English writing instead of practising writing in their daily lives. The analyses and interview

excerpts are shown below.

Memorising/reciting

The interview subjects described that they memorised/recited vocabulary, phrases,
grammar, or writing skills to develop their writing abilities because they would use them in
their future writing samples. This technique also helped them write more contents in more
organised and systematic ways, which led to improved results if they memorised/recited
those input.

Interview subject #2:
I usually take writing skills, so | may write more contents and
write more smoothly. | also recite and memorise vocabulary,
and | write with different words to avoid word repetitions ......
Recite by heart.

Interview subject #7:
| keep them in mind ...... | may use them in my future writing
samples.

Interview subject #14:
I usually take grammar. My grammar is relatively weak, so |
usually remember them ...... Keep in mind ...... Perhaps | may
use them someday.
Some other interview subjects mentioned that they memorised/recited language input for

their writing exams as well because it helped them avoid making mistakes and achieve

better results.
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Interview subject #4:
If | remember them, | can write faster, more smoothly, and
better during exams. If | could get higher scores, | would not fail
the course ...... Keep in mind .......

Interview subject #13:
| memorise and recite some phrases, vocabulary, or articles ......
| can use them when | am writing or doing tests. | would make
fewer mistakes.

Taking notes

However, some students preferred writing down usages, vocabulary, grammar, or writing
skills in their notes for the similar purposes mentioned above, because they did not want to
memorise/recite them.

Interview subject #1:
| take notes on my notebook ...... Something special ...... I can
write better essays.

Interview subject #3:
| take notes because | may use them in the future ...... | don’t
want to recite and memorise them.

Interview subject #12:
| take vocabulary and grammar ...... | take notes and also recite
by heart ...... I may use them in my future writing samples. If |
remember them, | can use them someday.

Writing in daily lives

Apart from memorising/reciting or taking notes for academic purposes, it seemed that the
students rarely wrote in English in their daily lives other than in writing classes. They usually
wrote in English to avoid writing complicated Chinese characters to save time in their daily
lives, but they only wrote short sentences or some vocabulary words for this purpose.

Interview subject #1:
When | am lazy to write Chinese characters because English
involves fewer numbers of strokes.

Interview subject #8:
Most of them (English writing samples) are assignments. |
rarely do it (writing in English) in my daily life. | only write some
vocabulary or one or two English sentences. | don’t write a
complete essay.
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Interview subject #14:
Basically, | don’t write in English, except for some vocabulary or
short sentences ...... It saves time.

It can be inferred that most of the students wrote in English for academic purposes, rather
than for interactive or communicative purposes, because English is not commonly used in
Taiwan, and they usually considered English writing to be an assignment to be completed.
Although the participants used some cognitive strategies to improve their English writing
abilities, English writing was not really infused into their daily lives, which impeded their

progress due to rare practice.

6.2.2.2 Known-Knowledge Using

This strategy is parallel to Oxford’s (1990) compensation strategy because both of them
emphasise the use of other methods or knowledge to make up learning. The concepts of
using different vocabulary, writing in simpler ways, as well as searching for online
information have emerged from the data. Using different vocabulary was thought to be the
easiest and quickest way to increase the clarity and readability of the writing samples, while
writing in simpler ways was one of the most convenient and efficient ways to overcome
limited grammatical abilities. Due to the commonplace of the computer technology, the
students also greatly depended on it to complete their writing tasks. The analyses and

interview excerpts are shown below.

Using different vocabulary

Many students preferred applying different vocabulary to compose their essays to avoid
word repetitions and improve clarity and readability of their writing samples in order to
attract their readers’ attention and reading interests.

Interview subject #5:

| avoid using the same vocabulary ...... To increase readers’
reading interests, and to prevent them from reading repetitive
words.

Interview subject #9:
I will modify it (the writing sample) if | use too much similar
vocabulary or grammar ...... The writing samples of this kind are
better. Readers will not read the same contents all the time.

177



Interview subject #10:
I use different vocabulary to avoid word repetitions, which
keeps the writing samples from monotony ......

The possible reasons for using different vocabulary include: (a) the students could have easy
access to conventional hard copy dictionary, an electronic dictionary, or an online dictionary,
or (b) they could simply think about synonyms to compose their writing samples when they
were writing.

Interview subject #4:
Look up words in a dictionary or search for online information.
Sometimes | use translation software to help me start writing
samples, or find out substitute words ......

Interview subject #12:
For vocabulary, | think about other words to substitute. If |
can’t make it, | will look up words in a dictionary ......

Interview subject #14:
I look up words in a dictionary in the first place. If | don’t have a
dictionary at hand, | use different words to substitute ......

Writing in simpler ways

The students also wrote in simpler ways to express their writing ideas that they did not
precisely know how to write in English, and this strategy was mostly used to compensate for
their limited grammatical abilities.

Interview subject #2:
...... For grammar, | sometimes skip it and not to write it, or |
write with other simpler sentences ......

Interview subject #9:
...... For grammar, | express with the simplest sentences ......

Searching for online information

Since the students had ready access to computer technology, they also used it extensively to
help them complete their writing tasks. By doing so, they usually searched for writing ideas
or model samples on the Internet to make them more contemplative and reflective.

Interview subject #7:
...... Search for online information. Find out what can be
included in writing samples.
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Interview subject #12:
...... For essays, | search for online information to make me
more thoughtful to my writing samples.

Interview subject #14:
...... For essays, | refer to online articles.

In this theme, several strategies were coded, which means the students understood how to
use different kinds of strategies to compensate for different difficulties to complete their
writing tasks. However, the data did not show any differences between the control group
and the experimental group, so the use of blogs did not influence how the students applied

the strategies in their writing process.

6.2.2.3 Pressure Reducing

In this theme, asking for assistance, not feeling anxious, taking breaks, and self-rewards
were drawn to explain how the students reduced pressure while they were writing. The
strategy involves both the affective strategies and social strategies in terms of Oxford’s
(1990) classification. Affection refers to emotions, attitudes, motivations, and values (Oxford,
1990) that are related to one’s emotional status involving a wide range of personality
factors (Brown, 2000), while social strategies refer to the behaviour of interacting with
others (Cohen, 1998; Cook, 1993; O'Malley & Chamot, 1990). Pressure reducing explains
how the students learned a language through self-emotion controlling and socialising.
Through interacting with others, the students’ writing difficulties would be worked out.
Since some of the students did not feel anxious about their writing tasks, they could write
comfortably and freely. In contrast, those who felt anxious about writing would take breaks
to reduce their levels of anxiety. Self-rewards could be a way to reduce students’ pressure
efficiently when they felt encouraged and motivated intrinsically. The analyses and

interview excerpts are shown below.

Asking for help

The students asked for help from their instructors or peers when they had difficulties in
their writing process, because they thought this was an effective way to solve their

problems.
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Interview subject #1:
...... Asking instructors or classmates. It is faster.

Interview subject #8:
...... As for grammar, structures, or writing directions, | ask
instructors directly, or discuss with my classmates.

Interview subject #10:
| ask instructors or classmates ...... Instructors provide directions
directly. It is difficult to achieve the requirements by myself. |
also ask my classmates who are proficient in writing. We are
about the same age, so it is easier to communicate.

Not feeling anxious

When talking about the anxiety, many of the interview subjects did not feel anxious about
their writing tasks because they thought there was nothing worthwhile to worry about, and
if they felt anxious about their writing tasks, they could not write anything. Therefore, the
state of not feeling anxious happened naturally to some of the students while they were
writing, and they wrote what they wanted to write according to the given topics.

Interview subject #2:

...... If | feel anxious, | can’t produce anything.

Interview subject #6:
...... Nothing worthwhile to worry about.

Interview subject #9:
...... I don’t feel anxious ...... Just write what | want to write.

Nothing worthwhile to worry about.

Taking a break

However, there were some others who felt anxious about their writing tasks because they
were not confident in their own English writing abilities, or they were afraid that their
writing samples would be rejected. In order to reduce the levels of anxiety, they would take
breaks before going further. These techniques helped them relieve senses of apprehension.

Interview subject #4:
| feel annoyed if | can’t produce anything ...... Just leave it there,
and do it when | want to do it.
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Interview subject #5:
I am afraid that my writing samples would be rejected, or I also
feel anxious when | don’t know how to write ...... Take a break
first, or search for online information.

Interview subject #7:
...... when | don’t know how to write the next sentence.
Sometimes | don’t know how to convert Chinese ideas into
English writing, or | write in Chinglish ...... Search for
information or do it some other day.

Self-rewards

It was also found that some students would reward themselves to motivate and encourage
their performances on English writing, although some others thought that there was
nothing worthwhile to reward them for completing assignments.

Interview subject #1:

No ...... It is just an assignment. Nothing worthwhile to reward.

Interview subject #9:
Yes ...... | will have more motivations to write ...... Buy some
food for myself.

Interview subject #12:
Maybe yes ...... Encourage myself.

This section reports how the students relieved their pressure when they were writing. Due
to the educational system and cultural background, there was not very much information to
address this issue because the students were rarely instructed about how they could reduce
their anxiety and apprehension when they were learning. Since all the participants were
college-level students, their cognitive behaviours were mature enough to learn pertinent
strategies to complete their writing tasks. Some of them did not feel anxious about their
writing tasks, while some others would find some ways to relieve stress if they felt it, or

motivate and encourage themselves by rewarding themselves.

6.2.2.4 Self-Enhancement

Self-enhancement is parallel to Oxford’s metacognitive strategies, which help students
monitor their learning process (Oxford, 1990). In other words, both terms explain how

students plan to enhance their learning. The codes of reading and watching emerged from
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the interview data to demonstrate how the participants facilitated their writing abilities,
while lacking motivations was also found to demonstrate how they viewed the task of

English writing. The analyses and interview excerpts are shown below.

Reading

Reading is one of the traditional methods to enhance writing abilities, so some of the
interview subjects revealed that they read different kinds of written texts to improve their
writing abilities. For example, some read English novels to increase grammatical abilities as
well as amount of vocabulary instead of reading magazines.

Interview subject #7:
I read novels ...... Reading novels increases my grammatical
abilities and the amount of vocabulary. | may use them in my
future writing samples.

Interview subject #10:
I read English novels, which helps me write more smoothly ...... /
just read English novels.

However, some others found that the contents in magazines were very helpful for their
writing abilities because they provided many phrases or idioms, which were useful and
helpful for their writing development.

Interview subject #12:
| read magazines. There are a large number of phrases and
idioms in magazines. | think they are helpful to my writing a
great deal.

Watching

According to the information collected in the interviews, it is interesting to point out that
watching movies could be a potential method to develop one’s writing abilities, which is not
commonly found in the previous studies, because it is usually connected to improving
listening or speaking abilities. The interview subjects claimed that watching movies was
helpful for their English writing abilities, since they could learn how native speakers use
English, and made them more contemplative, which developed their critical thinking

abilities.
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Interview subject #9:
...... | watch English movies and listen to English songs ...... | can
understand how they use English, such as preposition,
vocabulary and the like.

Interview subject #11:
I usually watch movies ...... It improves my critical thinking
abilities. It makes me more thoughtful.

Therefore, they believed that their English writing abilities would be enhanced if they kept
listening to and watching what they were interested in.

Interview subject #14:
| prefer watching movies. | make progress by listening to and
watching what | am interested in.

Lacking motivations

Apart from practising English writing in class, the students scarcely did it in their daily lives,
because they were lazy and passive about this matter, and they were not used to doing it,
either.

Interview subject #1:

I am not used to doing it (practising English writing in daily life).

Interview subject #5:
...... except for in writing class ...... | am lazy and passive.

They also described that it was difficult to have someone who was willing to practise English
writing with them, because they thought that speaking abilities were more important, and
writing was for the purpose of assignment completion.

Interview subject #3:
I would like to improve my speaking abilities more ...... | would
like to talk with foreigners, but not write to them. Speaking is
more important. Writing is for written report only.

Interview subject #9:

...... It seems that nobody wants to be a writing partner. We
only practise writing in class.

Although some of them would practise English writing in their daily lives, they would stop

once they reached their expectations or plans were completed. For example, they practised
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English writing for different kinds of tests, but they would not continue doing it if they
completed a test, or English writing was not included on a test, such as TOEIC.

Interview subject #2:
...... | went to an after-school programme for the GEPT test, and
| wrote more frequently than before and had my writing
samples marked by the instructor. After finishing the
programme, | no longer do it.

Interview subject #7:
...... I need to take a TOEIC test, but writing is not included in
the test. | focus on the listening and reading practice mostly.

In terms of self-enhancement, the students usually improved their writing abilities through
reading and watching contents in English. The former was used commonly, while the latter
was an interesting finding. However, most of the participants lacked motivations to practise
English writing, which could be one of the possible reasons to account for why Taiwanese
students’ English writing abilities were relatively weak in contrast to other language abilities,
such as listening, speaking, and reading according to the IELTS results, which had been

indicated in section 1.1.

The students’ perceptions of the use of the writing strategies were discussed in this section
in which several codes emerged in each theme to illustrate how the students perceived the
use of their writing strategies. Nevertheless, because the participants were all college-level
students who were comparatively mature in terms of their cognition and behaviour, they
were able to find their own ways to develop their writing abilities. However, they usually
depended on ingrained techniques to enhance their writing abilities. For example, many of
them learned English writing by memorising/reciting because this was the most common
way how Taiwanese students learn English due to common practices in the educational
system. Unfortunately, this would worsen the students’ learning motivations because they
could not find the practicality for English writing, rather than merely serving academic
purposes. In order to increase the practicality of English writing, different types of
instructional tools can be employed to supplement students’ learning. For example,
students could have access to online information easily to enrich the contents in their
writing samples, which could enhance their confidence in writing, or they could interact

with their readers if they are writing online, which could facilitate their senses of ownership
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and readership. Consequently, they are likely to find out different strategies to develop their

writing abilities in the process.

6.2.3 Perceptions of the Blog Writing

In order to fully determine the participants’ opinions, ideas, and comments regarding their
perceptions of the use of blogs in an EFL writing classroom, the interview data was analysed
based on the extracted dimensions in the QBW, which are blogs vs. paper-pencil writing
(section 6.2.3.1), blog enhanced writing (section 6.2.3.2), blog for socialisation (section
6.2.3.3), attitudes toward blog writing (section 6.2.3.4), as well as affections toward blog

writing (section 6.2.3.5).

6.2.3.1 Blog vs. Paper-Pencil Writing

Although the effectiveness of blogs on English writing development has been proved in
many studies (Aljumah, 2012; Armstrong & Retterer, 2008; Arslan & Sahin-Kizil, 2010;
Fageeh, 2011; Kitchakarn, 2012; Lin et al, 2013; Lin et al., 2014; Liu & Chang, 2010; Noytim,
2010; Silviyanti & Yusuf, 2014), the theme is used to understand what blog writing and
paper-pencil writing have in common or whether they are different to further understand
how blogs help or influence students’ writing development. The factors of the differences
between the means and the similarities between the means were therefore coded. The
former indicated the pedagogical differences, while the latter presented the similarities in

learning perspective. The analyses and interview excerpts are shown below.

The differences between the means

It was mentioned that both blog writing and paper-pencil writing were helpful to enhance
the students’ writing abilities, but the students had greater opportunities to read others’
writing samples and learn from each other if they were writing on blogs.

Interview subject #10:
...... both blog writing and paper-pencil writing are helpful to
develop our writing abilities. However, we can read others’
writing samples, and learn from each other on blogs.
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However, it was easier to examine writing samples, and the students were allowed to take
notes, supplement, or modify their writing samples by simply writing on it if they used
paper-pencil writing, which could not be achieved when writing on blogs.

Interview subject #8:
...... | think paper-pencil writing is easier to examine, and we
can take notes on paper directly to remind us to modify or
supplement.

The similarities between the means

The students described that there was not a great difference between blog writing and
paper-pencil writing because any topics could be done with either way, and they should be
cautious about their writing contents no matter what kind of writing it was. Therefore, they
could not tell the difference between the two means.

Interview subject #9:
Any topics can be done through paper-pencil writing, so there is
not difference between blog writing and paper-pencil writing.

Interview subject #10:
I don’t think there is a great difference between blog writing
and paper-pencil writing.

After viewing the analysis, the differences and similarities between blog writing and paper-
pencil writing can be understood. It was indicated that blog writing brought in more
opportunities for the students to be exposed to language input and offered a great deal of
convenience for them to complete writing tasks than paper-pencil writing. However, in
terms of writing itself, there was not any difference between the two means because they
thought they were doing the same things on either blog writing or paper-pencil writing as

being student writers.

6.2.3.2 Blog Enhanced Writing

To explain the theme of blog enhanced writing, the codes of having more reading samples,
learning different perspectives, and retrieving online resources were extracted from the
interview data. These are to further understand how the effectiveness of blog writing has
been examined in the extant literature. The first explained the increasing opportunities for

the students to retrieve writing samples. The second explained the possibility of obtaining
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different ideas from others. The third explained the easiness of approaching online

resources for writing samples. The analyses and interview excerpts are shown below.

Having more reading samples

Having more reading samples is one of the widely-mentioned benefits when writing on
blogs because the students were able to link or cross-link to others’ essays easily, which
helped them gather writing ideas and understand their writing tasks.

Interview subject #9:
| can refer to others’ writing samples and learn some
vocabulary.

Interview subject #10:
Reading more articles makes us understand how to write.

Interview subject #13:
I can read a great number of articles on the Internet, and | can
learn much more knowledge.

Learning different perspectives

As stated above, the students had more opportunities to read others’ writing samples, so
they believed that they could learn from others in the process in which they would
understand how others composed their essays and learn strengths from others.

Interview subject #11:
It is convenient to read others’ writing samples, learn from
others’ writing samples, and refer to others’ perspectives.

Interview subject #12:
...... I can learn how others write their essays.

Interview subject #14:
...... Everyone has different writing styles, so we can learn
strengths from others.

Also, they were allowed to gather different ideas for their writing samples that they might
never have thought about before reading others’ essays.

Interview subject #8:
I can understand my ideas are different from others’, which |
may have never thought about.
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Interview subject #13:
...... I can learn something | don’t know. For example, my
classmates may talk about an example that | don’t know, and
then | can learn new knowledge.

Retrieving online resources

The interview subjects also indicated that they had a great deal of online resources to
develop their writing abilities when blogging. For example, they were able to have access to
the instructional contents after class. They could search for online information or writing
samples for their essays, and therefore many forms of contents could be retrieved. All of
these improved their writing abilities.

Interview subject #12:
...... we need to search for some online information when we
are writing. We can learn something we don’t know in the
process, which may be useful to our future writing.

Interview subject #13:
I can read a great number of articles on the Internet, and | can
learn much more knowledge.

Interview subject #14:
I can review at home. All the teaching contents are erased after
class if it is in a traditional writing class.

After analysing the data, it was found that these three emerged codes underpinned the
theme, blog enhanced writing. First, having more reading samples helped the students
attain readings for their writing tasks easily, apart from the provided model articles. After
reading the online written contents, the students were allowed to learn different
perspectives and knowledge from different writers for their writing samples. Lastly, the
students could expand their writing ideas and enrich their writing contents by extending
their information sources through using the Internet. Therefore, these three components

complement each other to enhance the students’ writing abilities in the blogging process.

6.2.3.3 Blog for Socialisation

It has been proposed that learning is considered as a social interaction that makes learning
takes place in an authentic context (Selwyn, 2011), and also one’s effective learning may be

due to the participation and interaction with others’ modelling behaviour and thought
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(Pawan et al., 2003). The web-based applications are therefore defined as social media, such
as blogs that are based on the interactive and participatory features, and thus allowing for
different groups of people together to communicate with one another (Selwyn, 2011). In
this study, the concepts of receiving and giving comments and sharing with others were also
found, and both emphasised the importance of interaction and communication. Therefore,
blogs could be a potential platform for students to socialise with their peers in classroom
settings or anyone outside of classrooms. The analyses and interview excerpts are shown

below.

Receiving and giving comments

Receiving and giving comments to each other were mentioned by the interview subjects.
They maintained that they could receive comments on their writing samples from anyone
who was interested in their essays other than their peers, which improved their writing
abilities.

Interview subject #12:
The writing samples posted on blogs are for others to read.
They may leave their comments, which can improve our writing
abilities.

Interview subject #9:
Everyone can read our writing samples, and readers are not
confined to our classmates only. If someone is interested in our
writing samples, they can leave their messages, too. It is very
convenient.

In addition to receiving feedback from others, the students were allowed to give comments
to others as well, so they had more opportunities to practise English writing and to learn
from each other.

Interview subject #10:
We have more opportunities to practise English, read others’
writing samples, and leave messages to others. We can learn
from each other.

Sharing with others

Blogs were also platforms for the students to share their writing samples with others, and

therefore their senses of ownership and readership could be developed. Meanwhile, they
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could understand that they were writing for communication instead of writing for
assignments.

Interview subject #13:
I have my own English blog, and | can share my writing samples
with others.

In general, the use of blogs in formal writing classrooms increased the students’ awareness
of practicality for learning English writing, because they could find that they were writing for
others, rather than merely writing for instructors. In addition, in the process of receiving and
giving comments, the students could perceive genuine interaction and communication with
their readers because they were allowed to respond to questions, clarify their viewpoints, or
defend their own statements in this open blogosphere setting. Moreover, they could write
anything they wanted to share with others and then received comments from others as well,
so they could understand that they were writing collaboratively and writing for
communication, rather than writing individually and writing for assignments. This is
definitely an encouraging finding because the students’ perceptions of English writing could
be possibly changed through this interactive and communicative manner, which is likely to

develop their writing motivations and increase their writing interests.

6.2.3.4 Attitudes toward Blog Writing

Students’ attitudes toward the use of blogs in English writing classrooms have been pointed
out in the previous studies (Aljuman, 2012; Fageeh, 2011; Fang, 2010; Noytim, 2010). In
order to understand the participants’ attitudes toward its effectiveness on their writing
development, the factors of convenience and continuing using blogs were coded. The
former described how the use of blogs simplified the students’ writing tasks, while the latter
expressed how they treated writing on blogs. The analyses and interview excerpts are

shown below.

Convenience

The feature of convenience of blogs had facilitated the students’ positive attitudes toward
blog writing. They described that their essays were arranged chronologically, which helped

them read the writing samples easily and conveniently.
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Interview subject #12:
Our writing samples are arranged on blogs clearly, and we can
read our previous writing samples anytime. However, there are
many sheets of paper when writing on paper, which is a bit
messy.

Also, the students did not need to print out their assignments, and they were allowed to
submit the assignments through using smartphones due to the commonplace use of
computer technology.

Interview subject #9:
...... I don’t need to print out assignments. Blog writing is more
convenient because the Internet is very common nowadays,
and | even submit my assignments through using a smartphone.

Continuing using blogs

It is also encouraging to report that the students would continue using blogs in their future
writing because they liked the way of blogging.

Interview subject #11:
Blog writing is quite different from paper-pencil writing, and |
prefer blog writing. | may start to write something on blogs in
the future, which is a great change to me.

In conclusion, the students’ positive attitudes toward blog writing were increased because it

simplified their writing tasks, and they would like to use them in their future writing.

6.2.3.5 Affections toward Blog Writing

Lin et al. (2014) and Noytim (2010) mentioned that the employment of blogs decreased the
students’ negative affections toward writing. To understand if the same effect could be
found in this study, the theme of affections toward blog writing was therefore discussed.
The concept of reduced stress was extracted after looking at the interview data. According
to the provided information in the interviews, the students felt less stress when they were
writing on blogs because they had plenty of time to complete their writing samples, and
writing on blogs was easier for them. The analyses and interview excerpts are shown below.

Interview subject #8:
...... | feel less pressure when writing on blogs at home because |
have more time to write. As for paper-pencil writing, we
sometimes have to finish our writing samples within class time,
which makes us feel stress ......



Interview subject #11:
...... I think it (blog writing) is easier, and | feel less stress.

To sum up, writing on blogs not only increased the students’ writing motivations, as
mentioned previously, but it also decreased their levels of anxiety, as presented in this
section. The results therefore demonstrated that blogs effectively developed their writing
abilities in an indirect way because their mental status toward English writing was

encouraged.

Finally, it is suggested that the use of blogs enhanced the students’ writing abilities in two
major dimensions. First, it directly developed the students’ writing competence through
reading others’ written work, sharing writing samples with others, and leaving comments
for others. Second, it indirectly facilitated their writing performances by increasing their
writing motivations and attitudes as well as decreasing their levels of anxiety and

apprehension.

While the benefits of blog writing have been largely discussed in this section, some
disadvantages were also proposed by the interview subjects. The advantage of allowing
people to read the writing samples may be a disadvantage to others, because some
students had lower senses of security when writing on blogs. Interview subject #12
mentioned that writing on blogs meant having lower degrees of privacy. Due to the
traditional teaching method in Taiwan, some students were not used to sharing their writing
samples with someone else other than their writing instructors. When they were writing on
blogs, they conspicuously perceived that their written work could be read by everyone in
public, which could result in heavier psychological burdens, such as feelings of self-
consciousness. In addition to the mental stress, a physical problem was also raised. Reading
and writing on computers may be harmful to their eyes when they exposed themselves to
being in front of computer screens for a long period of time. Some other technical issues
were also mentioned. For example, computers connecting to the Internet should be firstly
confirmed prior to their writing, which could lead to dealing with additional task before

writing. Although technological devices are widely and commonly used in Taiwan, the
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students could not start writing by simply taking a pen/pencil and a sheet of paper as before.

These constitute potential obstacles to the utilisation of blogs in EFL writing classrooms.

6.3 Chapter Summary

This chapter mainly illustrated the qualitative data analysis and results collected from the
class observations and interviews. After looking at the findings, there were certain
contradictions between these forms of data. The interview subjects expressed that they had
a greater range of interactive and communicative opportunities with their peers and me in
the programme, but it was observed that the students were quite reticent and passive
during the process. This could have been due to there being different standards toward
interaction and communication between the students and me. In contrast, some findings
conformed to each other. For example, the feedback on blogs was not as constructive as
what had been expected because giving feedback on these blogs involved a wider number
of mental factors than giving comments in person, which could have impeded the students’
motivations to give critical comments on their peers’ blogs. Regardless of what kind of
findings were obtained from the observations and interviews, they all provided valuable
information to support and explain the quantitative results that were presented in the
previous chapter. Answering the RQs raised in this study, research discussions and findings

are presented in the next chapter.
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CHAPTER SEVEN: RESEARCH DISCUSSIONS AND FINDINGS

This chapter is to examine the answers to the four RQs raised in the current study. The
discussions are presented as follows: the students’ English writing performances in section
7.1, the students’ perceptions of the PGA in section 7.2, the students’ use of the writing
strategies in section 7.3, and the students’ conceptions toward blog writing in section 7.4.

Finally, this chapter is summarised in section 7.5.

7.1 Discussions and Findings for Research Question One

The quantitative results of the students’ English writing essay scores and qualitative
consequences of the interview as well as observational data were used to answer the first
RQ: Are there any statistically significant differences in terms of the participants’ English
writing performances after the treatments, and are there any inter-relationships among the
instructional procedures? If there are, are there any differences between the two groups?
The purposes of the RQ were to examine whether the participants’ English writing
performances were enhanced, and how the writing instruction influenced the participants’
writing performances in the two groups in order to provide effective instructional and
learning suggestions to PGA-based writing classrooms. To discuss the answers for the RQ,
the thematic discussions on the research findings are firstly presented in section 7.1.1

followed by a concluding remark in section 7.1.2.

7.1.1 Thematic Discussions on the Research Findings

In order to discuss the effectiveness of the PGA thoroughhly, Gao’s (2012) five perspectives
of the PGA: model paper analysis and demonstration (section 7.1.1.1), group discussion and
imitation (section 7.1.1.2), individual imitation and writing (section 7.1.1.3), whole-class
comment and modification (section 7.1.1.4), and final drafting and publication (section

7.1.1.5) were used to respond to the first RQ in both quantitative and qualitative aspects.

The quantitative results demonstrated that the students’ overall and sub-componential
English writing scores in the post-test were greater than those of the pre-test’s in both
groups. However, the mean score in the experimental group was higher than the other
group’s with a difference of 2.3159 (see sections 5.3.1 and 5.4.1). Then, the paired-sample t

test was applied to further determine whether there were any statistically significant
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differences in terms of the participants’ overall English writing scores as well as the scores in
the five sub-components between the two groups. The outcomes demonstrated that there
were statistically significant differences in both groups with the results of p =.000 < .05 (see
sections 5.3.2 and 5.4.2). In other words, the participants’ English writing competence was

enhanced considerably after the treatments.

The qualitative results illustrated that the provision of the model articles together with the
explanations on these exemplified articles helped the students understand the writing tasks
because they had clearer writing directions, could start writing more easily, and focused on
the writing topics. The students also had more interactive and communicative opportunities
with others in the writing process, so they were able to obtain different writing perspectives
and learn from each other, which developed their conception of cooperative learning. In
spite of having these benefits, there were existing some disadvantages when conducting the
PGA in EFL writing classrooms, such as, the students’ scepticism about their peers’ feedback,

peers’ unconstructive feedback, and limited students’ creativity.

Both the quantitative and qualitative results were discussed subsequently based on Gao’s

(2012) instructional model.

7.1.1.1 Model Paper Analysis and Demonstration

The first step of the instructional procedures of the PGA is “model paper analysis and
demonstration,” which is similar to the pre-writing stage because teachers need to provide
model texts for students to analyse, and students need to understand the genres, writing
structures, writing purposes, and linguistic features, among similar considerations (Gao,
2012). Therefore, the students could have preliminary ideas for their writing samples before

thinking about their own essays.

Because of the provided model articles along with the explanations on these samples, the
students were aware of the writing directions from which they understood what should be
included in their essays. Then, they would be able to start their writing more easily because
they had received the supporting ideas and understood the writing structures in the process

of model paper analysis and demonstration. Therefore, they could focus on the writing
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topics and would not digress from them when they were writing. As Gao (2012) mentioned,
students could understand the genres, the writing structures, the writing purposes, and the
linguistic features in this process, so a writing task might be easier than what students had

faced in their previous assignments.

As a result, the quantitative consequences demonstrated that there were significant
differences in terms of the students’ writing performances, which indicates that the
approach developed the participants’ writing abilities. According to the interview
information, the provided model articles and the analysis on these articles facilitated the
students’ writing performances greatly because the combination of this teaching technique
lit up the students’ path through their writing tasks. It was reasoned based on two aspects:
first, the students had opportunities to understand the structures of the model articles
through the analysis and explanations before their writing; and second, they were allowed
to refer to the model articles for further thoughts or linguistic knowledge during their
writing process. As a result, the technique of model paper analysis and demonstration

facilitated their writing abilities significantly.

Unfortunately, the students also admitted that their creativity might be confined to the
model articles during their writing process, because they had read the model articles prior
to their writing. In other words, reading model articles developed the students’ writing
abilities, but it also hampered their creative abilities, which could be compensated by the
instructors’ instruction. By doing so, they can provide students with other examples, inspire

their ideas, help them exchange opinions, and guide them to think differently.

| therefore suggested that the provision of model articles and instructor’s teaching are
inseparable. That is to say, model articles might not solve students’ writing difficulties
completely, and instructor’s teaching might not fully clarify students’ understanding about a
writing task. The effectiveness of model articles could be maximised along with providing
sufficient amount of instruction time, and teacher’s instruction could greatly meet students’
needs with appropriate model articles. When these two techniques are integrated, it is very

likely to upgrade EFL college students’ writing performances.
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7.1.1.2 Group Discussion and Imitation

The second step of the instructional procedures of the PGA is “group discussion and
imitation” in which the students have to form a small group to discuss themes about their
writing tasks, including writing style, organisation, expression, grammar, and then discuss
how they construct their writing frameworks, or how they perform their linguistic features
for the themes (Gao, 2012). Therefore, students have a greater range of interactive and
communicative opportunities with their peers, which is likely to develop their sense of

collaborative learning.

Because the students started with interacting and communicating with their peers to
brainstorm and gather writing ideas rather than started writing individually, they could form
a social writing network with their peers. According to the interview data, the students
described that they were able to learn from others, had more opportunities to be exposed
to language input, and collect different perspectives for their writing samples, so their
writing abilities were increased in terms of the quantitative outcomes. Although the
students sometimes did not really engage in the discussions according to what had been
observed, the PGA provided a wider range of interactive and communicative opportunities
for the students to learn collaboratively, which had scarcely happened to them in their
previous writing experience. It is therefore argued that the social writing network facilitated

their understanding about their writing tasks and improved their writing abilities.

Through this process of collaborative learning, learners use the language for the purpose of
interaction to gain grammatical, expressive, and cultural abilities (Ohta, 2000), which helps
them understand how important interaction is to develop their cognitive and linguistic
abilities (Turuk, 2008) because language learners have to interact with others to enhance
their learning, and then their cognitive abilities would be developed (Hall, 2007). This point
of view also conforms to Vygotsky’s sociocultural theory in which he proposed interaction is
one of the most important factors in one’s language learning process, and one needs to
interact with others to learn a language in a social context (Cook, 2008), because language
learning takes place in a vis-a-vis interaction or in a sharing process (Mitchell & Myles, 2004),

and it is not an individual information process (Donato, 2000).
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Through interacting and communicating with others, the students would have greater
opportunities to acquire linguistic knowledge, writing skills, and other related perspectives
to compose their own essays, and therefore not only can their writing abilities be improved,
but also they are writing in a collaborative manner. Then, they will realise that writing can
be interactive and communicative as well, and it is not merely for the purpose of
assignment completion. Consequently, the students’ writing motivations and attitudes will

be possibly increased.

7.1.1.3 Individual Imitation and Writing

The third step of the instructional procedures of the PGA is “individual imitation and writing”
in which students write essays practically by using the writing structures and linguistic
features that they have learned from the previous stages into their writing samples (Gao,
2012). Therefore, the students could have received a greater range of writing directions,

ideas, skills as well as linguistic knowledge to compose their essays.

According to the information gathered in the interviews, it was pointed out that the
students could start their writing samples more easily because they had learned clearer
writing directions, understood writing structures, received thoughts of more writing ideas
and examples, and realised the purposes of the writing topics. These were due to the
provision of the model paper analysis and demonstration in the first stage and group
discussion and imitation in the second stage. These techniques helped the students
understand their writing tasks by going through the lectures, reading exemplified articles,

and obtaining different perspectives so that their writing abilities were developed.

However, the students in the experimental group had a greater range of opportunities to be
exposed to language input, because they were allowed to review the instructional contents
and read others’ writing samples whenever and wherever they wanted and needed during
their writing process. In addition, the students’ senses of ownership and readership were
possibly developed while blogging, because they understood anyone outside of classrooms
could retrieve and read their essays and give them comments, which reinforced their
perception of writing for interaction and communication. Consequently, they would pay

much more attention to their writing samples before posting their entries on blogs. These
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could be the possible reasons to explain the students who received blog-based instruction

performed better than those who were in a paper-pencil classroom setting.

The other issue that needs to be addressed regarding individual imitation and writing is the
research context of this study. As mentioned in the precedent chapters, the research was
conducted in Taiwan in which results-driven and score-oriented are emphasised. Because of
cultural influences and the common practices in the Taiwanese educational system, the
students often lacked critical thinking abilities. | proposed that both writing abilities and
critical thinking abilities are requisite to compose essays. In order to improve Taiwanese
students’ writing abilities and critical thinking abilities, the PGA could be an optimal choice,
because the application of the PGA not only enhances the students’ linguistic knowledge
through model paper analysis and demonstration but also trains their critical thinking
abilities through group discussion and imitation. Consequently, both vital abilities in one’s
writing process are likely to be increased, and therefore they might find that writing

becomes more easily in their individual imitation and writing process.

7.1.1.4 Whole-Class Comment and Modification

The fourth step of the instructional procedures of the PGA is “whole-class comment and
modification” in which students’ written work are categorised and demonstrated in class in
order for the students to compare and contrast their own writings with the samples for
correction (Gao, 2012). Therefore, the students could learn how to give comments to each

other and understand the quality of their writing samples.

Sharing is important in one’s writing process because it helps writers receive their readers’
feedback, opinions, or suggestions to revise their drafts (Tompkins, 1994). Through the
process of sharing and reading, the students would not only think about their peers’ writing
essays in order to give comments, but also reflect on their own writing samples in order to
revise them. Hence, reading is not just reading in this phase, but it improves students’
writing abilities by receiving linguistic knowledge from reading others’ written work, and
increasing their critical thinking abilities by giving comments to each other. As a result, the
students’ writing abilities could be possibly developed, which could be found in the

guantitative consequences in this study.
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However, the students’ perceptions concerning the instructor’s feedback and the peer’s
feedback were quite different according to the information collected in the interviews. Most
of the interview subjects agreed with the efficacy of my comments that improved their
writing abilities significantly. They further figured out that those comments helped them
understand their grammatical mistakes and understand how to modify their essays, and
therefore they were able to avoid making the same mistakes in their future writing samples.
In contrast, fewer interview subjects believed that their peers’ feedback would be helpful to
their writing development because they were sometimes sceptical about their peers’ writing

abilities, or they could not provide them with critical comments.

The other issue about the effectiveness of peers’ comments is regarding the form of it. In
other words, the students in the control group were more in favour of the efficacy of peers’
feedback than the students in the other group. The students in the experimental group
indicated that their peers’ comments were not really helpful to their writing samples since
they tended to giving compliments, which were not really constructive for their writing
samples. The findings also confirmed Aljumah’s (2012), Lin’s et al. (2013), and Wu’s (2006)

findings.

| therefore inferred the phenomenon to two possible aspects: first, the participants did not
feel confident and comfortable enough to comment in English, especially in an open
blogosphere setting; and second, giving feedback on blogs was unilateral, which was not as
interactive as giving feedback in class in which the students were allowed to discuss or
clarify their contents verbally. They could have been afraid that they would offend the
writers if they gave too many comments, which was likely to make their peers feel ashamed
and embarrassed. Therefore, in order to avoid undermining the friendships or causing
misunderstandings, the students tended to provide encouraging words rather than offering

critical comments.

In addition, giving comments on blogs was not as effective as writing them on a sheet of
paper for me, because this required scrolling up and down windows on the screen while
reading the students’ essays and leaving comments on their blogs. In addition, a great deal

of time and energy was spent on having to arrange and leave comprehensible comments on
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the students’ blogs in order to prevent them from misunderstanding the comments.
Although correcting and rewriting essays on blogs are more convenient because blogs save
writers’ time, and this is more efficient and productive for writers to compose essays (Chen
et al.,, 2011), students may fail to respond to instructors’ comments while revising their

writing samples due to their having limited English abilities (Wu, 2006).

Therefore, it was found that the students sometimes copied the first writing sample to the
revised one simply and effortlessly in order to submit their assignments, which did not serve
to develop their writing abilities. Owing to the students’ deficiency of English abilities, they
sometimes misunderstood, mistook, and misinterpreted my comments about revising their
essays. It was concluded that giving feedback on blogs was not as effective as what had

been thought, although it is without time and place restrictions.

7.1.1.5 Final Drafting and Publication

The last step of the instructional procedures of the PGA is “final drafting and publication” in
which students work on their final draft before submitting it. The previous four stages are
also involved in this final step to ensure that students understand the genres, writing
structures, writing purposes, and linguistic features, among similar considerations (Gao,
2012). Therefore, they can finish their final essays according to the contents learned in the
first stage, with ideas gathered in the second stage, linguistic knowledge and writing skills
then applied in the third stage, and finally comments received in the fourth stage to make

their writing samples as well-constructed as possible.

Before the students finalised and submitted their final essays, they had an opportunity to go
through all the previous stages again so that they could scrutinise their writing samples
holistically. By doing so, the students could review the contents in the provided model
articles, link their current writing tasks with the ideas collected in the group discussion
phase, understand their writing weaknesses and mistakes based on the received feedback
as well as think about the demonstrated essays written by their peers. The quantitative
results therefore demonstrated significant differences in terms of the students’ writing
performances in both groups, which indicates that their writing abilities were enhanced

significantly because of applying these procedures in their writing process.
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The results in the current study were quite similar to Arslan and Sahin-Kizil’s (2010) findings
in which they concluded that the writing approach was helpful to the students in both a
control group and an experimental group. However, the students in the blog-based writing
classroom outperformed the others. In this study, there were statistically significant
differences in both groups in terms of their English writing performances, but the mean
score of the post-test in the experimental group was greater than that in the control group
(mean score = 70.7222 > 68.4063). The difference of 2.3159 between the two groups was
not conspicuous, but it was greater than the results in the pre-test in which the difference
was only 0.6493 (experimental group = 53.8056 > control group = 53.1563). Therefore, it
was suggested that the students in the blog-based writing classroom performed better than
those who were in the paper-pencil-based writing classroom. The possible reasons for this
result were the students in the experimental group: (a) could perceive the senses of
ownership and readership, so they might pay more attention to their writing samples in
order to make them more comprehensible; (b) had more chances to be exposed to language
input because they could retrieve required information on the Internet, and refer to others’
writing samples on blogs easily; and (c) had lower levels of apprehension and anxiety while
they were writing because they had more resources, and could interact and communicate
with others on blogs. This finding also conformed to Lin’s et al. study (2014) in which they
explained that the students might release the senses of apprehension when writing on blogs,

and this finding could not be found in the other group of the students.

It was therefore concluded that: (a) the students’ senses of ownership and readership
helped them understand “writing for interaction and communication,” and not simply for
the purpose of assignment completion; (b) the retrievable online information helped the
students gather useful linguistic knowledge as well as writing ideas to compose their essays;
and (c) the sense of feeling ease helped the students write in a comfortable status so that

they would compose better essays.

7.1.2 Concluding Remark for Research Question One

As what have been widely discussed in the previous sections, the application of the PGA
increased the EFL college students’ writing abilities significantly. In PGA-based writing

classrooms, instructors have to provide as many similar social contexts as possible for
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learners, and offer sufficient information for them to compose writing samples (GRA).
Students then use their language knowledge and skills to respond to writing tasks (PCA). The
PGA therefore helps students use writing skills (PCA), realise more linguistic knowledge

(GRA), and understand writing purposes (GRA) (Badger & White, 2000).

The findings of this study also conformed to Badger and White’s (2000) arguments in that
the provision of the model articles along with the instructor’s explanations developed the
students’ understanding about the writing structures, writing directions, writing purposes
and linguistic knowledge. The students then were able to start their writing samples and
focus on the writing topics more easily, and therefore their writing abilities could be
enhanced simultaneously. Also, the PGA performed well in both groups, so its employment
could be effective in either conventional paper-pencil writing classrooms or technological

computer-based writing classrooms.

However, the students might benefit more from both the PGA and blogs, because the
students who received the web-based writing instruction along with the traditional writing
instruction might perform better than those who were only instructed in the traditional
writing classroom (Al-Jarf, 2004). |, therefore, maintained that the students in the
experimental group could: (a) have sense of collaborative learning; (b) have more
opportunities to be exposed to language input; (c) learn from others; (d) create senses of
ownership and readership; (e) perceive they were writing for interaction and
communication; and (f) decrease their levels of writing apprehension and anxiety. Although
there are potential disadvantages about offering feedback on blogs, it is suggested that
providing online comments together with oral feedback could compensate for the defect of

it.
Finally, how the integration of the PGA and blog facilitates the EFL college students’ writing

abilities is drawn up in Figure 17 in which instructional suggestions to each step are

provided according to the research findings.
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Model Paper Analysis and
Demonstration:
instrucitional and learning
contents can be previewed
and reviewed anytime and

Group Discussion and
Imitation: vis-a-vis
discussions can be done in
class, and online discussions
can be done through blogs

anywhere through blogs after class

Whole-Class Comment and
Modification: feedback can
be conveniently given on
blogs, but more precise
details should be provided
orally

Individual Imitation and
Writing: writing samples
can be uploaded to blogs
for students to read and
learn mutually

Final Drafting and
Publication: final writing
samples are published on

blogs to stimulate students
interaction and
communication

Figure 17. The Instructional Procedures of the Integration of the PGA and Blog

7.2 Discussions and Findings for Research Question Two

The quantitative results of the QPGA and qualitative consequences of the interview as well
as observational data were used to answer the second RQ: Are there any statistically
significant differences in terms of the participants’ perceptions of the PGA after the
treatments, and are there any inter-relationships among the participants’ conceptions in the
PGA? If there are, are there any differences between the two groups? The purposes of the
RQ were to examine how the participants perceived the writing approach, the PGA, and
whether there were any inter-relationships among the participants’ conceptions in the PGA
in order to determine how the PGA benefited the participants’ writing performances.
Therefore, the discussions are presented in section 7.2.1 and are summarised in section

7.2.2.
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7.2.1 Thematic Discussions on the Research Findings

The extracted dimensions in the QPGA were used to respond to the RQ, which include
teacher’s facilitation (section 7.2.1.1), learning with peers (section 7.2.1.2), understanding
for writing (section 7.2.1.3), and model article enhanced writing (section 7.2.1.4). They were

all answered in both quantitative and qualitative perspectives.

In the quantitative results, the Wilcoxon signed-rank test demonstrated that only a
significant difference was found in each group. In the control group, the dimension of
“learning with peers” showed a statistically significant difference at p = .046 < .05, and the
outcome for “understanding for writing” was p = .008 < .05 in the experimental group (see
section 5.6.1). However, there were several significant correlations in the Spearman’s
correlation coefficient between the two groups after the treatments. In the control group,
“understanding for writing” was significantly correlated to “learning with peers” and “model
article enhanced writing.” “Teacher’s facilitation” was also significantly correlated to “model
article enhanced writing.” Nevertheless, all dimensions were significantly correlated to each

other in the experimental group after the treatments (see section 5.7.1).

As for the qualitative consequences, it was found that the provision of the explanations,
examples, and markings developed the students’ writing abilities by understanding writing
directions and linguistic knowledge, among similar considerations. The students then had a
wider range of opportunities to discuss with their peers regarding their writing tasks so that
they had more resources to gather ideas, exchange opinions, or learn from each other,
apart from receiving input from me unilaterally. During the students’ writing process,
however, they had the model articles to follow, which prevented them from digressing from
the writing topics, and they had to write and revise their essays repetitively, which also
improved their understanding about their writing tasks. Finally, the use of the model articles
navigated their writing path and provided references for their writing samples, so English

writing became more easily than their previous writing tasks.

The four extracted themes were used to discuss the RQ and further to point out the

research findings.
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7.2.1.1 Teacher’s Facilitation

In PGA-based writing classrooms, instructors play important roles to guide students to
understand writing tasks. Unlike in a PCA-based writing classroom, students have to explore
writing through the process (Tuffs, 1993), which is more learner-centred (Matsuda, 2003;
Nordin & Mohammad, 2006; Tuffs, 1993). In contrast, instructors who adopt the PGA need
to help students understand what is learned and evaluated in classrooms because realising
how writers construct a written text, and understanding why they construct patterns in
certain ways are important (Hyland, 2007). With the provision of teacher’s assistance, it
would be easier for students to understand what linguistic structures they need to compose

essays in the process of self-development (Maybin, 1994).

According to the quantitative results shown in the Wilcoxon signed-rank test, there was not
any statistically significant difference in terms of the students’ perceptions of the teacher’s
facilitation in both groups after the treatments. A possible reason of having sufficient
instruction was raised to explain the insignificant results. As mentioned earlier, Taiwanese
students usually depend on their instructors greatly in classrooms, and they are not really
engaged in class discussions. In other words, instructors usually provide lectures unilaterally,
and students usually receive the given contents merely, which have been widely applied in
Taiwanese language classrooms. It was therefore inferred that the participants were quite
used to what their instructors did in their previous English writing classes, and they usually
had adequate writing instruction before participating in this study, so the results did not

differentiate the differences after the treatments in the two groups.

In spite of the insignificantly quantitative results, the interview results demonstrated that
teacher’s facilitation was conducive to their writing development because the given
explanations, examples, and markings developed their writing abilities by understanding
how to compose their essays and what grammatical weaknesses they had. As a result, they
were able to start writing more easily with clear ideas and correct grammar. Although the
results between the quantitative and qualitative were discrepant, | maintained that

teacher’s facilitation improved the students’ writing abilities a great deal in terms of the
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qualitative points of view, and it was difficult to find out a statistically significant difference

in a quantitative test in this research context where teachers are depended on greatly.

According to my teaching experience and observations, Taiwanese students expect their
instructors to tell them what to do and how to do without thinking of “why.” In other words,
they possess insufficient critical thinking abilities, so providing them with sufficient and
appropriate instruction seems helpful and necessary to develop their English writing

competence.

In light of the interview subjects’ responses, the instruction helped the students determine
what to write and how to write it. The students had clearer ideas to the writing topics,
which helped them understand what to write, which in turn led to understanding writing
structures, which also helped them understand how to write. When they were writing, they
were more able to provide examples, which helped them think of “why.” Consequently,

their critical thinking abilities were likely to be enhanced through this writing process.

However, the Spearman’s correlation coefficient showed several significances between the
two groups after the treatments. The results illustrated that “teacher’s facilitation” was
significantly correlated to “model article enhanced writing” in the control group, while all
dimensions were significantly correlated to “teacher’s facilitation” in the experimental
group. According to the research findings, model articles and instructor’s teaching are
inseparable because the provision of the model articles might not solve the students’
writing difficulties completely, and the instructor’s teaching might not fully clarify the
students’ understanding about completing writing tasks. Therefore, the effectiveness of
using model articles could be maximised along with providing a sufficient amount of
instruction time, and instruction could meet students’ needs greatly with appropriate model
articles. Accordingly, this could be the possible reason to explain their correlations in both
groups. Nevertheless, the students’ perceptions of “learning with peers” and
“understanding for writing” were also significantly correlated to “teacher’s facilitation” in

the experimental group.
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Since the students and | used blogs as the means to interact and communicate with each
other, the students might find they were all doing the same things while collaborating with
me. That is teaching and learning on blogs might make the students perceive that they not
only acted as a peer but also a teacher to read others’ written work and give feedback. Once
the sense is developed, students are very likely to pay more attention to their written work

because they realise there are some other people reading their writing samples.

In addition, because all of the instructional and learning materials were uploaded to the
blogs, the students were able to have access to them without time and place constraints.
This made “teacher’s facilitation” significantly correlated to “understanding for writing” in
the experimental group. In other words, the instruction could be delivered through blogs,
which supplemented the students’ learning. The possible reasons are: (a) computer
technology compensates for insufficient time of language exposure in traditional language
classrooms (Motteram, 2011), so teacher’s instruction is no longer confined to face-to-face
instruction (Johnson, 2004); and (b) teachers are able to observe the students’
performances anytime and anywhere, and provide appropriate assistance instantly in blog-
based writing classrooms (Arslan & Sahin-Kizil, 2010), because blogs are complementary to
traditional classrooms for FL learning (Normand-Marconnet & Cordella, 2012). Hence, the
significant correlation between “teacher’s facilitation” and “understanding for writing”

could be found in the experimental group, and not in the control group.

7.2.1.2 Learning with Peers

According to Vygotsky’s sociocultural theory, learning is a participation in a social context in
which “learning is a relational activity, not an individual process of thought” (Elkjaer, 2006, 9]
21). Bandura (1977) also claimed that “most human behaviour is learned observationally
through modelling” (p. 22). Therefore, interaction is important to develop one’s cognitive
and linguistic abilities (Turuk, 2008) because people have to interact with others to enhance

learning, and then one’s cognitive ability could be developed (Hall, 2007).

In quantitative research results, only a significant difference in terms of “learning with peers”
was found in the control group. This might have been because the students in the control

group had “genuine” interaction with their peers at all times. They were also able to
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compare their learning experience in this programme with their previous experience, both
of which were completed through paper-pencil instruction, so they could find the
differences of “learning with peers” conspicuously. In contrast, the students in the
experimental group were expected to read others’ work, read others’ feedback, or leave
comments for others on blogs, which did not arouse their sense of “genuine” interaction
because all of the interactions were conveyed through computers, rather than the students
in person. Consequently, they did not perceive they were interacting or communicating with
others, but, in fact, they performed the same tasks as the students in the control group. This
could be a possible reason why the results in the Wilcoxon signed-rank test were significant

in the control group and insignificant in the experimental group.

Many interview subjects pointed out that they had more opportunities to interact with their
peers from which they learned each other. For example, some of them mentioned that they
learned something that they did not know when reading others’ writing samples, or reading
others’ essays recalled their memory to their current knowledge. Lin et al. (2013) had
pointed out similar findings in their blog-based research. In this study, however, the
consequence had been found in both groups, which means the PGA increased the
participants’ interaction as well as writing abilities in the process. For example, interview
subject #13 mentioned: “We had scarce opportunities to discuss with the classmates or
instructors in previous writing classes, but we have a great number of discussions in this
programme. | think my writing abilities have been developed a great deal.” Accordingly,
increasing the frequency of student’s interaction and communication may enhance their

writing competence and sense of collaborative learning.

According to the observational data, however, the students were quite reticent and passive
during the class periods, and they were not as active and positive as what they described in
the interviews. This could have been due to there being different standards toward
interaction and communication between the students and me. In other words, the students
agreed that they were given ample interactive and communicative opportunities in the
process because they had very rare experience of this kind before, but in fact, they were not

7 u III

really engaged in the discussions in class. Therefore, how to motivate students’ “rea
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interactive and communicative abilities becomes another issue in a PGA-based writing

classroom, which will be discussed in the pedagogical implications in the next chapter.

In terms of the results in the Spearman’s correlation coefficient, some statistical differences
were found between the two groups. In the control group, the factor of “learning with peers”
only correlated to “understanding for writing,” while it was related to the other three
dimensions in the experimental group. It was thus suggested that the PGA facilitated the
participants’ interaction and communication with others. Through this process, the students
were able to read others’ work, give comments to each other, learn something new from
others, or recall something what they have already known, so significant correlations in
terms of the relationship between “learning with peers” and “understanding for writing”

were found in both groups.

Nevertheless, there were two more significant correlations in the experimental group,
following how the relationship between “learning with peers” and “teacher’s facilitation”
that had been discussed in section 7.2.1.1. Another factor is its relationship with “model
article enhanced writing.” Since all of the instructional materials were uploaded to the tutor
blog, the students were able to preview, review, or retrieve the contents wherever they
were and whenever they needed. In other words, the students could talk about their writing
tasks with their peers in conjunction with the provided model articles anytime and
anywhere. For example, the students could discuss the essays or model articles over the
phone, skype, or any other technological communication devices by reading the same thing
on the computer screens at the same time, so it not only shortened the students’ distance,
but also simplified their discussions. Consequently, the provision of the model articles on

blogs facilitated their interaction and communication.

7.2.1.3 Understanding for Writing

The creation of the PGA helps students understand the writing process and realise writing
purposes and contexts toward certain genres. It not only strengthens students’ awareness
of writing process, but also develops their knowledge toward different types of genres (Yan,

2005). Hence, students’ understanding for writing is possibly enhanced through this process.
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In the Wilcoxon signed-rank test, only the result in the experimental group showed a

’ o

significant difference in terms of the students’ “understanding for writing” after the
treatments. However, it cannot be denied that the PGA developed the participants’ writing
competence in both groups greatly according to the results in the descriptive and inferential
statistics demonstrated in sections 5.3 and 5.4. Based on the students’ statements in the
interviews, it was found that the employment of the PGA made writing tasks easier because
the students were allowed to refer to the model articles during their writing process, which
prevented them from digressing from the writing topics, and they had to write and revise
their essays repetitively, which also improved their understanding about their writing tasks.
However, the experimental group students’ writing skills were much more greatly
strengthened than the students in the control group, because the use of blogs provided
them with the opportunity of learning ubiquitously, and therefore they were able to have a

wider range of interaction and communication as well as being exposed to language input,

which made them understand the writing tasks conspicuously.

However, the students sometimes were tired of repetitive writing because they felt like they
were writing the same contents at all times, which demotivated their writing interests and
could be one of the potential disadvantages of the PGA. In order to compensate for the
drawback, how instructors deliver courses becomes a key point, which will be suggested in

the pedagogical implications in the subsequent chapter.

Regarding the results in the Spearman’s correlation coefficient, the factor of “understanding
for writing” was correlated to “learning with peers” and “model article enhanced writing” in
the control group, while it was significantly related to the other three factors in the
experimental group. The relationship between “understanding for writing” and “learning
with peers” in the two groups had been discussed in section 7.2.1.2 in which the
effectiveness of collaborative learning on the students’ understanding toward their writing
tasks was mainly argued. Likewise, the discussion about the correlation between
“understanding for writing” and “teacher’s facilitation” in the experimental group has been
elaborated in section 7.2.1.1 where the feasibility of ubiquitous teaching and learning in

blog-based writing classrooms was maintained. Possible reasons for the relationship
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between “understanding for writing” and “model article enhanced writing” in both groups

were discussed as follows.

According to the information gathered in the interviews, the provision of the model articles
increased the students’ understanding about their writing tasks, so writing was not as
excessively difficult as their previous writing experience. The provided articles helped them
understand the writing purposes, structures, and directions as well as linguistic knowledge,
so they could start writing and focus on the writing topics more easily. Meanwhile, the
students were allowed to refer to the contents in the model articles when they had
difficulties in their writing process. Consequently, the offer of the model articles was very

likely to improve their understanding about the writing tasks.

7.2.1.4 Model Article Enhanced Writing

The purpose of the offer of model articles is to help teachers structure more targeted
lecture contents with relevant and supporting information, so that students can be able to
produce written texts based on teachers’ instructions (Hyland, 2007). Offering model
articles therefore facilitated the students’ writing abilities in certain aspects by navigating

their writing directions and providing them with related references.

However, there was not any significant difference in terms of the students’ perceptions of
“model article enhanced writing” between the two groups in the Wilcoxon signed-rank test.
This could have been because the writing topics used in this study were too challenging for
the participants. Although | claimed that the topics were closely related to the issues in the
students’ daily lives, the students still had difficulties to write about them. According to their
previous writing experience, they usually wrote narrative essays, such as about someone
they admire, and therefore they were insufficiently experienced in writing argumentative
essays. Based on the interview information, the levels of difficulty of the writing topics was
much beyond their writing abilities although they benefited a great deal from the approach,
the PGA. It was argued that the difficult writing topics might have been a possible reason

that resulted in the discrepancy in research findings between both groups.
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By scrutinising the results in the interviews, however, it could be found that the model
articles helped the students a great deal to complete their writing tasks because the use of
the model articles: (a) helped them find out the writing directions that made them
understand the writing purposes, structures and topics; and (b) helped them gather a wider
range of related references that increased their linguistic knowledge as well as ideas,
thoughts, or opinions for their writing samples. Although the two sets of results were
contradictory to each other, | maintained that the provision of the model article developed
the students’ writing abilities because: (a) the quantitative results showed significant
differences between the two groups (see sections 5.3 and 5.4); and (b) the qualitative
results seemed logical to explain the students’ improvement in terms of their writing

consequences.

Finally, the results in the Spearman’s correlation coefficient demonstrate that the factor of
“model article enhanced writing” significantly correlated with “teacher’s facilitation” (see
section 7.2.1.1) and “understanding for writing” (see section 7.2.1.3) in the control group,
while it was significantly related to the other three dimensions in the experimental group,

which were respectively elaborated in sections 7.2.1.1, 7.2.1.2, and 7.2.1.3.

7.2.2 Concluding Remark for Research Question Two

Yan (2005) proposed that the PGA helps students understand the writing process and realise
the writing purposes and contexts toward certain genres because the PCA motivates
students’ learning and provides learning opportunities through the writing process, while
the GRA helps them determine what linguistic structures are required for a particular genre

(Maybin, 1994).

Although only one significant difference was found in each group in the Wilcoxon signed-
rank test, | maintained that different instructional media might incur different consequences
in terms of the students’ perceptions of the PGA. In other words, the differences of the
students’ perceptions of the PGA could be results of the use of different instructional
methods. Therefore, the students in the two groups demonstrated different outcomes in

the QPGA after the treatments.
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Moreover, there were more significant correlations in the experimental group, in which
every dimension was significantly correlated to each other. This demonstrates that the use
of blogs might influence how the students perceive the PGA effectively. In a blog-based
writing classroom, an instructor’s instruction is not confined to face-to-face instruction, and
instructors and learners can have contact with each other whenever and wherever
necessary (Arslan & Sahin-Kizil, 2010), so the students could receive the lecture contents
easily. The students also had more opportunities to interact and communicate with their
peers in a blogosphere setting, because they can easily read others’ writing samples, share
their comments, and come to understand how to edit each other’s contents (Chen et al.,
2011). Therefore, they could be more able to understand their writing tasks through
understanding the analysis and demonstration on the model articles posted on the tutor
blog and through frequently interacting and communicating with their peers and me on

their own blogs.

Unfortunately, it has to be noted that the PGA is not without its disadvantages. It was found
that there could be limited creativity, lengthy instruction time, reticent students, and
repetitive assignments that might be potential hazards for instructors who intend to apply
the PGA in EFL writing classrooms. First, the students’ writing creativity might be confined to
the provided model articles. Because reading and analysing model articles are to be
conducted during the first instructional stage, students must understand model articles
before commencing their writing. However, their written work may be limited to the
contents in the provided model articles, especially if they depend on the model articles
excessively. Second, it takes time to process all of the pedagogical procedures. | found time
was pressing while attempting to carry out the instructional steps thoroughly because
teaching, learning, and either the model articles or the students’ writing samples form an
interactive relationship in which the three elements need to be involved in every single
stage. Third, students might be reticent and even silent in EFL writing classrooms, which
applies to Asian students in particular because they usually lack learning motivations and
class engagement (Szanajda & Chang, 2015). It could take time and be difficult for
instructors to encourage students to engage in in-class activities. Finally, writing about the
same topics repetitively may discourage students’ writing motivations. In PGA-based writing

classrooms, the students have to write several pieces of written work about the same topic
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until it is completely finished in order to satisfy the requirements, so they may get tired of

writing subsequent drafts.

| also would like to address another issue on the heterogeneity between the two groups. A
statistically significant difference at p = .011 < .05 in the post-test was found in the Mann-
Whitney U-test between the two groups, which indicates that the students’ perceptions of
the PGA were different after the eight-week period of instruction. In other words, the result
corroborated the earlier argument about the influence of the instructional tools in which
the use of the different instructional tools had impact on the students’ perceptions of the
PGA, and the integration of the PGA and blog was more effective in developing their writing

abilities.

Finally, as can been seen in Figure 18, every dimension of the PGA correlates to each other
to improve EFL college students’ writing performances. “Teacher’s facilitation” helps
students understand the genres through the process of analysis and demonstration.
“Learning with peers” develops students’ interaction and communication with others
through the collaborative learning process of group discussion and whole-class comment.
“Understanding for writing” helps students understand how to write and what to write by
thinking of “why” in their individual writing process. “Model article enhanced writing”
facilitates instructor’s teaching, enhances interaction, and develops linguistic knowledge

and writing skills. As a result, one can finalise his writing tasks in this interactive process.
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Figure 18. The Interactive Model of the PGA

7.3 Discussions and Findings for Research Question Three

The quantitative results of the QWS and qualitative consequences of the interview data
were used to answer the third RQ: Are there any statistically significant differences in terms
of the participants’ use of the writing strategies after the treatments, and are there any
inter-relationships among the participants’ conceptions in the writing strategies? If there are,
are there any differences between the two groups? The purposes of the RQ were to examine
whether there were any differences in terms of the participants’ use of the writing
strategies in the two groups, and whether there were any inter-relationships among the
participants’ conceptions in the writing strategies in order to determine how the integration
of the PGA and blog influenced the participants’ learning. The RQ is answered based on the
extracted themes and presented in section 7.3.1, and a summary of the section is provided

in section 7.3.2.
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7.3.1 Thematic Discussions on the Research Findings

In order to understand the students’ use of the writing strategies, the factors of cognition
(section 7.3.1.1), known-knowledge using (section 7.3.1.2), pressure reducing (section
7.3.1.3), and self-enhancement (section 7.3.1.4) were applied to answer the RQ in both

guantitative and qualitative manners.

In terms of the quantitative results, the Wilcoxon signed-rank test demonstrated that
neither the control group nor the experimental group showed any significant difference in
any dimension between the pre-test and the post-test (see section 5.6.2), and therefore it
was claimed that the employments of the PGA and blog did not change how the students
wrote in this study. The insignificant results were attributed to two main reasons: ingrained
habits and time constraints. It is difficult to change commonly infused habits. All of the
participants had been learning English at least seven years, so they had become accustomed
to their own ways and patterns to learn English. Also, the period of the experimental
instruction was only for eight weeks, so it was very difficult to change their nurtured habits
within this period. The study is to investigate whether there were any significant differences
in terms of the students’ application of the writing strategies after they were treated
differently, rather than how the writing strategies improved their writing performances,

regardless of how writing strategies were applied.

Although no statistical significant difference was found in the Wilcoxon signed-rank test, the
Spearman’s correlation coefficient demonstrated different results between the two groups
after the treatments. In the control group, the factor of “cognition” was correlated to
“known-knowledge using” and “pressure reducing,” and the factor of “pressure reducing”
was also correlated to “self-enhancement,” while all of the factors were related to each

other in the experimental group (see section 5.7.2).

In terms of the qualitative points of view, cognitive strategies have been found as the mostly
used one among the four proposed strategies. Taiwanese students usually learn English
through reiterative recitation and rote memorisation (Yang & Chen, 2007) because they do

not have a genuine environment for interaction and communication, and the subject of
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English is imposed on their curriculum. Therefore, they recite and memorise English for
academic purposes, such as passing exams. The subjects applied their known-knowledge to
compose their essays as well, but using different vocabulary to avoid word repetitions and
increase readers’ attention and interests was the most common one among them. Some
students took a break to help them reduce their writing anxiety while some others were not
anxious about their writing tasks. Finally, although some of the students did not practise
English writing in particular due to their lower levels of motivations, there were some others
who enhanced their writing abilities through reading English novels or magazines and even

through watching movies.

To elaborate on these results, the discussions were divided into the subsequent sections to

address the abovementioned outcomes.

7.3.1.1 Cognition

The term of cognition here involves both cognitive strategies and memory strategies based
on Oxford’s definitions. Cognitive strategies, which refer to the use of conscious methods
(e.g. note-taking) to enhance learning (Cook, 1991), are required and have been found as
the most common strategies that language learners apply (Oxford, 1990). Memory
strategies explain how students remember languages (Griffiths & Parr, 2001) because they
help students store and retrieve input, and they have been used since ancient time (Oxford,

1990).

According to the quantitative results in the Wilcoxon signed-rank test, there was not
statistically significant difference in cognitive strategies after the treatments between the
two groups. Although no significant difference was found in the quantitative results, the
cognitive strategies were the most commonly used strategies among the participants in
terms of the qualitative perspectives. According to the information provided in the
interviews, memorising was widely used followed by note taking when the students were
learning English writing. The most probable reasons were they had rare opportunities to
practise English outside of classrooms, and the scores are greatly emphasised in the
Taiwanese educational system. A study conducted by Chen (2014) reported that using

English in different occasions among Taiwanese in their daily lives is rare, and they spend
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very little time using English every day because English is very seldom used as a tool for
cognition or socialisation in Taiwan. In addition, the Taiwanese educational system is
results-driven and score-oriented, so most Taiwanese students are usually pursuing “scores”
at schools. In other words, many of them learn English for academic purposes to get higher
scores or pass exams, so they rely on taking notes and memorising language input, rather
using the language in practical situations. Therefore, how difficult it is Taiwanese students

practise English outside of classrooms could be envisaged.

In addition, the interview subjects mentioned they seldom wrote in English in their daily
lives. They wrote in English simply to take notes, write memos, or chat with their friends on
some social networks, such as Facebook, but only a few words or short sentences were used
in this instance. The main reason to write in English for the participants was because English
involves writing fewer strokes, which makes writing faster and easier. The participants did
not otherwise write in English very often in their daily lives. Although the cognitive
strategies were widely used by the participants, they mostly used them in classroom-based

contexts.

The relationships between “cognition” and other strategies in the two groups are to be
addressed following the results. In the control group, the strategy of “cognition” was
significantly correlated to “known-knowledge using” and “pressure reducing,” while these
factors were significantly related to each other in the experimental group according to the

results shown in the Spearman’s correlation coefficient.

The cognitive strategies could be one of the major strategies that the students applied while
they were learning English writing. They knew how to convert texts in a FL or apply the skills
that they learned into their knowledge of a subject, and then used it when it was necessary.
The findings were confirmed by the interview subjects’ statements, in which many of them
mentioned they memorised or took notes because they might use them in their writing
samples someday. In other words, the students used the cognitive strategies to help them
learn English writing, and the input then became their already-known knowledge, which
would be applied in their future writing. The cognitive strategies were therefore related to

known-knowledge using in the two groups.

219



Since the Taiwanese educational system is results-driven and score-oriented, many students
learn English for academic purposes, such as getting higher scores or passing exams rather
than for practical uses. Most Taiwanese students tend to memorise instructional contents
that relates to their school exams. Therefore, it is claimed that the more the students
memorise, the less pressure they think they have because the more they memorise, the
more confidence they have in getting higher scores or passing exams. This could be the
possible answer to explain the correlations between “cognition” and “pressure reducing” in

both groups.

Nevertheless, the relationship between “cognition” and “self-enhancement” was only found
in the experimental group, which could have been because the students in this group had
more opportunities to receive language input, interact with others, and have access to other
methods to improve their writing abilities. It has been pointed out that students who
receive web-based writing instruction along with traditional writing instruction may perform
better than those whose writing skills are only cultivated in a traditional writing classroom,
because the Internet supplies supplementary language input that helps students write more
effectively and perform better (Al-Jarf, 2004). The students in the experimental group
therefore knew how to take advantage of computer technology to facilitate their English
writing competence, which could not be accomplished through paper-pencil writing. For
example, they were able to retrieve others’ written work or required information easily
when writing on blogs, and therefore they had more choices and methods to upgrade their

English writing abilities.

7.3.1.2 Known-Knowledge Using

The strategy of known-knowledge using in this study is parallel to Oxford’s (1990)
compensation strategy because both claim students use other ways to make up for their
insufficient language abilities. For example, learners may adjust their message or use
synonym in their writing process, and this is often employed by less proficient learners in

particular (Oxford, 1990).

The quantitative results in the Wilcoxon signed-rank test were not significant between the

two groups. The possible reason could have been the participants usually followed the same
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methods to compose their essays. For example, they used dictionaries to find the words
they needed, they wrote with others ways to compensate for their inability, they asked
instructors or peers when they had difficulties in writing, or they searched for online

information for essay topics.

According to the information gathered in the interviews, using different words to compose
essays to avoid word repetitions and improve the clarity of the essays was widely applied
among the participants. | reasoned this was the result of having the easy and rapid
convenience of varying the contents of the writing samples. They could simply think of a
synonym to replace another word, or they could look words up in a dictionary to find the
words they needed. They also expressed with simpler ways that they did not know how to
write in English exactly. However, very few of them would make efforts to use various
grammatical usages because of lacking confidence. In other words, the students were afraid
of making mistakes, so they would avoid using something they were not quite sure about,
rather than potentially facing lower scores or making revisions. Asking their peers or
instructors was thought to be an effective way to solve their problems, because they could
get the answers conveniently and easily, which was usually used for grammatical difficulties.
Due to the commonplace of using computers, searching online information to enrich their
writing ideas, thoughts, or opinions was also used for these purposes. It was found that the
students used quite similar strategies in both the control group and the experimental group.
This indicates that their use of the writing strategies was not influenced by the use of the

writing tools.

Regarding the results in the Spearman’s correlation coefficient, they were different between
the two groups. In the control group, “known-knowledge using” was related to “cognition,”
while all correlated to the dimension of “known-knowledge using” in the experimental
group. The relationship between “known-knowledge using” and “cognition” is detailed in
section 7.3.1.1. The correlations of “known-knowledge using” between “pressure reducing”

and between “self-enhancement” in the experimental group are discussed hereafter.

Thanks to the use of computer technology in the experimental group, the students had

more authentic teaching and learning materials (Tsou et al., 2006; Warschauer, 1996) and
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real interaction with others (Chapelle, 2010a; Sarica & Cavus, 2009; Yang & Chen, 2007;
Zhytska, 2012). The students could have been more able to search for the information on
the Internet, or discuss their writing tasks with their peers through the online
communication software when they were writing. Since they could have felt more secure
and less anxious while they were writing on blogs, their pressure toward writing could
possibly have decreased. A study related to the use of blogs in EFL classrooms conducted by
Noytim (2010) demonstrated that EFL learners could write more freely with lower levels of
pressure and anxiety when blogging, and this finding was also corroborated by Lin’s et al.
(2014) research consequences. In this study, the students also revealed lower levels of
apprehension and anxiety while they were blogging because they could take advantage of
computer technology in their writing tasks, which improved their writing competence by

reducing their levels of pressure, apprehension, and anxiety.

Moreover, computer technology allowed for the students to be exposed to real language
input, connect outside world where the language was used for real tasks to compensate for
insufficient time of language exposure in traditional language classrooms (Motteram, 2011),
and the students were able to exchange knowledge and practise language skills (Lin et al.,
2015). In this study, the students in the experimental group were more able to receive
language input and interact with someone else to enhance their writing abilities, and the
enlightened contents they learned in the process could possibly become their own
knowledge. Hence, the relationship between “known-knowledge using” and “self-
enhancement” was significant in the experimental group, which was not found in the

control group.

7.3.1.3 Pressure Reducing

The concept of pressure reducing involves applying both affective strategies and social
strategies in accordance with Oxford’s SILL. Affection means emotions, attitudes,
motivations, and values (Oxford, 1990), which are related to one’s emotional status
involving a wide range of personality factors (Brown, 2000), while social strategies is the

behaviour of interacting with others (Cohen, 1998; Cook, 1993; O'Malley & Chamot, 1990).
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In terms of the affective issue, some of the students did not feel anxious when they were
doing their writing tasks according to the information collected in the interviews because
they thought feeling anxious could impede their writing progress, and there was nothing
worthwhile to worry about. On the contrary, those who were worried about their writing
tasks would take breaks when they were full of stress, which could reduce their sense of

anxiety.

In addition, some students would reward themselves to motivate and encourage their
performances on English writing, which could possibly make them write better. However,
some others would not do it because they usually had negative and uncertain attitudes
toward English writing. Interview subject #1 pointed out that there was nothing worthwhile
to reward, because English writing was merely for assignments. Interview subject #11
mentioned he never had a piece of good writing, so he never rewarded himself. Regarding
social strategy, it is also an effective manner to reduce one’s pressure because one’s writing
difficulties could be worked out through the interactive and communicative process.
However, the participants usually practised English writing in class only, in which they asked
for corrections and suggestions, or discussed how to write contents, so their interaction and
communication regarding English writing after class were very limited. In addition, the
course instructor was usually the only person who read their written work, so they had few
opportunities to interact with others, and they did not know how other readers thought

about their writing samples.

These were what the students usually did concerning in this respect in this study, and some
of them even did nothing to alleviate the levels of anxiety. Therefore, the results in the

Wilcoxon signed-rank test turned out with insignificance in both groups.

Nevertheless, the Spearman’s correlation coefficient demonstrated the factor of “pressure
reducing” was correlated to “cognition” and “self-enhancement” in the control group, while
it was related to the other three factors in the experimental group. The discussions on the
relationship between “pressure reducing” and “cognition” are presented in section 7.3.1.1,

while section 7.3.1.2 indicates the relationship between “pressure reducing” and “known-
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knowledge using.” The relationship between “pressure reducing” and “self-enhancement”

in the two groups is explained hereafter.

| inferred that the more the students improved their efforts, the less pressure they had to
explain the relationship between “pressure reducing” and “self-enhancement.” Once again,
it is results-driven and score-oriented in the Taiwanese educational system, and the
students are quite concerned about their evaluation results, so they would enhance
themselves to cope with their course requirements, such as exams. In order to pass the
courses, they study to prepare for their exams, and it could relieve their sense of anxiety
about the exams. This statement is also confirmed by the interview subjects’ responses
about learning English writing in which they mentioned they studied for exams so as to pass
the courses. In short, the more they study, the more confidence they have, which in turn

leads to less stress.

7.3.1.4 Self-Enhancement

The strategy of “self-enhancement” was based on Oxford’s (1990) metacognitive strategies

because both of them examine how one arranges and plans their own learning.

According to the quantitative results shown in Wilcoxon signed-rank test, there was not
significant difference in the two groups in terms of the students’ perception of “self-
enhancement” after the treatments. It could have been because the students’ lower levels
of learning motivations. Writing was usually deemed assignment completion, and the
students scarcely practised it in their daily lives because they were generally lazy and
passive toward it as well as they could not value the importance of writing. Although some
of them would practise it, but it was purposive, such as passing exams. In other words, they
no longer did it once they achieved the objectives or finished the tasks. As a result, the

students did not really enhance their writing abilities.

According to the interview results, reading was widely applied by the students to enhance
their writing abilities. Although most of the students were passive to English writing, some
others read novels and magazines to increase the amount of vocabulary, phrases, or idioms

as well as enhance their grammatical abilities so as to reinforce their writing abilities. More
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interestingly, watching movies was also thought to be a way to improve writing competence.
Some interview subjects claimed that watching movies increased their critical thinking
abilities and language abilities both of which are undeniably important to one’s writing
development. By doing so, they also felt less stress and more enjoyment about learning

English writing.

However, the results in the Spearman’s correlation coefficient were different between the
two groups. That is to say “self-enhancement” was significantly related to “pressure
reducing” in the control group, while it was significantly correlated to the other three
factors in the experimental group, which have been discussed thoroughly in the previous
sections. Although the results in the Wilcoxon signed-rank test were not significant in terms
of the perceptions of “self-enhancement” in the two groups, the results in the Spearman’s

correlation coefficient showed significant relationships.

7.3.2 Concluding Remark for Research Question Three

According to the quantitative and qualitative results, | maintained that one’s writing
strategies are difficult to change because they involve one’s habit formation that require
time to be modified, so the results in the Wilcoxon signed-rank test were not significant in
this study. Another possible reasons is the students’ attitudes and motivations toward
English writing were generally passive and low. It was found that since the participants
usually treated English writing as assignment completion, most of them did not practise or
improve their English writing abilities. They usually used similar ways to complete their

English writing samples, or so-called assighnments.

However, this does not mean that the students did not apply strategies in their writing
process, as most of them simply used what they usually did. For example, they looked up
words in a dictionary to replace words, avoid word repetitions, or increase the clarity. They
asked their peers or instructors about grammatical problems, and they searched for the
information they needed on the Internet. These were the ways the participants usually
employed to complete their essays, which means they rarely explored new strategies to

compensate for their insufficient abilities.
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It was assumed that if the students were treated with different instructional and learning
methods, they might find some other strategies to improve their writing competence. For
example, the students might learn how to apply computer networks to complete their
essays, so not only could their linguistic knowledge be increased, but their sense of
collaborative learning is also likely to be developed. The integration of the PGA and blog is
therefore possible to help students discover other writing strategies, but they need much
more time to have the training in order to fully understand the benefits of the integration of

the PGA and blog.

Additionally, the students in the two groups remained homogeneous in terms of the use of
the writing strategies after the treatments. The results indicate that the two groups of the
students still had similar strategies to complete their writing tasks. Nevertheless, the
differences in terms of the correlations with other dimensions in the QWS were quite
conspicuous between the two groups. Golonka et al. (2014) mentioned that language
learners are fond of using computer technology in their language learning, and they prefer
using it to the traditional ones. Therefore, language learners might engage more in their
language learning process, and they might present more positive attitudes toward language
learning. This could be the possible reason to explain more significant relationships in the
experimental group. Finally, how the proposed strategies connected to Oxford’s (1990)
definitions of learning strategies is summarised in Table 51.

Table 51. Equivalence between the Proposed Strategies and Oxford'’s Strategies

Proposed strategies Oxford’s strategies Communality

Cognitive Strategies To explain language learners learn a

Cognition Memory Strategies language by applying conscious methods

To explain language learners use other
methods they know to make up for their
learning

Compensation

Known-Knowledge Using Strategies

To explain how language learners learn a
language through self-emotion controlling
and socialising

Affective Strategies

Pressure Reducing Social Strategies

Meta-Cognitive To explain how language learners arrange

Self-Enhancement . . .
Strategies plans to enhance their learning
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7.4 Discussions and Findings for Research Question Four

The quantitative results of the QBW and qualitative consequences of the interview as well
as observational data were used to answer the final RQ: Are there any statistically
significant differences in terms of the participants’ perceptions of blog writing after the
treatments, and are there any inter-relationships among the participants’ conceptions in the
use of blog writing in the experimental group? The purposes of the RQ were raised to
examine the participants’ perceptions of the affordance of blogs in the English writing
classroom, and whether there were any inter-relationships among the participants’
conceptions in blog writing in order to determine how using blog facilitated the participants’
writing performances in a PGA-based writing classroom. Likewise, the thematic discussions

for the RQ are presented in section 7.4.1, and the section is summarised in section 7.4.2.

7.4.1 Thematic Discussions on the Research Findings

To understand the students’ perceptions of blog writing, “blog vs. paper-pencil writing”
(section 7.4.1.1), “blog enhanced writing” (section 7.4.1.2), “blog for socialisation” (section
7.4.1.3), “attitudes toward blog writing” (section 7.4.1.4), and “affections toward blog
writing” (section 7.4.1.5) were used to answer the RQ in both quantitative and qualitative

perspectives.

In the quantitative results, there were statistically significant differences in terms of the

7«

participants’ “attitudes toward blog writing” at p = .027 < .05 and “affections toward blog
writing” at p = .027 < .05 in the Wilcoxon signed-rank test (see section 5.6.3), so it was
assumed that the affordance of blogs in the EFL college students’ writing classrooms
improved the students’ mental status toward English writing. In terms of the correlations
among the dimensions in the QBW, “blog enhanced writing” were significantly correlated
with “blog for socialisation” and “attitudes toward blog writing” after the treatments (see
section 5.7.3). Although there were limited significant differences and correlations in both
the Wilcoxon signed-rank test and Spearman’s correlation coefficient, | asserted that the

employment of the blog enhanced the participants’ writing performances according to their

writing outcomes presented in sections 5.3 and 5.4.
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For the qualitative results, the differences and similarities between blog writing and paper-
pencil writing were proposed in which the students described that both of them were
helpful to their writing development, and they both had advantages and disadvantages.
However, they were allowed to retrieve more writing samples and online resources while
blogging, which helped them receive different perspectives for their writing samples. In
addition, they could share their writing samples to each other so that they were able to
receive feedback from others and give comments to their peers as well. In terms of mental
status, blog writing facilitated the students’ positive attitudes by providing much

convenience and less stress, so they would think about continuing using blogs in the future.

The elaborated discussions are reported subsequently to answer the RQ in both quantitative

and qualitative manners.

7.4.1.1 Blog vs. Paper-Pencil Writing

The advantages of blog writing have been cited by many researchers (Aljumah, 2012;
Armstrong & Retterer, 2008; Arslan & Sahin-Kizil, 2010; Bloch, as cited in Kitchakarn, 2012;
Chen et al., 2011; Chuang, 2008; Godwin-Jones, 2003; Habul-Sabanovi¢, 2015; Huang, 2015;
Johnson, 2004; Kervin & Derewianka, 2011; Lin et al., 2013; Lin et al., 2014; Lin et al., 2015;
Normand-Marconnet & Cordella, 2012; Silviyanti & Yusuf, 2014; Top, 2012; Warschauer &
Liaw, 2011). This is because blogs are potential pedagogical alternatives in FL writing
classrooms, and they effectively develop students’ writing abilities in a collaborative manner
(Normand-Marconnet & Cordella, 2012; Silviyanti & Yusuf, 2014; Warschauer & Liaw, 2011),
which serve a complement to traditional (face-to-face) classrooms for FL learning

(Normand-Marconnet & Cordella, 2012).

However, the quantitative consequence pointed out that the difference for the students’
perceptions of blog writing vs. paper-pencil writing showed insignificantly, which means
there was not difference between blog writing and paper-pencil writing after the treatments.
In light of the interview results, | found that no matter what kind of writing tools were being
used in writing classrooms, writing was usually deemed assignments for the students. This

indicates that they were not really engaged in the blogging process, but they treated it as
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assignment completion. For example, interview subject #10 mentioned: “/ don’t think there

is a great difference between blog writing and paper-pencil writing.”

In spite of the insignificance, most of the students approved the effectiveness of the blogs
on their writing development. Interview subject #13 explained: “/ can read my classmates’
writing samples on blogs, and | think it improves my writing abilities,” and she further
indicated that she was able to learn something she did not know via reading others’ writing
samples. Similarly, both interview subjects #8 and #11 described that the peers’ writing
samples must be different from theirs, so they were allowed to refer to others’ perspectives

through reading others’ written work on blogs.

However, this does not indicate that the affordance of blogs in EFL writing classrooms will
result in better consequences in terms of the students’ writing performances than those
who are in traditional writing classrooms. Computers are not problem solvers to all troubles,
and they will never replace instructors in education (Lee, 2000). They could be made to
work well only under instructors’ sufficient preparation of materials, their carefully laid out
lesson plans and classroom management, and a well-trained user’s operation (Glindiz, 2005;
Johnson, 2002). Similarly, Lin et al. (2013) proposed that blogs should not be taken as a
panacea to promote FL writers’ learning, but they should be applied as a complementary
role to traditional (face-to-face) classrooms for FL learning (Normand-Marconnet & Cordella,

2012).

| therefore suggested the discrepant results as superficiality. In other words, the use of blogs
brought in different writing experience to the students, which made them feel something
new to attract their attention to their writing tasks. In reality, however, their concept
toward writing was not changed, which still remained passive and inactive. As a result, blogs
are not all-purpose. In contrast, how it can achieve its highest efficacy depends on how it is

used.

Since the quantitative outcomes in both tests turned out to be insignificantly different and
correlated, | attributed the consequences to the students’ attitudes toward English writing.

According to the interview information, English writing was usually deemed assignments
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among the participants, they usually wrote in English in class, and scarcely did it in their
daily lives. As was represented by interview subject #9 who explained that she never wrote
in English in her daily life, but she did it for the assignments only. She further elucidated:
“any topics can be done through paper-pencil writing, so there is not difference between
blog writing and paper-pencil writing.” Therefore, attitudes toward English writing could

have been a possible reason for the insignificant outcomes in both tests.

7.4.1.2 Blog Enhanced Writing

The effectiveness of blogs on English writing development has been proved in many studies
(Aljumah, 2012; Armstrong & Retterer, 2008; Arslan & Sahin-Kizil, 2010; Fageeh, 2011;
Kitchakarn, 2012; Lin et al, 2013; Lin et al., 2014; Liu & Chang, 2010; Noytim, 2010; Silviyanti
& Yusuf, 2014), and many researchers have forwarded the advantages. For example, Bloch
(as cited in Kitchakarn, 2012) has clearly listed the benefits, which are presented in section

2.3.3.

Indeed, the participants’ writing performances had been enhanced according to the results
shown in the paired-sample t-test reported in sections 5.3 and 5.4. However, the Wilcoxon
signed-rank test showed that there was not significant difference in terms of the students’
perceptions of “blog enhanced writing” after the treatments. This insignificance could have
been owing to the ineffectiveness of the peers’ feedback, the low comment response rate,
and scepticism to the peers’ opinions. First, most of the students’ feedback was prone to be
encouraging and complimentary, which did not contribute to constructing and developing
their writing competence. Second, the students rarely replied to the comments left on their
blogs. In other words, they might not have paid attention to those comments, or the
comments did not function well. Lastly, the participants were also sceptical about their
peers’ writing abilities, so they could have chosen to dismiss their opinions as potential

references for making modifications.

However, the merits of using blogs to improve students’ writing performances cannot be
denied. According to the information gathered in the interviews, having more reading
samples, learning different perspectives, and retrieving online resources all enhanced their

writing abilities in the blogging process. Many students mentioned that they could have
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access to more written work other than the provided model articles through linking or
cross-linking to their peers’ blogs. By doing so, they not only had more ideas for their writing
samples, but also they could learn different perspectives via reading others’ work, which
could possibly help them understand their writing tasks. In addition to the peers’ work,
retrieving online resources could be very easily. The nature of providing information in
computer technology has been pointed by many researchers (Al-Jarf, 2004; Bloch, as cited in
Kitchakarn, 2012; Boulos et al., 2006; Chen et al., 2011; Chin, 2004; Huang, 2015; Selwyn
2011; Sharples, 2000), so learners have greater opportunities to be exposed to target
language (Amaral & Meurers, 2011; Arslan & Sahin-Kizil, 2010; Habul-Sabanovi¢, 2015;
Huang, 2015; Liu, 2005). The interview subjects figured out that they could learn more
knowledge when they were writing on blogs because they had greater chances to search for
the information they needed when they were writing, in addition to helping students’
review class contents. For example, interview subject #12 indicated: “...... we need to search
for some online information when we are writing. We can learn something we don’t know in

the process, which may be useful to our future writing.”

As for the results in the Spearman’s correlation coefficient, the factor of “blog enhanced
writing” was significantly correlated with “blog for socialisation” and “attitudes toward blog
writing” after the treatments. The significant correlation between “blog enhanced writing”
and “blog for socialisation” demonstrated that the more interactions the students had, the
better understanding toward their writing tasks they might have. The interview subjects
pointed out that they had a wider range of learning and interactive opportunities with
others when writing on blogs, so they were allowed to learn from their peers, refer to
others’ writing samples, gather writing ideas, and improve writing skills. One of the
interview subjects mentioned that learning something they did not know from reading the
peers’ blogs was a viable option for improving writing skills. The other interview subjects
reported that everyone’s points of views were different, so blog writing allowed them to
have different perspectives about their writing samples. These findings thus confirmed what
have been discovered in Noytim’s (2010) and Silviyanti and Yusuf’'s (2014) studies. |
therefore suggested that using blogs to develop students’ interaction and communication
could be an effective manner to improve their writing abilities, since they would acquire

more knowledge for their writing through this interactive and communicative process.
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In terms of the relationship between “blog enhanced writing” and “attitudes toward blog
writing,” it was argued that blog writing provided the students with different writing
experiences that they scarcely had had, so the students’ attitudes toward writing had been
improved through this programme. The students found blog writing was more convenient
and easier because they could directly write and submit their assignments through using
computers or even smartphones. This also confirmed Lin’s et al. (2013) research findings of
the convenience of blogging. Additionally, the students were able to read the peers’ writing
samples, share their writing samples, or leave comments for each other, so they were likely
to perceive that they were writing collaboratively and writing for communication, rather
than writing individually and writing for assignments. This increased the students’ writing
interests and motivations because their positive attitudes toward writing were developed
while blogging. This finding is also in accordance with Lin’s et al. (2014), Noytim’s (2010),
Silviyanti and Yusuf’s (2014), and Sun’s (2010) conclusions. Golonka et al. (2014) mentioned
that language learners are fond of using computer technology in their language learning,
and they prefer using it to the traditional ones. Therefore, language learners might engage
more in their language learning process, and they might present more positive attitudes
toward language learning when drafting their writing samples by using this means. Although
the previous discussions indicated that the positive attitudes would be superficial, |
suggested that changing students’ concept toward English writing is the first step that

writing instructors should do.

7.4.1.3 Blog for Socialisation

According to Vygotsky’s sociocultural theory, the social aspect is one of the most important
elements in language learning, as one needs to interact with others to learn a language in
social contexts no matter where they learn it (Cook, 2008). Language learning involves in a
collaborative process in which learners use the language for the purpose of interaction to
gain grammatical, expressive, and cultural abilities (Ohta, 2000), and language learning is a
type of social interaction with others, and not an individual information process (Donato,
2000). As a result, the launch of Web 2.0 provides language learners with a greater range of
opportunities to communicate and interact in target languages with others, and helps

students to learn collaboratively (Huang, 2015).
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Although many studies (Al-Jarf, 2004; Aydin, 2014; Chapelle, 2010a; Fageeh, 2011; Golonka
et al., 2014; Habul-Sabanovi¢, 2015; Kervin & Derewianka, 2011; Noytim, 2010; Rashtchi &
Hajihassani, 2010; Sarica & Cavus, 2009; Yang & Chen, 2007; Zhytska, 2012) have proposed
that the use of computer technology in language classrooms could develop students’ real
interaction with others, the quality of the interaction should be considered. Indeed, the
participants who were in the blog-based writing classroom had greater amount of
interaction, which was helpful to their language development, but it did not mean their
interaction and communication were successful in terms of language development.
According to these observations, it was found that the participants’ interactions on blogs
were not really effective because they usually offered compliments about other’s writing
samples to each other, which did not necessarily enhance one’s writing performances, apart
from perhaps being sources of encouragement. The students in the experimental group also
confessed that the peers’ comments were not really helpful to their writing samples. For
example, interview subject #9 mentioned: “My classmates’ feedback is “very good” at all
times. They neither provide specific criticisms, nor provide any grammatical or writing
suggestions for me.” This could be the possible reason to explain the insignificant difference

in the Wilcoxon signed-rank test.

It was therefore inferred that the participants might not have felt confident and
comfortable enough to comment in English, and furthermore, giving feedback on blogs was
unilateral, which was not as interactive as giving feedback in class, where the students were
allowed to discuss or clarify their contents verbally. They might have been afraid that they
would offend the writers if they gave too many comments, which were likely to make their
peers feel ashamed and embarrassed. Therefore, in order to avoid undermining the
friendships or causing misunderstandings, the students tended to provide encouragements

rather than offering critical comments.

To increase effective interaction and communication on blogs, instructors should not rely on
computer technology excessively because the quality of the interaction and communication
might be questioned. On the other hand, computer technology should be a subsidiary role
that reduces the learners’ time restrictions and distance limitations, while it should not

replace vis-a-vis interaction. Therefore, both in-class face-to-face discussions and after-class

233



online discussions could be integrated to enhance students’ language learning (Huang,
2015). By doing so, students are allowed to read others’ writing samples on blogs, which
might improve their collaborative learning, increase their critical thinking abilities, and also
develop the senses of ownership and readership. They should have the opportunities to
discuss their contents with others or clarify their contents verbally, so they might feel more
confident about giving feedback to their peers without thinking of undermining friendships

or causing misunderstandings.

Although the results of “blog for socialisation” in the Wilcoxon signed-rank test were
insignificant, there was a correlation between “blog for socialisation” and “blog enhanced

writing,” which had been discussed in section 7.4.1.2.

7.4.1.4 Attitudes toward Blog Writing

Many studies (Aljumah, 2012; Aydin, 2014; Fageeh, 2011; Golonka et al., 2014; Habul-
Sabanovi¢, 2015; Huang, 2015; Lai & Kritsonis, 2006; Lin et al., 2013; Lin et al., 2014; Lin et
al., 2015; Noytim, 2010; Sarica & Cavus, 2009; Silviyanti & Yusuf, 2014; Sun, 2010; Zhytska,
2012) have shown that the use of computer technology is conducive to increase students’
language learning motivations and develop their positive attitudes toward language learning.
By incorporating computer technology in language classrooms, some flexible tools, such as
blogs, could develop stduents’ langauge abilities via communication, collaboration,
networking, and scaffolding (Warschauer & Liaw, 2011), so learners might have positive
attitudes and perceptions of writing, and have collaborative interactions and active

participation in writing process (Aydin, 2014).

The result in the Wilcoxon signed-rank test showed a significant difference at p =.027 < .05

2w

in terms of the students’ “attitudes toward blog writing” after the treatments, which
demonstrates that the students’ attitudes toward blog writing were improved after this
eight-week period of instruction. According to the information given in the interviews,
almost 43% of the participants preferred blog writing to paper-pencil writing because they
found it convenient and easy. Interview subject #9 mentioned: “I can type on a computer

directly. | don’t need to write by hand. Also, | don’t need to print out assignments. Blog

writing is more convenient because the Internet is very common nowadays, and | even
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submit my assignments through using a smartphone.” Interview subject #11 explained that

writing on blogs was easier and involved lower degree of stress.

Golonka et al. (2014) indicated computer technology has greatly changed how language
instructors deliver courses in order to increase language learners’ learning motivations,
target language exposures, interactive opportunities, and feedback provisions, so students
might enjoy using computer technology in their language learning, and prefer using it to the
traditional ones. The interview subjects therefore pointed out that they had more
interaction and communication with their peers and me, were more able to have access to
online resources and reading samples, could learn something new from their peers, or felt
easier and more convenient while they were blogging. Therefore, the students’ attitudes

toward blog writing could be enhanced through this interactive and technological approach.

Aljumah (2012) also suggested that the students had very positive attitudes toward the use
of blogs in English writing classrooms, so they believed that blogs were useful, motivational,
and effective to develop their writing abilities. Silviyanti and Yusuf (2014) presented that
87.5% of the participants enjoyed the blog writing programme because they had more
opportunities to read others’ work, to give comments and feedback to each other, to share
ideas, and learn from others, so the students’ writing motivations had been increased after
the instruction. Fang (2010) figured out that the majority of the students in the study were
quite satisfied with the blog writing programme, and there was a positive effect on the
development of the learners’ writing skills. Habul-Sabanovi¢’s (2015) and Huang (2015) also
demonstrated similar outcomes in their studies. |, as a result, maintained that the use of
blogs not only reinforced the students’ writing abilities, but also developed their positive
attitudes toward English writing. Based on the students writing scores presented in sections
5.3 and 5.4, the students’ writing abilities were increased significantly, and the subjects in
the experimental group outperformed the participants in the control group. Furthermore,
their attitudes toward blog writing was improved as well according to the quantitative and
gualitative outcomes. The significant correlation between “attitudes toward blog writing”

and “blog enhanced writing” had been detailed in section 7.4.1.2.
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7.4.1.5 Affections toward Blog Writing

Affection is one of the most powerful factors to determine one’s success or failure in
language learning because successful language learners are able to control their emotions
and attitudes toward their learning (Oxford, 1990). Similarly, Khaldieh (2000) demonstrated

affective factors influence one’s FL development and performances.

The results in the Wilcoxon signed-rank test demonstrated a significant difference at p

’ u

= .027 < .05 in terms of the participants’ “affections toward blog writing” after the
treatments, so the participants’ had lower levels of apprehension and anxiety when they
were writing on blogs. According to the information gathered in the interviews, it was found
that the students had plenty of time to complete their writing samples, and writing on blogs
was easier for them, which made them feel less stress. It was therefore inferred that the
students were allowed to retrieve online resources, read others’ written work, and leave
comments for each other, so they found writing on blogs was easier than paper-pencil
writing. The feature of the Internet helped the students retrieve the information they
needed for their writing samples, blogging allowed them to have access to others’ written
work, and leaving messages to each other increased their perceptions of collaborative

learning and enhanced their ownership and readership, so these cold be the possible

reasons to explain the improvement of the participants’ affections toward blog writing.

In terms of Oxford’s (1990) definition, affection indirectly influences how successful one
acquires a language because it controls one’s emotions, attitudes, motivations, and values
toward the language. Since the participants usually treated English writing as assignment
completion, and they had negative attitudes toward English writing, how to transform the
students’ perceptions of English writing becomes an important issue. It has been pointed
out that the affordance of blog might improve the students’ affections toward English
writing. Habul-Sabanovi¢ (2015) determined that the students might be able to construct
their own knowledge, and might be more responsible for their own learning when blogging.
They are also allowed to exchange their ideas with their peers or learn from their peers,
which are likely to enhance their learning experience, increase their senses of being a part in

the community, and help them enjoy learning. Moreover, Noytim (2010) found that the
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students could write more freely with lower levels of pressure and anxiety when blogging,
which increased their learning motivations and confidence. Lin et al. (2014) pointed out that
blog writing brought in lower levels of anxiety and better performance among the EFL
learners because they might release the senses of apprehension when writing on blogs. |,
therefore, claimed that the use of blog may possibly transform the students’ perceptions of
English writing. Although it was pointed out in the earlier section (see section 7.4.1.1) that
the participants’ still treated English writing as assignment completion, their perception of it

had been improved slightly after the eight-week period of blog-based instruction.

However, there was not significant correlation in this dimension. It might have been
because there were only eight weeks of instruction. In other words, the students did not
have sufficient time to experience blog writing and further to build up its relationships with

other factors, so a significant correlation could not be found in this study.

7.4.2 Concluding Remark for Research Question Four

According to both the quantitative and qualitative results, using blogs had greatly improved
the students’ writing competence directly and indirectly. In terms of the direct dimension,
the students were allowed to read others’ work, share personal writing samples, retrieve
information, and give comments and feedback. As for the indirect perspective, both the
students’ attitudes and affections could be improved through blogging because they had
more interactive and communicative opportunities with others, which helped them learn
collaboratively. Therefore, | suggested that English writing is not merely related to one’s
English language abilities, but one’s mental status is also involved in the writing process. For

example, the more confidence one has, the better one’s writing ability might be.

Inevitably, some disadvantages regarding blog writing have been raised by the interview
subjects as well. First, paper-pencil was easier for students to edit, and they could take
notes on paper directly as reminders for further modifications, which could not be achieved
in blog writing. Second, the advantage of allowing all people to read the writing samples
might be a disadvantage to some others, because some students had lower senses of
security when writing on blogs. Interview subject #12 mentioned that the writing samples

on blogs meant having reduced privacy. Many Taiwanese students are not used to sharing
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their writing samples with someone else other than their writing instructors. When they
were writing on blogs in this programme, they conspicuously perceived that their written
work could be read by anyone in public, which might result in feeling self-conscious about
sharing personal contents. In addition to mental stress, there could also be a physical effect.
The students found reading and writing on computers might be harmful to their eyes when
they exposed themselves in front of the computer screens for a long period of time. Some
technical issues were also raised. For example, computers with a connection to the Internet
should be confirmed prior to their writing, or they are unable to use blogs if there is a power

outage.

Furthermore, in terms of the teaching perspectives, | also found that the students became
easily distracted in class when blog contents were used in the classroom because passive
learners were uninterested. Neither were they able to take notes on the computers, and nor
did they take notes voluntarily on paper, so it made it difficult for them to concentrate on
the instruction in progress. Marking essays on blogs was also another potential
disadvantage for instructors because it was time consuming. In the marking process, | had to
scroll up and scroll down the windows on the screen at all times while reading the students’
writing contents and leaving comments on their blogs. | spent a great deal of time and
energy thinking of how to arrange and leave comprehensible comments on the students’
blogs while they were being marked, because it was impossible to provide written
comments directly at the points where revisions on the students’ blogs were needed.
Although | provided careful feedback to keep the students from misunderstanding them,
they sometimes did not really understand those comments, and their revised writing

samples were unsatisfactory due to their misunderstanding the comments on their blogs.

In spite of the potential drawbacks, the effectiveness of blog on the EFL college students’
writing performances is clear in view of the evidence. Moreover, by virtue of the formation
of the integrative CALL, which is underpinned by Vygotsky’s sociocultural theory,
collaboration has become trend in language education. One’s effective learning may be due
to the participation and interaction with others’ modelling behaviour and thought, which
lead to one’s success in language learning (Pawan et al., 2003). Hence, blog learning

conforms to Garrison’s et al (2000) model of Col (see Figure 8), which maintained that
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“learning occurs within the Community through the interaction of three core elements”
(Garrison et al., 2000, p. 88), the cognitive presence, social presence, and teaching presence.
To adopt the Col model, each presence is intertwined with the other two presences, and the

three presences are also integrated to form blog writing, which can been seen in Figure 19.

Finally, Lin et al. (2013) concluded that blogs should not be taken as a panacea to promote
FL writers’ performances, but they should be applied as a complementary role to traditional
(face-to-face) classrooms for FL learning (Normand-Marconnet & Cordella, 2012). | also
agreed with this argument according to the research results in which blogs can be a
subsidiary tool to compensate for insufficient vis-a-vis instruction so that it can achieve its

highest effectiveness in developing students’ writing abilities directly and indirectly.
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Figure 19. Blog Writing in the Col Model

7.5 Chapter Summary

The RQs raised in this study led to different conclusions. The first RQ was about the

participants’ writing performances in which the quantitative results showed significant
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differences in terms of the overall and componential English writing scores in both groups
after the treatments. Therefore, the efficacy of the PGA was proved in the EFL college
students’ writing classrooms. Moreover, to widely determine how the PGA developed the
students’ writing abilities, Gao’s (2012) instructional model was discussed, so it may be

helpful to practitioners who would like to apply this approach in their EFL writing classrooms.

The second RQ dealt with the instructional approach, the PGA. This was raised to examine
how the participants perceived the application of the PGA in their writing classrooms, and to
determine whether there were any differences between the two groups. The approach is
relatively new in the field, so | intended to bridge the research gap by discussing the factors

n u

of “teacher’s facilitation,” “learning with peers,” “understanding for writing,” and “model
article enhanced writing.” Since two different instructional tools (blog and paper-pencil)
were used, the differences in terms of the students’ perceptions of the PGA and the

correlations among the four dimensions were found.

The third RQ talked about the students’ learning strategies while they were writing. It was
to examine whether there were any differences in terms of their application of the writing
strategies after the treatments, and to determine whether there were any differences
between the two groups. Although there were not significant differences in the use of the
writing strategies, the correlations regarding the use of the writing strategies were different
between the two groups, which means the employment of the different teaching and

learning tools might influence the students’ use of the writing strategies.

The final RQ discussed the affordance of the blog in the EFL college students’ writing
classroom, which was to examine how the students perceived the employment of blog in
their writing classroom. It was found that the students’ mental stances toward English
writing were improved in this blog-based writing programme, so it was encouraging to
witness how the use of blog might be conducive to developing EFL learners’ writing

attitudes and affections so that their writing competence might be increased accordingly.

The next chapter presents a summary of this study, limitations of this study, suggestions for

future application and research, as well as a conclusion of this study.
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CHAPTER EIGHT: CONCLUSIONS

The summary of this study summarises this research work, as found in section 8.1. The next
section outlines the limitations of this study, which explains the difficulties in conducting the
research (section 8.2). In section 8.3, the pedagogical implications provide instructional
suggestions for EFL instructors, educators, and practitioners who would like to apply the
techniques in writing classrooms. Suggestions for future research are presented in section

8.4 followed by the conclusion of this study in section 8.5.

8.1 Summary of this Study

The major purposes of this study are to determine whether the integration of the PGA and
blog improved the EFL college students’ writing performances, and to determine their use of
the English writing strategies after the treatments. This quasi-experimental study was
conducted at a university in central Taiwan where both the control group (paper-pencil
writing) and the experimental group (blog writing) were involved in this study. The
participants in both groups received the questionnaires, and completed a writing essay
before the treatments, which served as the pre-test. The PGA-based instruction was
respectively administered for the two groups by the same instructor with the same
materials for eight weeks. I, as the instructor of the programme, observed the classes while
delivering the teaching contents. The identical questionnaires and writing essay employed in
the pre-test were utilised again after the treatments, which helped me collect data in the
post-test. Finally, seven students were randomly recruited from each group to carry out the
retrospective semi-structured interviews after the post-test. To analyse the quantitative
data, IBM SPSS Statistics version 22 was used to calculate both the descriptive statistics and
the inferential statistics, so the independent t-test, paired-sample t-test, Mann-Whitney U-
test, Wilcoxon signed-rank test, Spearman’s correlation coefficient, and Pearson correlation
coefficient were applied. For the qualitative data analysis, thematic analysis entailed
analysing, categorising, and defining the data to determine greater amount of in-depth

information to support the quantitative research consequences.

In order to achieve the primary research purposes mentioned above, four RQs were
proposed in this study. The first RQ was to examine the participants’ English writing

performances. This was used to examine whether the students’ writing abilities were
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improved in the two groups after the treatments, and determine how the instruction
influenced their writing performances. Consequently, a paired-sample t-test was applied to
analyse the writing results gathered from the two groups in both the pre-test and the post-
test. The quantitative results showed significant differences in the overall and sub-
componential writing scores in both groups, and therefore the outcomes indicated that the
PGA was conducive to the participants’ writing development in both kinds of classrooms.
Because of there being the provision of the model articles together with the analysis, the
students could understand the purposes of the writing, and the genres as well as the
required linguistic knowledge for their writing tasks. The students then used what they
learned to discuss with their peers, so they not only received the input from the model
articles and the analysis, but also obtained new information from their peers through an
interactive and communicative process. Therefore, the students found that drafting writing
samples was not as difficult as they had experienced, and it became easier to start, along
with writing directions being clearer, writing structures being a greater amount of
understandable, and generating writing ideas and examples being more attainable. After
finishing the writing samples, the students received the comments and feedback, so their
sense of collaborative learning was increased, and their critical thinking abilities could also
have been fostered through the process of reading, sharing, giving comments, and
retrieving information. However, it was found that giving vis-a-vis comments would be more
effective than leaving comments on blogs because the students would have a greater
number of opportunities to communicate and discuss matters in person. Interestingly, the
students in the blog-based writing classroom were more careful with their essays before
posting them on blogs, because they understood that their writing samples could be read by

anyone, which increased their senses of ownership and readership.

The second RQ was to examine how the participants perceived the PGA in which | tried to
examine whether there were any significant differences in terms of the students’
perceptions of the PGA, and whether there were any inter-relationships among the
conceptions in the PGA in the two groups after the treatments. According to the results
showed in the Wilcoxon signed-rank test, the dimension of “learning with peers” presented
a statistically significant difference in the control group, while the outcome of the

“understanding for writing” had a significant difference in the experimental group. A
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potential cause was the students in the control group having “genuine” interactions with
their peers at all times. However, they were assigned with reading others’ work, reading
others’ feedback, or leaving comments for others on blogs in the experimental group, which

IH

could not have aroused the students’ senses of “real” interaction because all of the
interactions were conveyed through computers, rather than in person. In addition, the
students in the control group were able to compare their learning experience in this
programme with their previous learning experiences, both of which were completed
through paper-pencil instruction, and therefore the differences of “learning with peers”
were more evident. With regards to the consequence in the experimental group, the
students were allowed time for previewing and reviewing the teaching contents, reading
their peers’ work, and retrieving required information whenever they wanted and wherever
they were, so they had a greater number of opportunities to be involved in the learning
context, which was likely to improve their understanding regarding the writing tasks.
Moreover, there were several statistical significances in the Spearman’s correlation
coefficient after the treatments between the two groups. In the control group,
“understanding for writing” was correlated to “learning with peers” and “model article
enhanced writing.” “Teacher’s facilitation” was also correlated to “model article enhanced
writing.” As for the results in the experimental group, all of the factors were correlated to
each other. Besides, the students in the two groups were no longer homogeneous, but they
were heterogeneous in terms of the perceptions of the PGA after they were treated with
different interventions. Consequently, it was determined that different teaching and
learning tools could lead to different consequences in terms of the students’ perceptions of

the PGA.

The third RQ was to examine whether there were any differences in terms of the
participants’ use of the writing strategies, and to examine whether there were any inter-
relationships among the conceptions in the writing strategies in the two groups after the
treatments. After the data analysis, however, no significant difference was found in the
Wilcoxon signed-rank test between the two groups. The results were attributed to two main
reasons: ingrained habits and time constraints. All of the students had been learning English
for at least seven years, so they had their own accustomed methods to learn English. Also,

since the period of the experimental instruction was merely eight weeks, it was very difficult

243



to change their nurtured habits within this time period. Above all, the RQ was to find
whether there were any significant differences in terms of the students’ application of the
writing strategies after they were treated differently, rather than how the writing strategies
improved the students’ writing performances because the writing strategies in this study
were not the interventions. Nevertheless, the Spearman’s correlation coefficient
demonstrated different results between the two groups. In the control group, the factor of
“cognition” was significantly correlated to “known-knowledge using” and “pressure
reducing,” and the factor of “pressure reducing” was also correlated with “self-
enhancement.” In contrast, all of the factors were significantly related to each other in the
experimental group. It was assumed that if the students were treated with different
instructional and learning methods, they would find different strategies to improve their
writing competence. For example, the students could understand how to apply computer
networks to complete their essays if computer technology was introduced in their writing
classrooms, so not only could their linguistic knowledge be increased, but their sense of
collaborative learning was also likely to be developed. As a result, the integration of the PGA
and blog became feasible as a means to help the students explore writing strategies, but
they needed much greater amount of time to undergo the training in order to fully benefit
the integration of the PGA and blog. Finally, the students in the two groups were still
homogeneous in terms of the use of the writing strategies after the treatments. It indicates

that the two groups of students still had similar strategies to complete their writing tasks.

The last RQ was to examine the participants’ perceptions of the affordance of blogs in the
EFL writing classroom, and to examine whether there were any inter-relationships among
the conceptions in blog writing after the treatments. After the data analysis, the Wilcoxon

’ "

signed-rank test reported that the participants’ “attitudes toward blog writing” and
“affections toward blog writing” had statistically significant differences, so it was claimed
that the affordance of blogs improved the students’ mental status toward English writing. It
was maintained that English writing is not merely related to one’s English language abilities,
since one’s psychological factors are also involved in writing process. For example, the more
confidence one has, the better one’s writing ability might be. Based on the results in the

current study, one’s attitudes and affections toward English might be enhanced via blogging

because the students experienced different kinds of writing instruction in which they had a
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greater number of opportunities to interact with others, be exposed to language input, and
retrieve online resources. In terms of the correlations among the dimensions in the QBW,
only “blog enhanced writing” was significantly correlated with “blog for socialisation” and
“attitudes toward blog writing.” Although limited significances were found in both the
Wilcoxon signed-rank test and Spearman’s correlation coefficient, | claimed that the
employment of blog enriched the participants’ writing performances according to the
statistical outcomes presented in sections 5.3 and 5.4. Lastly, it was suggested that the
affordance of blogs in English writing education developed the students’ English writing
competence directly and indirectly. In terms of the direct aspect, the students were allowed
to read others’ work, share personal writing samples, retrieve information, and give
comments and feedback. As for the indirect perspective, both the students’ attitudes and
affections might be improved through blogging process because they had a greater number
of interactive and communicative opportunities with others, which increased their sense of
collaborative writing. As a result, both the direct and indirect dimensions were interwoven

together in one’s writing development when blogs were applied in EFL writing classrooms.

8.2 Limitations of this Study

In spite of designing this study deliberately and cautiously, | still encountered several
difficulties during the process, which impeded providing a greater number of complete
outcomes and empirical findings. | therefore synthesised the limitations of this study to six

dimensions.

First, a very small number of the participants (sixteen students in the control group and
eighteen students in the experimental group) participated in this study, so the
generalisability of this study somewhat limited to a certain degree. The results of the
research could not be able to fully ascertain the phenomena in general in terms of EFL
college students’ perceptions of the PGA, the use of the writing strategies, as well as the
conceptions toward blog writing. Considering the similar characteristics in the participants,
only two classes of the students could be obtained. Because the research was based on the
students’ willingness to cooperate as volunteers, it was very difficult for me to control the
students’ attendance, and some of them dropped out halfway through the course. In order

to ensure the research validity and reliability, | had to calculate the students’ attendance
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rate in order to select the most attentive subjects, so some students with low attendance

rates were eliminated from this study, which also decreased the numbers of the participants.

Second, there are two semesters in an academic year, and there are eighteen weeks in each
semester in light of the Taiwanese educational system. This study was only conducted in a
single semester due to the time constraint and the participants’ willingness to cooperate,
while my availability did not fit in with the class schedule during the second semester. In
addition, the longer experimental instruction, the higher there could be the possibility of
negative results appearing since the students also complained that they needed to submit
two writing assignments every week. As a result, this study added to their workloads, and

therefore the duration of this study was to be carried out during only one semester.

Third, due to the influences of the Taiwanese educational system and culture, the
participants were prone to be reticent and passive in class, so it was very difficult for me to
collect data through the observations. The students usually listened to the lectures and
followed the instruction in class, but there were shortcomings in terms of insufficient
guestioning, criticising, or debating abilities. Because they usually tended to be receivers in
classrooms, they were silent and were not confident enough to voice their views in class.
Although |, as the instructor of the programme, attempted to motivate and encourage them
to speak continually, the efficacy was quite limited. Therefore, the observational data was
not as ideal as could have been expected, which in turn limited to providing a wider range of

precise results to answer the RQs.

Fourth, the research was not conducted in a computer lab. Since the writing course was not
directly related to computer subjects, the use of a computer lab was not permitted
according to the regulations at the target university. This was a potential shortcoming since
this study concerned the affordance of computer technology in English writing, and it was
hoped that this study could be conducted in a computer lab in order to potentially increase
the students’ real sense of computer operation in an English writing classroom. Although Lin
et al. (2013) pointed out the use of a computer lab hindered the students’ interaction with
the instructor due to the classroom settings, and the utilisation of computers in class might

also distract the students from the course contents, it would nevertheless be useful carry
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out a study in a computer lab to observe whether the consequences would be the same or

different from the previous research’s.

Fifth, on account of ethical and practical considerations, the application of video recording
was not feasible. As collecting observational data was complicated, | had very limited
observational data. It was assumed that a greater amount of observational data would be
gathered if video recordings were implemented in the process, which could have
contributed to collecting a greater amount of details. Collecting observational data was
therefore undertaking while delivering course contents, so missing data could be expected

as a result of the multitasking that was entailed while gathering necessary evidence.

Finally, the students’ reflective journals toward blogging in English writing classrooms could
be considered for future use since a greater number of students’ thoughts, ideas, or
opinions to the research other than the interview data might be obtained. However, to
decrease the students’ workloads and increase their participatory willingness, the reflective
journals were not employed. The participants complained that they had too many writing
assignments because they needed to submit two writing assignments every week (one
submitted to me and the other to the course instructor). The students were very likely to
reject to take part in this study, withdraw from this study, or have very negative perceptions
of this study if they were asked to consistently write the reflective journals over a long term
period of time. Consequently, they were not executed in order to remain within the scope
of a reciprocal relationship with the participants, and motivate their willingness to

participate.

8.3 Pedagogical Implications

The main purposes of this study are to examine whether the integration of the PGA and blog
developed the EFL college students’ writing performances, and also to determine the use of
their English writing strategies after the treatments. According to the quantitative and the
gualitative research findings, | have listed several pedagogical implications for future
instruction and application.

1. The effectiveness of the PGA on the students’ writing development was confirmed.

Nevertheless, it was further suggested that model article and instruction should be
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deemed to be the same. The provision of model articles might not solve students’
writing difficulties completely, and instruction might not fully clarify students’
understanding about completing writing tasks. Therefore, the effectiveness of using
model articles could be maximised along with providing a sufficient amount of
instruction time, and instruction could greatly meet students’ needs along with
providing appropriate model articles. When these two techniques are integrated, it
is very likely to maximise EFL college students’ writing performances. In other words,
writing instructors are recommended to provide model articles to their students, but
they cannot depend on them excessively. It is necessary to provide students with
sufficient brainstorms and discussions so that they would have more personal points
of view toward the writing topics, and decrease the possibility of being confined to
the contents in the model articles.

The PGA increased the students’ sense of collaborative learning and critical thinking
abilities through the interaction and communication with others during the process.
However, the practitioners who would like to apply the PGA should spend time
motivating and encouraging students who are reticent in order to have them engage
in the course contents. Therefore, | suggested that writing instructors talk about the
teaching contents briefly for the upcoming class and ask the students to preview
them and search for the related information in advance. Then, they can exchange
their information, ideas, and opinions in class by applying group discussions before
whole-class discussions. This might be helpful to motivate students’ engagements
because they would be more confident and have a greater number of ideas to
express themselves or raise issues during discussions.

Giving writing assignment is a pivotal practice to train students’ writing abilities. In
order to avoid students becoming tired of writing about the same topic, it was
suggested finishing each instructional procedure as soon as possible, so students
could experience different types of genres by having new model articles and new
writing topics. Moreover, writing in pairs or group writing might decrease the
students’ levels of negative attitudes because it would reduce their workloads by
applying these techniques.

In terms of the writing strategies, it was claimed that one’s writing strategies are

difficult to change because they involve one’s habit formation which needs time to
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be modified. In order to create students’ writing strategies while the PGA and blog
are integrated, it is suggested conducting a longer period of instruction so that
students are more able to benefit from it to develop their writing strategies.

It is asserted that the use of different pedagogical tools would make students
explore different writing strategies, so blogs could be a potential tool in EFL writing
classrooms. By doing so, not only would students’ writing strategies be developed
through the use of different instructional means, but it could also possibly decrease
their pressure and sense of apprehension toward English writing. The effects might
be more obvious among college-level students whose cognitions and behaviour are
mature enough to find a variety of strategies to overcome writing difficulties by
themselves.

Many participants did not value the importance of English writing. For example, one
of the interview subjects mentioned that speaking is more important, and writing is
for written reports only. It was consequently argued that how to motivate students’
writing interests is also an important issue because they would explore and apply
different strategies to facilitate their English writing abilities once they are motivated.
Many studies (Aljumah, 2012; Aydin, 2014; Fageeh, 2011; Golonka et al., 2014;
Habul-Sabanovi¢, 2015; Huang, 2015; Lai & Kritsonis, 2006; Lin et al., 2013; Lin et al.,
2014; Lin et al., 2015; Noytim, 2010; Sarica & Cavus, 2009; Silviyanti & Yusuf, 2014;
Sun, 2010; Zhytska, 2012) have shown that the use of computer technology could
increase students’ language learning motivations and also develop their positive
attitudes toward language learning. The effects of blogs to develop students’ writing
motivations have also been proved by some studies (Aljumah, 2012; Noytim, 2010;
Silviyanti & Yusuf, 2014; Sun, 2010). Therefore, it is recommended that
understanding how EFL college students perceive writing tasks is also crucial to help
them create, explore, and develop strategies for their writing, which would be more
effective if computer technology is used in classrooms.

It was asserted that students could have a greater number of opportunities to be
exposed to language input when blog writing is implemented (Arslan & Sahin-Kizil,
2010). Due to the features in blogs, students are able to read others’ writing samples,
share writing samples with others, and give and receive feedback to each other

anytime and anywhere, which not only contribute to constructing students’ writing
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skills and abilities, but also generate their sense of collaborative learning. In addition,
they might understand that writing could be a collaborative task in an online social
network in which they learn, imitate, and modify mutually. Therefore, they would
realise that writing is for communication with others, and their senses of ownership
and readership might be developed accordingly. Nevertheless, | suggested that a vis-
a-vis feedback session should be provided after giving online comments to each
other, because students could then have opportunities to discuss with their peers or
clarify their contents verbally. Therefore, not only could the efficacy of the
interaction, communication, and socialisation on blogs be reinforced, but also their

III

sense of “real” interaction, communication, and socialisation could be developed.

In addition to attainable peers’ writing samples on blogs, students can gather a
greater deal of online information for their writing samples. A recent report that
investigated Taiwanese college students’ media usage behaviour pointed out that
the Internet was the most commonly used medium among Taiwanese university
students, with there being a 98.9% utility rate, while using the Internet 6.8 days a
week for an average of 6.8 hours per day (Liu, 2015, July 24). Due to the very high
usage demands, it is recommended that language instructors incorporate using the
Internet in classrooms to provide students with a wider range of opportunities to be
exposed to language and cultural input, have in-depth discussions, and learn
collaboratively in order to contributing to helping them become more proficient in
using both oral and written English (Liu, 2005). By using Internet technology in
writing classrooms, students would have a greater number of references for their
writing samples. For example, they will be able to refer to other written examples,
learn writing skills, and acquire linguistic knowledge, so their writing competence
may be strengthened significantly if Internet technology is incorporated with their
writing tasks.

However, instructors who introduce blogs in writing classrooms need to pay
attention to students’ revised writing samples because they may take advantage of
easy copying and pasting functions in blogs to complete their revised work.
Furthermore, to increase students’ understanding toward instructor’s feedback,
providing oral comments is also recommended. By doing so, instructors can explain

students’ general problems in their writing samples in class, so they will be more
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able to revise their essays, which also decrease the possibility of copying and pasting.
In addition, to save instructors’ time and energy and simplify the marking process,
having access to students’ account could make marking more easily because
instructors then will be able to mark their essays on the mistakes directly by using
different colour fonts to highlight and emphasise the comments. Therefore, the

feedback might be more understandable and effective to the students.

8.4 Suggestions for Future Research

The major purposes of this study are to examine whether the integration of the PGA and

blog developed the EFL college students’ writing performances, and to determine the use of

their English writing strategies after the treatments. This research was thereby designed to

gratify the research purposes and determine the answers for the RQs. However, several

suggestions are provided for future research extension to corroborate the effectiveness of

the PGA as well as blog writing.

1.

Due to there being difficulties in the process of locating participants, the population
in the current study was quite limited, and they were not selected randomly, so an
experimental study with larger population is suggested to be carried out in future
studies. To provide a wider range of representative research results and achieve
research generalisability, it was recommended that participants in further studies
can be on a randomly-selected basis with a greater number. Therefore, the research
results will be more able to be extensively applied in some other EFL learning
contexts.

Studies with longer treatment phases are recommended. Although the effects of the
PGA employment and the blog application were corroborated in this study, there
were not significant differences in terms of the students’ utilisation of the writing
strategies in the two groups. It is worth investigating whether the implementation of
the PGA and blog results in students’ different application of writing strategies
because it is likely to help instructors and learners understand how to utilise
different strategies to cope with different learning situations in order to stimulate
and maximise students’ writing performances effectively. Above all, changing one’s

nurtured habits in writing takes a great deal of time.
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The current study did not examine the instructor’s perspectives toward the
integration of the PGA and blog in EFL college students’ writing classrooms because
the purpose of this study was to deal with its effectiveness on students’ writing
development. Nevertheless, the efficacy of the integration had been verified, so how
writing instructors perceive this form of integration is a separate issue. By discussing
teachers’ perspectives, those who would like to apply both the PGA and blog in EFL
writing classrooms will be more able to have preparations, suggestions, and
expectations for their students.

To further investigate the impact of the PGA, a third group without any treatments
can be included in future studies. It was found the students’ writing performances
were significantly improved after the treatments in both the control group and the
experimental group, but claiming that their improvement was all because of the
execution of the PGA is not completely justifiable. On the other hand, some other
factors might also develop their writing abilities. For example, as time elapsed, the
students might learn something new in other classes, which was likely to develop
their writing abilities as well. However, if a third group without any treatments is
involved in future studies, further evidence can be obtained to judge the effects of
the PGA, which is outside of the scope of the current study.

Owing to the regulations at the target university, conducting the research in a
computer lab was infeasible, so | had to make a concession by carrying out this study
in a non-computer classroom, which could have influenced the research results. The
classroom settings in computer labs are completely different from non-computer
classrooms, and the students’ sense of presence might be different if they were
writing in a computer lab, so these external factors might bring about different
research results. It is therefore suggested to undertake a similar study in a computer
lab, which may be useful for practitioners to decide what kind of learning settings
will be more appropriate for their students.

On account of the practical difficulties, the use of video recordings in the classrooms,
and the students’ reflective journals were not implemented. However, it is
maintained that video recordings can help researchers to capture some
observational data, which may be easily dismissed during the process. The students’

reflective journals can also provide researchers with a greater amount of extensive
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perspectives, opinions, or suggestions in terms of students’ viewpoints. Thus, the
employments of the two techniques are recommended for future studies.

7. The current study integrated the PGA and blog in an EFL writing classroom, and its
effectiveness was also confirmed. However, there remain many applications in Web
2.0, such as twitter or wikis. In order to expand the employment of the PGA through
using current computer technology, other Web 2.0 applications could be
incorporated with the PGA, so it may have a greater range of applications in EFL
writing education, and its related research will be therefore emerging to transform

the EFL writing education.

8.5 Conclusion of this Study

Compared with the PDA, PCA, or GRA, the PGA is relatively new in the field of English writing
education, and studies relating to this topic are relatively scarce. Also, | was encouraged to
conduct a study related to blog writing because blogs are user-friendly, there is ease of use,
and they allow for collaborative learning. This study therefore integrated both the PGA and
blog to examine its effects on EFL college students’ writing development and their utilisation

of the writing strategies.

Following the research design, data collection, and data analysis, | proposed that the
integration of the PGA and blog strengthened the EFL college students’ writing
performances conspicuously and significantly, because the students:
e obtained a greater number of ideas, thoughts, and examples in the model articles
as well as being able to read their peers’ writing samples
e received a greater deal of linguistic knowledge through the model articles as well
as the instructor’s analysis
e were involved in an interactive and communicative writing context that allowed
for exchanging or stimulating ideas for their writing samples
e were able to access online information or language usages to help them construct
writing samples, so they became more autonomous while being engaged in English
writing
e wrote collaboratively in which they read and shared writing samples with their

peers, and gave and received feedback from their peers
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e could understand the senses of ownership and readership, so they realised that
writing was for the purpose of communication

e could increase their critical thinking abilities through the process of reading and
sharing writing samples, as well as giving and receiving comments

e improved their attitudes toward English writing because they understood writing
could be interactive and communicative, and not merely a task to be completed in
isolation

e facilitated their affections toward English writing through the interactive and
communicative writing, so they felt more secure and less anxious

e finally had a greater amount of interests and motivations in English writing, so

their writing abilities were therefore developed

It was consequently maintained that the students could greatly benefit from both the PGA
and blog for their English writing development. Golonka et al. (2014) mentioned that
language learners are fond of using computer technology in their language learning, and
they prefer using it to the traditional ones, so language learners might be more engaged in
their language learning process, and they are likely to present more positive attitudes
toward language learning, which is also in accordance with Fang’s (2010) findings.
Nevertheless, innovating students’ writing strategies is also important, which might enhance
their writing abilities, strengthen their confidence in English writing, and encourage their
writing motivations. As a result, it is highly recommended that computer technology be
incorporated into EFL writing classrooms because students’ writing strategies may be

generated as a result if they use different tools to write new samples.

Nowadays, an increasingly greater number of studies regarding mobile-assisted language
learning are emerging (e.g. learning with smartphones). However, | questioned its
appropriateness and effectiveness on EFL college students’ writing development, although
they have brought a great number of benefits, such as facilitating ubiquitous learning. One
reason is that learning with smartphones relates to informal individualised learning
(Godwin-Jones, 2011), but Kitchakarn (2012) and Myles (2002) advocated that writing
should be learned and practised in formal learning contexts. Another reason is the use of

smartphones is often forbidden in formal classroom settings, because it is very difficult for
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instructors to control and oversee students’ in-class participation. Therefore, the application
of smartphones in EFL writing classrooms might be inappropriate, but it would be effective
for those who are self-regulated and can function independently in informal learning

contexts.

Finally, it was concluded that the integration of the PGA and blog develops the students’
writing performances through the reading, sharing, giving, and receiving process in which
they are writing interactively with reading audiences in mind. As a result, the students’
writing attitudes and affections toward English writing are improved in this collaborative
writing process, which strengthens their writing competence by increasing their writing
interests and motivations. The research consequences demonstrate that the integration of
the PGA and blog results in an intricate relationship in which each dimension intertwines
with one another to enrich the students’ writing performances directly and indirectly. A
circulated cycle (Figure 20) is formed to explain how the amalgamation of the PGA and blog

facilitates EFL college students’ writing performances.

reading & sharing
writings; giving &
receivingcomments

developing students'
writing competence
directly & indirectly

creatinginteractive &
communicative writing

increasing students' improving students'
writing interests and attitudes and affections
motivations toward writing

Figure 20. A Circulated Cycle for the Integration of the PGA and Blog Writing

255



REFERENCES

Ahmad, K., Corbett, G., Rogers, M., & Sussex, R. (1985). Computers, language learning and
language teaching. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Ahmed, A. H. M. A. H. (2011). The EFL essay writing difficulties of Egyptian student teachers
of English: Implications for essay writing curriculum and instruction. Unpublished
doctoral dissertation, University of Exeter, Exeter, UK.

Ahn, H. (2012). Teaching writing skills based on a genre approach to L2 primary school
students: An action research. English Language Teaching, 5(2), 2-16.

Al-Jarf, R. S. (2004). The effects of web-based learning on struggling EFL College Writers.
Foreign Language Annals, 37(1), 49-57.

Al-Jarf, R. S. (2005). Use of CALL in no-tech EFL classrooms. Paper presented at the
International Conference on English Language Studies 3 (ICELS 3), Yogyakarta,
Indonesia. Retrieved December 7, 2011, from
https://www.researchgate.net/profile/Reima Allarf/publication/267999586 Use of

CALL in No-Tech EFL Classrooms/links/5549e5cfOcf205bce7ac4908.pdf

Aljumah, F. H. (2012). Saudi learner perceptions and attitudes towards the use of blogs in
teaching English writing course for EFL majors at Qassim University. English
Language Teaching, 5(1), 100-116.

Alonso, F., Lépez, G., Manrique, D., & Vifies, J. M. (2005). An instructional model for web-
based e-learning education with a blended learning process approach. British Journal
of Educational Technology, 36(2), 217-235.

Amaral, L. A., & Meurers, D. (2011). On using intelligent computer-assisted language
learning in real-life foreign language teaching and learning. ReCALL, 23(1), 4-24.

Armstrong, K., & Retterer, O. (2008). Blogging as L2 writing: A case study. Association for the
Advancement of Computing In Education Journal, 16(3), 233-251.

Arslan, R. S., & Sahin-Kizil, A. (2010). How can the use of blog software facilitate the writing
process of English language learners? Computer Assisted Language Learning, 23(3),

183-197.

Ary, D., Jacobs, L. C., Sorensen, C., & Walker, D. A. (2014). Introduction to research in
education (9th ed.). Belmont, CA: Wadsworth Cengage Learning.

Aydin, S. (2014). The Use of Blogs in Learning English as a Foreign Language. Mevlana
International Journal of Education, 4(1), 244-259.

256


https://www.researchgate.net/profile/Reima_AlJarf/publication/267999586_Use_of_CALL_%20in_No-Tech_EFL_Classrooms/links/5549e5cf0cf205bce7ac4908.pdf
https://www.researchgate.net/profile/Reima_AlJarf/publication/267999586_Use_of_CALL_%20in_No-Tech_EFL_Classrooms/links/5549e5cf0cf205bce7ac4908.pdf

Babalola, H. A. L. (2012). Effects of process-genre based approach on the written English
performance of computer science students in a Nigerian Polytechnic. Journal of
Education and Practice, 3(6), 1-6.

Bach, L. A. (2008). Blogging during terminal care: Communication, color schemes, and
creating a community. Journal of Clinical Oncology, 26(27), 4504-4506.

Badger, R., & White, G. (2000). A process genre approach to teaching writing. ELT Journal,
54(2), 153-160.

Bandura, A. (1977). Social learning thoery. Englewood Cliffs: Prentice-Hall.
Basit, T. N. (2010). Conducting research in educational contexts. London: Continuum.

Beatty, K. (2003). Teaching and researching computer-assisted language learning. Essex:
Pearson Education Limited.

Bell, J. (2005). Doing your research project: A guide for first-time researchers in education,
health and social science (4th ed.). Buckingham: Open University Press.

Bijami, M., & Raftari, S. (2013). Product, process, and genre approaches to writing: A
comparison. The Iranian EFL Journal, 9(15), 9-18.

Black, R. W. (2005). Access and affiliation: The literacy and composition practices of English-
language learners in an online fanfiction community. Journal of Adolescent & Adult

Literacy, 49(2), 118-128.

Blake, R. J. (2009). The use of technology for second language distance learning. The Modern
Language Journal, 93, 822-835.

Bollen, K. A. (1989). Structural equations with latent variables. New York: Wiley.

Bordbar, F. (2010). English teachers' attitudes toward computer-assisted language learning.
International Journal of Language Studies, 4(3), 27-54.

Bot, K. d., Lowie, W., & Verspoor, M. (2005). Second language acquisition: An advanced
resource book. London: Routledge.

Boudah, D. J. (2011). Conducting educational research: Guide to completing a major project
Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage.

Boulos, M. N. K., Maramba, ., & Wheeler, S. (2006). Wikis, bogs and broadcasts: A new
generation of web-based tools for virtual collaborative clinical practice and

education. BMC Medical Education, 6(41), 61-68.

Brace, N., Kemp, R., & Snelgar, R. (2012). SPSS for psychologists (5th ed.). Basingstoke:
Palgrave Macmillan.

257



Braun, V., & Clarke, V. (2006). Using thematic analysis in psychology. Qualitative Research in
Psychology, 3, 77-101.

British Council. (2013). The English Effect: The impact of English, what it's worth to the UK
and why it matters to the world. British Council. Retrieved November 20, 2015, from
https://www.britishcouncil.org/sites/default/files/english-effect-report-v2.pdf

Brown, H. D. (1994). Teaching by principles: An interactive approach to language pedagogy.
Englewood Cliffs, NJ: Prentice Hall Regents.

Brown, H. D. (2000). Principles of language learning and teaching (4th ed.). New York:
Addison Wesley Longman, Inc.

Brown, H. D. (2007). Principles of language learning and teaching (5th ed.). White Plains, NY:
Pearson Longman.

Bryman, A. (2012). Social research methods (4th ed.). Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Callaghan, M., Knapp, P., & Noble, G. (1993). Genre in practice. In B. Cope & M. Kalantzis

(Eds.), The powers of literacy: A genre approach to teaching writing (pp. 179-202).
London: The Falmer Press.

Campbell, A. (2005). Weblog applications for EFL/ESL classroom blogging: A comparative
review. The Electronic Journal for English as a Second Language, 9(3). Retrieved June
30, 2012, from http://www.tesl-ej.org/wordpress/issues/volume9/ej35/ej35m1/

Carballo-Calero, M. V. F. (2001). The EFL teacher and the introduction of multimedia in the
classroom. Computer Assisted Language Learning, 14(1), 3-14.

Caudery, T. (1995). What the “process approach” means to practising teachers of second
language writing skills. The Electronic Journal for English as a Second Language, 1(4).
Retrieved March 20, 2012, from http://www.tesl-
ej.org/wordpress/issues/volumel/ej04/ej04a3/?wscr=

Chamot, A. U. (2004). Issues in language learning strategy research and teaching. Electronic
Journal of Foreign Language Teaching, 1(1), 14-26. Retrieved May 14, 2012, from
http://e-flt.nus.edu.sg/v1in12004/chamot.htm

Chamot, A. U. (2005). Language learning strategy instruction: Current issues and research.
Annual Review of Applied Linguistics, 25, 112-130.

Chang, C.S., Liu, E. Z. F., Sung, H. Y., Lin, C. H., Chen, N. S., & Cheng, S. S. (2014). Effects of

online college student’s Internet self-efficacy on learning motivation and
performance. Innovations in Education and Teaching International, 51(4), 366-377.

258


https://www.britishcouncil.org/sites/default/files/english-effect-report-v2.pdf
http://www.tesl-ej.org/wordpress/issues/volume9/ej35/ej35m1/
http://www.tesl-ej.org/wordpress/issues/volume1/ej04/ej04a3/?wscr
http://www.tesl-ej.org/wordpress/issues/volume1/ej04/ej04a3/?wscr
http://e-flt.nus.edu.sg/v1n12004/chamot.htm

Chang, K. C. Y. (2007). The relationships between individual learning styles and learning
strategies when using electronic materials for practising EFL listening. Unpublished
doctoral dissertation, University of Newcastle-upon-Tyne, Newcastle, UK.

Chapelle, C. A. (2001). Computer applications in second language acquisition: Foundations
for teaching, testing and research. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Chapelle, C. A. (2010a). Computer assisted language learning. In B. Spolsky & F. M. Hult
(Eds.), The handbook of educational linguistics (pp. 585-595). Oxford: Wiley-
Blackwell.

Chapelle, C. A. (2010b). The spread of computer-assisted language learning. Language
Teaching, 43(1), 66-74.

Chen, C. H. (2013). A Hig—FKu: R EEES 77 k% [A pathway to the General English
Proficiency Test: Writing proficiency test for the intermediate level]. Taipei: Crane
Publishing.

Chen, S.J. (2014). &Ek{L FAVEEIL THE: BUER ~ B KAk 5 [The English education in
Taiwan in globalisation: Policy, teaching and performance]. Z( & A /7122 3£ 25 f2Z
[Educator and Professional Development], 31(2), 7-20.

Chen, Y.L, Liu, E. Z. F,, Shih, R. C.,, Wu, C. T., & Yuan, S. M. (2011). Use of peer feedback to
enhance elementary students' writing through blogging. British Journal of
Educational Technology, 42(1), E1-EA4.

Chen, Z. H. (2015, August 11). &85 E i 45 558 18 [Taiwanese IELTS scores ranked
18th in the world]. Z#=# [United Daily News]. Retrieved September 7, 2015, from
http://udn.com/news/story/9/1114134%E5%8F%BO%E7%81%A3%E9%9B%85%E6%
80%9D%E6%88%90%E7%B8%BE%E4%B8%96%E7%95%8C%E7%AC%HACLS

Chin, P. (2004). Using C & IT to support teaching London: RoutledgeFalmer.

Chuang, H. H. (2008). Perspectives and issues of the creation for weblog-based electronic
portfolios in teacher education. British Journal of Educational Technology, 39(1), 170-
174.

Coe, R. M. (1987). An apology for form; or, who took the form out of the process? College
English, 49(1), 13-28. Retrieved March 22, 2012, from
http://www.jstor.org/stable/377786

Cohen, A. D. (1998). Strategies in learning and using a second language. London: Addison
Wesley Longman.

Cohen, L., Manion, L., & Morrison, K. (2011). Research methods in education (7th ed.).
London: Routledge.

259


http://udn.com/news/story/9/1114134%E5%8F%B0%E7%81%A3%E9%9B%85%E6%80%9D%E6%88%90%E7%B8%BE%E4%B8%96%E7%95%8C%E7%AC%AC18
http://udn.com/news/story/9/1114134%E5%8F%B0%E7%81%A3%E9%9B%85%E6%80%9D%E6%88%90%E7%B8%BE%E4%B8%96%E7%95%8C%E7%AC%AC18
http://www.jstor.org/stable/377786

Cook, V. (1991). Second language learning and language teaching. London: Edward Arnold.
Cook, V. (1993). Linguistics and second language acquisition. Basingstoke: Macmillan.

Cook, V. (2008). Second language learning and language teaching (4th ed.). London: Hodder
Education.

Cope, B., & Kalantzis, M. (1993). Introduction: How a genre approach to literacy can
transform the way writing is taught. In B. Cope & M. Kalantzis (Eds.), The powers of
literacy: A genre approach to teaching writing (pp. 1-21). London: The Falmer Press.

Creswell, J. W. (2002). Educational research: Planning, conducting, and evaluating
quantitative and qualitative research. New Jersey: Prentice Hall.

Creswell, J. W. (2012). Educational research: Planning, conducting, and evaluating
quantitative and qualitative research (4th ed.). Boston: Pearson.

Creswell, J. W., & Clark, V. L. P. (2011). Designing and conducting mixed methods research
(2nd ed.). London: Sage.

Donato, R. (2000). Sociocultural contributions to understanding the foreign and second
language classroom. In J. P. Lantolf (Ed.), Sociocultural theory and second language
learning (pp. 27-50). Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Dooly, M. (2008). Constructing knowledge together. In M. Dooly (Ed.), Telecollaborative
language learning: A guidebook to moderating intercultural collaboration online (pp.
21-45). Bern: Peter Lang.

Dornyei, Z. (2003). Questionnaires in second language research: Construction,
administration, and processing. Mahwah, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum Associates, Inc.

Dornyei, Z. (2005). The psychology of the language learner: Individual differences in second
language acquisition. New York: Routledge.

Dornyei, Z. (2007). Research methods in applied linguistics: Quantitative, qualitative, and
mixed methodologies. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Dornyei, Z., & Taguchi, T. (2010). Questionnaires in second language research : Construction,
administration, and processing (2nd ed.). New York: Routledge.

Dudeney, G., & Hockly, N. (2007). How to teach English with technology. Harlow: Pearson
Education Limited.

Durako, J. A., Stanchi, K. M., Edelman, D. P., Amdur, B. M., Brown, L. S. C., & Connelly, R. L.

(1996). From product to process: Evolution of a legal writing program. University of
Pittsburgh Law Review, 58, 719-726.

260



Dwyer, C. (1993). Multimedia in education. Educational Media International, 30(4), 193-198.

Education First. (2015). EF English Proficiency Index. Education First. Retrieved November 21,
2015, from http://media.ef.com/ /~/media/centralefcom/epi/downloads/full-
reports/v5/ef-epi-2015-english.pdf

Ehsani, F., & Knodt, E. (1998). Speech technology in computer-aided language learning:
Strengths and limitations of a new CALL paradigm. Language Learning & Technology,
2(1), 45-60.

Elkjaer, B. (2006). Social learning theory: Learning as participation in social processes. In M.
Easterby-Smith & M. A. Lyles (Eds.), Handbook of organizational learning and
knowledge management. Chichester, UK: Blackwell Publishing. Retrieved February 9,
2012, from Retrieved from
http://www.blackwellreference.com/subscriber/uid=42/book?id=g9780631226727
9780631226727

Ellis, R. (1997). Second language acquisition. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Fageeh, A. 1. (2011). EFL learners' use of blogging for developing writing skills and enhancing
attitudes towards English learning: An exploratory study. Journal of Language and
Literature, 2(1), 31-48.

Fang, Y. C. (2010). Perceptions of the computer-assisted writing program among EFL college
learners. Educational Technology & Society, 13(3), 246-256.

Field, A. (2013). Discovering statistics using IBM SPSS statistics: And sex and drugs and rock
'n" roll (4th ed.). London: Sage.

Fraenkel, J. R., Wallen, N. E., & Hyun, H. H. (2012). How to design and evaluate research in
education (8th ed.). New York: Mc-Graw-Hill.

Gall, M. D., Gall, J. P., & Borg, W. R. (2010). Applying educational research: How to read, do,
and use research to solve problems of practice (6th ed.). Boston: Pearson.

Gao, F. (2012). Probing into problems of writing approach of argumentations for in-service
masters of dducation: From the angle of process genre pedagogy. Higher Education
of Social Science, 2(3), 15-21.

Garrett, N. (2009). Computer-assisted language learning trends and issues revisited:
Integrating innovation. The Modern Language Journal, 93, 719-740.

Garrison, R., Anderson, T., & Archer, W. (2000). Critical inquiry in a text-based environment:

Computer conferencing in higher education. The Internet and Higher Education, 2(2-
3), 87-105.

261


http://media.ef.com/__/~/media/centralefcom/epi/downloads/full-reports/v5/ef-epi-2015-english.pdf
http://media.ef.com/__/~/media/centralefcom/epi/downloads/full-reports/v5/ef-epi-2015-english.pdf
http://www.blackwellreference.com/subscriber/uid=42/book?id=g9780631226727_9780631226727
http://www.blackwellreference.com/subscriber/uid=42/book?id=g9780631226727_9780631226727

Gay, L. R,, & Airasian, P. (2000). Educational research: Competencies for analysis and
application (6th ed.). Upper Saddle River, NJ: Prentice Hall.

Gay, L. R, Mills, G. E., & Airasian, P. (2009). Educational research: Competencies for analysis
and applications (9th ed.). Upper Saddle River, NJ: Merrill.

Godwin-Jones, R. (2003). Blogs and wikis: Environments for on-line collaboration. Language
Learning & Technology, 7(2), 12-16.

Godwin-Jones, R. (2011). Emerging Technologies: Mobile APPs for language learning.
Language Learning & Technology, 15(2), 2-11.

Golafshani, N. (2003). Understanding reliability and validity in qualitative research. The
Qualitative Report, 8(4), 597-607.

Goldberg, A., Russell, M., & Cook, A. (2003). The effect of computers on student writing: A
metaanalysis of studies from 1992 to 2002. The Journal of Technology, Learning, and
Assessment, 2(1), 1-51.

Golonka, E. M., Bowles, A. R., Frank, V. M., Richardson, D. L., & Freynik, S. (2014).
Technologies for foreign language learning: A review of technology types and their
effectiveness. Computer Assisted Language Learning, 27(1), 70-105.

Green, J. M., & Oxford, R. (1995). A closer look at learning strategies, L2 proficiency, and
gender. TESOL Quarterly, 29(2), 261-297.

Grenfell, M., & Harris, V. (1999). Modern languages and learning strategies: In theory and
practice. London: Routledge.

Griffiths, C., & Parr, J. M. (2001). Language-learning strategies: Theory and perception. ELT
Journal, 55(3), 247-254.

Gruba, P. (2004). Computer assisted language learning (CALL). In A. Davies & C. Elder (Eds.),
The handbook of applied linguistics (pp. 623-648). Malden, MA: Blackwell Publishing
Ltd.

Gunduz, N. (2005). Computer assisted language learning (CALL). Journal of Language and
Linguistics Studies, 1(2), 193-214.

Habul-Sabanovi¢, I. (2015). Using blogs to promote student interaction and learning in EFL
classes. Journal of Transdisciplinary Studies, 8(2), 9-22.

Hall, A. (2007). Vygotsky goes online: Learning design from a socio-cultural perspective.
Paper presented at the Learning and Socio-cultural Theory: Exploring Modern
Vygotskian Perspectives International Workshop 2007, New South Wales, Australia.
Retrieved August 11, 2012, from http://ro.uow.edu.au/llrg/vol1/iss1/6/

262


http://ro.uow.edu.au/llrg/vol1/iss1/6/

Hammersley, M. (2010). Reproducing or constructing? Some questions about transcription
in social research. Qualitative Research, 10(5), 553-569.

Han, J. (2001). Teaching writing: A process genre approach. Foreign Language World, 4, 35-
40.

Harklau, L. (2002). The role of writing in classroom second language acquisition. Journal of
Second Language Writing, 11(4), 329-350.

Harmer, J. (2007). The practice of English language teaching (4th ed.). Harlow: Pearson
Longman.

Haythornthwaite, C., & Andrews, R. (2011). E-learning theory and practice. London: Sage.
Hennink, M., Hutter, |., & Bailey, A. (2011). Qualitative research methods. London: Sage.
Higgins, J., & Johns, T. (1984). Computers in language learning. London: Collins.

Hinton, P. R., McMurray, |., & Brownlow, C. (2014). SPSS explained (2nd ed.). East Sussex:
Routledge.

Ho, M. C., & Savignon, S. J. (2007). Face-to-face and computer-mediated peer review in EFL
writing. CALICO Journal, 24(2), 269-290.

Hokanson, B., & Hooper, S. (2000). Computers as cognitive media: Examining the potential
of computers in education. Computers in Human Behavior, 16(5), 537-552.

Howitt, D., & Cramer, D. (2014). Introduction to SPSS in psychology: For version 22 and
earlier (6th ed.). Harlow: Pearson Education.

Hsiao, T. Y., & Oxford, R. L. (2002). Comparing theories of language learning strategies: A
confirmatory factor analysis. The Modern Language Journal, 86(3), 368-383.

Huang, H. C. (2015). From web-based readers to voice bloggers: EFL learners’ perspectives.
Computer Assisted Language Learning, 28(2), 145-170.

Hughey, J. B., Wormuth, D. R., Hartfiel, V. F., & Jacobs, H. L. (1983). Teaching ESL
composition: Principles and techniques. Rowley, Massachusetts: Newbury House
Publishers, Inc.

Hyland, K. (2002). Teaching and researching: Writing. Harlow: Longman.

Hyland, K. (2003a). Genre-based pedagogies: A social response to process. Journal of Second
Language Writing, 12(1), 17-29.

Hyland, K. (2003b). Second language writing. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

263



Hyland, K. (2007). Genre pedagogy: Language, literacy and L2 writing instruction. Journal of
Second Language Writing, 16(3), 148-164.

Intratat, C. (2004). Investigation on advantages and disadvantages in using English CALL
according to the opinions of Thai university students and lecturers. Paper presented
at the International Conference in Use of New Technologies in Foreign Language
Teaching, L'Université de Technologie de Compiégne, France. Retrieved December 5,
2011, from http://digital.lib.kmutt.ac.th/journal/kmuttv30nl 1.pdf

Johnson, E. M. (2002). The role of computer-supported discussion for language teacher
education: What do the students say? CALICO Journal, 20(1), 59-79.

Johnson, A. (2004). Creating a writing course utilizing class and student blogs. The Internet
TESL Journal, 10(8). Retrieved May 15, 2012, from
http://iteslj.org/Techniques/Johnson-Blogs/

Johnson, B., & Christensen, L. (2012). Educational research: Quantitative, qualitative, and
mixed approaches (4th ed.). Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage.

Johnson, B., & Christensen, L. (2014). Educational research: Quantitative, qualitative, and
mixed approaches (5th ed.). Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage.

Kaiser, H. F. (1970). A second generation little jiffy. Psychometrika, 35(4), 401-415.
Kaiser, H. F. (1974). An index of factorial simplicity. Psychometrika, 39(1), 31-36.

Kelm, O. R. (1996). The application of computer networking in foreign language education:
Focusing on principles of second language acquisition. In M. Warschauer (Ed.),
Telecollaboration in Foreign Language Learning (pp. 19-28). Honolulu, Hawai‘i:
Second Language Teaching & Curriculum Center, University of Hawai‘i. Retrieved
February 24, 2012, from,
https://books.google.co.uk/books?hl=en&Ir=&id=ijVjT4aAtpQC&oi=fnd&pg=PA19&d
g=The+application+of+computer+networking+in+foreign+language+education:+Focu
sing+on+principles+of+second+language+acquisition&ots=kV7fGOKRiX&sig=HmBzSN
qG60GveQWS5VC6ZM62sS4Htv=onepage&q=The%20application%200f%20computer%
20networking%20in%20foreigh%20language%20education%3A%20Focusing%200n%
20principles%200f%20second%20language%20acquisition&f=false

Kervin, L., & Derewianka, B. (2011). New technologies to support language learning. In B.
Tomlinson (Ed.), Materials development in language teaching (2nd ed., pp. 328-351).
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Khaldieh, S. A. (2000). Learning strategies and writing processes of proficient vs. less-
proficient learners of Arabic. Foreign Language Annals, 33(5), 522-533.

Kitchakarn, O. (2012). Using blogs to improve students' summary writing abilities. Turkish
Online Journal of Distance Education, 13(4), 209-219.

264


http://digital.lib.kmutt.ac.th/journal/kmuttv30n1_1.pdf
http://iteslj.org/Techniques/Johnson-Blogs/
https://books.google.co.uk/books?hl=en&lr=&id=ijVjT4aAtpQC&oi=fnd&pg=PA19&dq=The+application+of+computer+networking+in+foreign+language+education:+Focusing+on+principles+of+second+language+acquisition&ots=kV7fG0KRiX&sig=HmBzSNqG60GveQW5VC6ZM62sS4#v=onepage&q=The%20application%20of%20computer%20networking%20in%20foreign%20language%20education%3A%20Focusing%20on%20principles%20of%20second%20language%20acquisition&f=false
https://books.google.co.uk/books?hl=en&lr=&id=ijVjT4aAtpQC&oi=fnd&pg=PA19&dq=The+application+of+computer+networking+in+foreign+language+education:+Focusing+on+principles+of+second+language+acquisition&ots=kV7fG0KRiX&sig=HmBzSNqG60GveQW5VC6ZM62sS4#v=onepage&q=The%20application%20of%20computer%20networking%20in%20foreign%20language%20education%3A%20Focusing%20on%20principles%20of%20second%20language%20acquisition&f=false
https://books.google.co.uk/books?hl=en&lr=&id=ijVjT4aAtpQC&oi=fnd&pg=PA19&dq=The+application+of+computer+networking+in+foreign+language+education:+Focusing+on+principles+of+second+language+acquisition&ots=kV7fG0KRiX&sig=HmBzSNqG60GveQW5VC6ZM62sS4#v=onepage&q=The%20application%20of%20computer%20networking%20in%20foreign%20language%20education%3A%20Focusing%20on%20principles%20of%20second%20language%20acquisition&f=false
https://books.google.co.uk/books?hl=en&lr=&id=ijVjT4aAtpQC&oi=fnd&pg=PA19&dq=The+application+of+computer+networking+in+foreign+language+education:+Focusing+on+principles+of+second+language+acquisition&ots=kV7fG0KRiX&sig=HmBzSNqG60GveQW5VC6ZM62sS4#v=onepage&q=The%20application%20of%20computer%20networking%20in%20foreign%20language%20education%3A%20Focusing%20on%20principles%20of%20second%20language%20acquisition&f=false
https://books.google.co.uk/books?hl=en&lr=&id=ijVjT4aAtpQC&oi=fnd&pg=PA19&dq=The+application+of+computer+networking+in+foreign+language+education:+Focusing+on+principles+of+second+language+acquisition&ots=kV7fG0KRiX&sig=HmBzSNqG60GveQW5VC6ZM62sS4#v=onepage&q=The%20application%20of%20computer%20networking%20in%20foreign%20language%20education%3A%20Focusing%20on%20principles%20of%20second%20language%20acquisition&f=false
https://books.google.co.uk/books?hl=en&lr=&id=ijVjT4aAtpQC&oi=fnd&pg=PA19&dq=The+application+of+computer+networking+in+foreign+language+education:+Focusing+on+principles+of+second+language+acquisition&ots=kV7fG0KRiX&sig=HmBzSNqG60GveQW5VC6ZM62sS4#v=onepage&q=The%20application%20of%20computer%20networking%20in%20foreign%20language%20education%3A%20Focusing%20on%20principles%20of%20second%20language%20acquisition&f=false

Lai, C. C., & Kritsonis, W. A. (2006). The advantages and disadvantages of computer
technology in second language acquisition. National Journal for Publishing and
Mentoring Docoral Student Research, 3(1), 1-6.

Lam, Y. (2000). Technophilia vs. technophobia: A preliminary look at why second-language
teachers do or do not use technology in their classrooms. Canadian Modern
Language Review, 56(3), 389-420.

Lantolf, J. P. (2000). Introducing sociocultural theory. In J. P. Lantolf (Ed.), Sociocultural
theory and second language learning (pp. 1-26). Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Learning-Theories.com (n.d.). Social Learning Theory (Bandura). Learning-Theories.com.
Retrieved August 9, 2012, from
http://www.learning-theories.com/social-learning-theory-bandura.html

Lee, K. W. (2000). English teachers' barriers to the use of computer-assisted language
learning. The Internet TESL Journal, 6(12). Retrieved December 8, 2011, from
http://iteslj.org/Articles/Lee-CALLbarriers.html

Lee, Y. J. (2006). The process-oriented ESL writing assessment: Promises and challenges.
Journal of Second Language Writing, 15(4), 307-330.

Lehtinen, E. (2003). Computer-supported collaborative learning: An approach to powerful
learning environments. In E. D. Corte, L. Verschaffel, N. Entwistle, & J. V. Merriéboer
(Eds.), Powerful learning environments: Unravelling basic components and
dimensions. Boston: Pergamon.

Levy, M. (1997). Computer-assisted language learning: Context and conceptualization.
Oxford: Clarendon Press.

Li, Z. Q. (2010, June 29). BLzE 7R ERIE: KETL T BEAERESRAVIZ L 5% [English charging
station: The core strategies for university English writing practice]. & 17 # [Taiwan
Lih Pao]. Retrieved Novermber 22, 2015, from
http://www.lihpao.com/?action-viewnews-itemid-29370

Li, Z. Q. (2012). &8 EEH B Y E B EHTHE 4 [The evolution and vision of Taiwan's
English education]. 5,#2¢ % [Taiwan Education Review], 674, 31-40.

Liaw, S. S., Hatala, M., & Huang, H. M. (2010). Investigating acceptance toward mobile
learning to assist individual knowledge management: Based on activity theory
approach. Computers & Education, 54(2), 446-454.

Lin, C. F. C,, Yu, W. C. W., Wang, J., & Ho, M. H. (2015). Learning English Writing via A Web
Digital Platform: A case of Taiwanese aboriginal nursing students’ participation and
learning outcomes. The Online Journal of Distance Education and e-Learning, 3(1),
38-56.

265


http://www.learning-theories.com/social-learning-theory-bandura.html
http://iteslj.org/Articles/Lee-CALLbarriers.html
http://www.lihpao.com/?action-viewnews-itemid-29370

Lin, M.

Lin, M.

Lin, M.

Lin, M.

H. (2014). Effects of classroom blogging on ESL student writers: An empirical
reassessment. The Asia-Pacific Education Researcher, 23(3), 577-590.

H. (2015). Learner-centered blogging: A preliminary investigation of EFL student
writers' experience. Educational Technology & Society, 18(4), 446-458.

H., Groom, N., & Lin, C. Y. (2013). Blog-assisted learning in the ESL writing classroom:
A phenomenological analysis. Educational Technology & Society, 16(3), 130-139.

H., Li, J. J., Hung, P. Y., & Huang, H. W. (2014). Blogging a journal: Changing students'
writing skills and perceptions. ELT Journal, 68(4), 422-431.

Lincoln, Y. S., & Guba, E. G. (1985). Naturalistic inquiry. Newbury Park: Sage.

Lindsay, G. (2010). Ethical considerations and legal issues in educational research. In D.

Litwin,

Hartas (Ed.), Educational research and inquiry: Qualitative and quantitative
approaches (pp. 110-127). London: Continuum.

M. S. (1995). How to measure survey reliability and validity. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage.

Liu, E. Z. F., & Chang, Y. F. (2010). Gender differences in usage, satisfaction, self-efficacy and

performance of blogging. British Journal of Educational Technology, 41(3), E39-E43.

Liu, G. Z. (2005). The trend and challenge for teaching EFL at Taiwanese universities.

Regional Language Centre Journal, 36(2), 211-221.

Liu, K. Y. (2015, July 24). KEA AP F3% 4F 47 H [College students' Internet

Liu, M.,

Liu, W.,

Lodico,

utility rate almost reaches 100%)]. Z#=#¢ [United Daily News]. Retrieved November
26, 2015, from
http://udn.com/news/story/9/1076386%E5%A4%A7%E5%AD%BE%E7%94%9F%E7%
B6%B2%E8%B7%AF%E4%BD%BF%E7%94%A8%E7%8E%87%E5%B9%BE%E4%BO%SE
%E9%81%94%E7%99%BE%ES5%88%86%E7%99%BE

Moore, Z., Graham, L., & Lee, S. (2003). A look at the research on computer-based
technology use in second language learning: A review of the literature from 1990-
2000. Journal of Research on Technology in Education, 34(3), 250-273.

Liu, T., Liu, F., & Yang, S. (2011). Computer assisted language learning. Paper
presented at the 2011 International Conference on E-Business and E-Government
(ICEE2011), Shanghai, China. Retrieved December 7, 2011, from
http://ieeexplore.ieee.org/xpl/articleDetails.jsp?reload=true&arnumber=5881478&p
unumber%3D5779818

M. G., Spaulding, D. T., & Voegtle, K. H. (2010). Methods in educational research:
From theory to practice. San Francisco, CA: Jossey-Bass.

266


http://udn.com/news/story/9/1076386%E5%A4%A7%E5%AD%B8%E7%94%9F%E7%B6%B2%E8%B7%AF%E4%BD%BF%E7%94%A8%E7%8E%87%E5%B9%BE%E4%B9%8E%E9%81%94%E7%99%BE%E5%88%86%E7%99%BE
http://udn.com/news/story/9/1076386%E5%A4%A7%E5%AD%B8%E7%94%9F%E7%B6%B2%E8%B7%AF%E4%BD%BF%E7%94%A8%E7%8E%87%E5%B9%BE%E4%B9%8E%E9%81%94%E7%99%BE%E5%88%86%E7%99%BE
http://udn.com/news/story/9/1076386%E5%A4%A7%E5%AD%B8%E7%94%9F%E7%B6%B2%E8%B7%AF%E4%BD%BF%E7%94%A8%E7%8E%87%E5%B9%BE%E4%B9%8E%E9%81%94%E7%99%BE%E5%88%86%E7%99%BE
http://ieeexplore.ieee.org/xpl/articleDetails.jsp?reload=true&arnumber=5881478&punumber%3D5779818
http://ieeexplore.ieee.org/xpl/articleDetails.jsp?reload=true&arnumber=5881478&punumber%3D5779818

Macaro, E. (2006). Strategies for language learning and for language use: Revising the
theoretical framework. The Modern Language Journal, 90(3), 320-337.

Marcus, S. (1993). Multimedia, hypermedia and the teaching of English. In M. Monteith (Ed.),
Computers and language (pp. 21-43). Oxford: Intellect Ltd.

Marshall, C., & Rossman, G. B. (2016). Designing qualitative research (6th ed.). Thousand
Oaks, California Sage.

Martin, J. R. (1993). A contextual theory of language. In B. Cope & M. Kalantzis (Eds.), The
powers of literacy: A genre approach to teaching writing (pp. 116-136). London:
Falmer.

Martin, J. R. (2009). Genre and language learning: A social semiotic perspective. Linguistics
and Education, 20(1), 10-21.

Matsuda, P. K. (2003). Process and post-process: A discursive history. Journal of Second
Language Writing, 12(1), 65-83.

Maybin, J. (1994). Teaching writing: Process or genre? In S. Brindley (Ed.), Teaching English
(pp. 186-194). London: Routledge.

Mazdayasna, G., & Tahririan, M. H. (2001). Peer-review, teacher feedback and EFL learners'
writing development. Iranian Journal of Applied Linguistics, 5(1), 55-67.

McMillan, J. H. (2012). Educational research: Fundamentals for the consumer (6th ed.).
Boston, MA: Pearson.

McMiillan, J. H., & Schumacher, S. (2006). Research in education: Evidence-based Inquiry (6th
ed.). Boston, MA: Pearson.

McMillan, J. H., & Schumacher, S. (2010). Research in education: Evidence-based inquiry (7th
ed.). Boston, MA: Pearson.

Mertens, D. M. (2010). Research and evaluation in education and psychology: Integrating
diversity with quantitative, qualitative, and mixed methods (3rd ed.). Thousand Oaks,
CA: Sage.

Mertens, D. M. (2015). Research and evaluation in education and psychology: Integrating
diversity with quantitative, qualitative, and mixed methods (4th ed.). Thousand Oaks,

CA Sage.

Miller, P. H. (2002). Theories of developmental psychology (4th ed.). New York: Worth
Publishers.

267



Ministry of Education. (2008). 2/\EZ &A% & 17 FZZ [A white book for information
technology education in primary and secondary schools]. Ministry of Education.
Retrieved November 26, 2015, from
http://epaper.edu.tw/files/topical /%E6%95%99%E8%82%B2%E9%83%A8%E4%B8%
AD%E5%B0%8F%ES5%AD%B8%ES%B3%87%ES%A8%SA%EE%I5%I9%ES%82%B2%E7
%99%BD%E7%9A%AE%E6%IB%B82008-2011.doc

Ministry of Education. (2009a). 5//1/%/# 775 & 75 [Yearly budget form 2008 ]. Ministry of
Education. Retrieved November 27, 2015, from
http://www.edu.tw/userfiles/9720001 bcme3420.pdf

Ministry of Education. (2009b). z///f%/7 57 & 7= [Yearly budget form 2009 ]. Ministry of
Education. Retrieved November 27, 2015, from

http://www.edu.tw/userfiles/98 % -F A% [EE 1| TEELSE . pdf

Ministry of Education. (2010). 551147 77H & 7= [Yearly budget form 2010 ]. Ministry of
Education. Retrieved November 27, 2015, from
http://www.edu.tw/userfiles/url/20120927094642/2 . %E6%AD%B2%E5%87%BA%E6
%A9%IF%EI%I7%ICHES%ESWUASK%EI%NAD%I0%E7HBAE%I7HBESNALIRAS. pdf

Ministry of Education. (2011). 5/ /1147 77EE 7 [Yearly budget form 2011]. Ministry of
Education. Retrieved November 27, 2015, from
http://www.edu.tw/userfiles/url/20120926174416/%E6%AD%B2%E5%87%BA%E6%
A9%IF%EI%I7%ICHES%E8%AS%EI%A0%IOWET7HAE%I7THESUALI%AS. pdf

Ministry of Education. (2012). 511147 7/7E & 7% [Yearly budget form 2012 ]. Ministry of
Education. Retrieved November 27, 2015, from
http://www.edu.tw/userfiles/url/20121226094014/101%e5%b9%b4%e5%ba%ab%e
6%b3%95%e5%ae%9a%e9%a0%90%e7%ae%97%e6%9b%b8.pdf

Ministry of Education. (2013). z&//1%/7 7755 72 [Yearly budget form 2013]. Ministry of
Education. Retrieved November 27, 2015, from
http://www.edu.tw/userfiles/url/20130402112648/102%E5%B9%B4%E5%BA%AGY%E
6%B3%95%E5%AE%IA%EI%A0%I0%E7%AE%I7%E6%IB%BE8%EI%IB%BB%ES%ADY%
90%E6%AA%94.pdf

Ministry of Education. (2014). &5/ 1114/ 77HE 75 [Yearly budget form 2014]. Ministry of
Education. Retrieved November 27, 2015, from
http://www.edu.tw/userfiles/url/20140310095731/%E6%95%99%E8%82%B2%E9%S3
3%A8103%E5%B9%BA4%E5%BA%A6%ES%96%AE%E4%BD%8D%E6%B3%95%ES5%AEY%
9A%ESI%A0%I0%E 7% AE%I7%E6%IB%BS.pdf

268


http://epaper.edu.tw/files/topical/%E6%95%99%E8%82%B2%E9%83%A8%E4%B8%AD%E5%B0%8F%E5%AD%B8%E8%B3%87%E8%A8%8A%E6%95%99%E8%82%B2%E7%99%BD%E7%9A%AE%E6%9B%B82008-2011.doc
http://epaper.edu.tw/files/topical/%E6%95%99%E8%82%B2%E9%83%A8%E4%B8%AD%E5%B0%8F%E5%AD%B8%E8%B3%87%E8%A8%8A%E6%95%99%E8%82%B2%E7%99%BD%E7%9A%AE%E6%9B%B82008-2011.doc
http://epaper.edu.tw/files/topical/%E6%95%99%E8%82%B2%E9%83%A8%E4%B8%AD%E5%B0%8F%E5%AD%B8%E8%B3%87%E8%A8%8A%E6%95%99%E8%82%B2%E7%99%BD%E7%9A%AE%E6%9B%B82008-2011.doc
http://www.edu.tw/userfiles/9720001_bcme3420.pdf
http://www.edu.tw/userfiles/98歲出機關別預算表.pdf
http://www.edu.tw/userfiles/url/20120927094642/2.%E6%AD%B2%E5%87%BA%E6%A9%9F%E9%97%9C%E5%88%A5%E9%A0%90%E7%AE%97%E8%A1%A8.pdf
http://www.edu.tw/userfiles/url/20120927094642/2.%E6%AD%B2%E5%87%BA%E6%A9%9F%E9%97%9C%E5%88%A5%E9%A0%90%E7%AE%97%E8%A1%A8.pdf
http://www.edu.tw/userfiles/url/20120926174416/%E6%AD%B2%E5%87%BA%E6%A9%9F%E9%97%9C%E5%88%A5%E9%A0%90%E7%AE%97%E8%A1%A8.pdf
http://www.edu.tw/userfiles/url/20120926174416/%E6%AD%B2%E5%87%BA%E6%A9%9F%E9%97%9C%E5%88%A5%E9%A0%90%E7%AE%97%E8%A1%A8.pdf
http://www.edu.tw/userfiles/url/20121226094014/101%e5%b9%b4%e5%ba%a6%e6%b3%95%e5%ae%9a%e9%a0%90%e7%ae%97%e6%9b%b8.pdf
http://www.edu.tw/userfiles/url/20121226094014/101%e5%b9%b4%e5%ba%a6%e6%b3%95%e5%ae%9a%e9%a0%90%e7%ae%97%e6%9b%b8.pdf
http://www.edu.tw/userfiles/url/20130402112648/102%E5%B9%B4%E5%BA%A6%E6%B3%95%E5%AE%9A%E9%A0%90%E7%AE%97%E6%9B%B8%E9%9B%BB%E5%AD%90%E6%AA%94.pdf
http://www.edu.tw/userfiles/url/20130402112648/102%E5%B9%B4%E5%BA%A6%E6%B3%95%E5%AE%9A%E9%A0%90%E7%AE%97%E6%9B%B8%E9%9B%BB%E5%AD%90%E6%AA%94.pdf
http://www.edu.tw/userfiles/url/20130402112648/102%E5%B9%B4%E5%BA%A6%E6%B3%95%E5%AE%9A%E9%A0%90%E7%AE%97%E6%9B%B8%E9%9B%BB%E5%AD%90%E6%AA%94.pdf
http://www.edu.tw/userfiles/url/20140310095731/%E6%95%99%E8%82%B2%E9%83%A8103%E5%B9%B4%E5%BA%A6%E5%96%AE%E4%BD%8D%E6%B3%95%E5%AE%9A%E9%A0%90%E7%AE%97%E6%9B%B8.pdf
http://www.edu.tw/userfiles/url/20140310095731/%E6%95%99%E8%82%B2%E9%83%A8103%E5%B9%B4%E5%BA%A6%E5%96%AE%E4%BD%8D%E6%B3%95%E5%AE%9A%E9%A0%90%E7%AE%97%E6%9B%B8.pdf
http://www.edu.tw/userfiles/url/20140310095731/%E6%95%99%E8%82%B2%E9%83%A8103%E5%B9%B4%E5%BA%A6%E5%96%AE%E4%BD%8D%E6%B3%95%E5%AE%9A%E9%A0%90%E7%AE%97%E6%9B%B8.pdf

Ministry of Education. (2015a). j§//11%/7 F/7H &5 7 [Yearly budget form 2015]. Ministry of
Education. Retrieved November 27, 2015, from
http://www.edu.tw/userfiles/url/20150310164807/104%E5%B9%B4%E5%BA%AGY%E
6%95%99%E8%82%B2%E9%83%A8%E6%B3%95%E5%AE%IA%EI%A0%I0%E7AEY
97(pdf%E6%AA%94). pdf

Ministry of Education. (2015b). z#////%/7 /755 7= [Yearly budget form 2015]. Ministry of
Education. Retrieved November 27, 2015, from
http://www.edu.tw/userfiles/url/20150907114400/105%E5%B9%B4%E5%BA%AGY%E
6%95%99%E8%82%B2%E9I%83%A8%EI%A0%IONE7HAE%I7KHEE%AL%E8(pdf%EE%
AA%94)%20.pdf

Ministry of Education. (2015c). tH5RIYEEEIG S ENF S T FAEEE BRI [Talking
information technology education in a world cafe: The start of a 10-year blueprint].
& E & 72 [E-paper of Ministry of Education]. Retrieved November 27, 2015,

from http://epaper.edu.tw/topical.aspx?topical sn=896

Mitchell, R., & Myles, F. (2004). Second language learning theories (2nd ed.). London: Arnold.

Miyazoe, T., & Anderson, T. (2010). Learning outcomes and students' perceptions of online
writing: Simultaneous implementation of a forum, blog, and wiki in an EFL blended
learning setting. System, 38, 185-199.

Morgan, G. A., Leech, N. L., Gloeckner, G. W., & Barrett, K., C. (2013). IBM SPSS for
introductory statistics: Use and interpretation (5th ed.). London: Routledge Academic.

Morse, J. M. (2003). Principles of mixed methods and multimethod research design. In A.
Tashakkori & C. Teddlie (Eds.), Handbook of mixed methods in social and behavioral
research (pp. 189-208). Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage.

Motteram, G. (2011). Developing language-learning materials with technology. In B.
Tomlinson (Ed.), Materials development in language teaching (2nd ed., pp. 303-327).
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Muijs, D. (2011). Doing quantitative research in education with SPSS (2nd ed.). London: Sage.

Muncie, J. (2002). Process writing and vocabulary development: Comparing lexical
frequency profiles across drafts. System, 30(2), 225-235.

Murray, L., & Hourigan, T. (2008). Blogs for specific purposes: Expressivist or socio-
cognitivist approach? ReCALL, 20(1), 82-97.

Myles, J. (2002). Second language writing and research: The writing process and error
analysis in student texts. The Electronic Journal for English as a Second Language,
6(2). Retrieved March 19, 2012, from http://www.tesl-
ej.org/wordpress/issues/volume6/ej22/ej22al/?wscr

269


http://www.edu.tw/userfiles/url/20150310164807/104%E5%B9%B4%E5%BA%A6%E6%95%99%E8%82%B2%E9%83%A8%E6%B3%95%E5%AE%9A%E9%A0%90%E7%AE%97(pdf%E6%AA%94).pdf
http://www.edu.tw/userfiles/url/20150310164807/104%E5%B9%B4%E5%BA%A6%E6%95%99%E8%82%B2%E9%83%A8%E6%B3%95%E5%AE%9A%E9%A0%90%E7%AE%97(pdf%E6%AA%94).pdf
http://www.edu.tw/userfiles/url/20150310164807/104%E5%B9%B4%E5%BA%A6%E6%95%99%E8%82%B2%E9%83%A8%E6%B3%95%E5%AE%9A%E9%A0%90%E7%AE%97(pdf%E6%AA%94).pdf
http://www.edu.tw/userfiles/url/20150907114400/105%E5%B9%B4%E5%BA%A6%E6%95%99%E8%82%B2%E9%83%A8%E9%A0%90%E7%AE%97%E6%A1%88(pdf%E6%AA%94)%20.pdf
http://www.edu.tw/userfiles/url/20150907114400/105%E5%B9%B4%E5%BA%A6%E6%95%99%E8%82%B2%E9%83%A8%E9%A0%90%E7%AE%97%E6%A1%88(pdf%E6%AA%94)%20.pdf
http://www.edu.tw/userfiles/url/20150907114400/105%E5%B9%B4%E5%BA%A6%E6%95%99%E8%82%B2%E9%83%A8%E9%A0%90%E7%AE%97%E6%A1%88(pdf%E6%AA%94)%20.pdf
http://epaper.edu.tw/topical.aspx?topical_sn=896
http://www.tesl-ej.org/wordpress/issues/volume6/ej22/ej22a1/?wscr
http://www.tesl-ej.org/wordpress/issues/volume6/ej22/ej22a1/?wscr

Nardi, B. A., Schiano, D. J., Gumbrecht, M., & Swartz, L. (2004). Why we blog.
Communications of the ACM, 47(12), 41-46.

Nation, I. S. P. (2009). Teaching ESL/EFL reading and writing. New York: Routledge.

Nerbonne, J. (2002). Computer-assisted language learning and natural language processing.
In R. Mitkov (Ed.), Handbook of computational linguistics (pp. 670-698). Oxford:
Oxford University Press.

Newby, P. T. (2014). Research methods for education (2nd ed.). London: Routledge.

Nisbet, D. L., Tindall, E. R., & Arroyo, A. A. (2005). Language learning strategies and English
proficiency of Chinese university students. Foreign Language Annals, 38(1), 100-107.

Noar, S. M. (2003). The role of structural equation modeling in scale development.
Structural Equation Modeling: A Multidisciplinary Journal, 10(4), 622-647.

Nordin, S. M., & Mohammad, N. b. (2006). The best of two approaches: Process/genre-
based approach to teaching writing. The English Teacher, 35, 75-85.

Normand-Marconnet, N., & Cordella, M. (2012). Spanish and French foreign learners’
blogging experience: Motivation and attitude. The JALT CALL Journal, 8(1), 3-16.

Noytim, U. (2010). Weblogs enhancing EFL students' English language learning. Procedia
Social and Behavioral Sciences, 2, 1127-1132.

Nunan, D. (1992). Research methods in language learning. New York: Cambridge University
Press.

O'Malley, J. M., & Chamot, A. U. (1990). Learning strategies in second language acquisition.
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Ohta, A. S. (2000). Rethinking interaction in SLA: Developmentally appropriate assistance in
the zone of proximal development and the acquisition of L2 grammar. In J. P. Lantolf
(Ed.), Sociocultural theory and second language learning (pp. 51-78). Oxford: Oxford
University Press.

Olivares-Cuhat, G. (2002). Learning strategies and achievement in the Spanish writing
classroom: A case study. Foreign Language Annals, 35(5), 561-570.

Osin, L. (1998). Computers in education in developing countries: Why and how? Education
and Technology Series, 3(1), 1-14.

Oxford, R. (1990). Language learning strategies: What every teacher should know. New York:
Newbury House.

270



Paulus, T. M. (1999). The effect of peer and teacher feedback on student writing. Journal of
Second Language Writing, 8(3), 265-289.

Pawan, F., Paulus, T. M., Yalcin, S., & Chang, C. F. (2003). Online learning: Patterns of
engagement and interaction among in-service teachers. Language Learning &
Technology, 7(3), 119-140.

Punch, K. F. (2009). Introduction to research methods in education. London: Sage.

Rashtchi, M., & Hajihassani, H. (2010). Blog-assisted language learning: A possibility in
teaching reading to Iranian EFL learners. International Journal of English Studies, 4(4),
1-18.

Reiser, R. A. (2001). A history of instructional design and technology: Part I: A history of
instructional media. Educational Technology Research and Development, 49(1), 53-
64.

Riley, J., & Reedy, D. (2000). Developing writing for different purposes: Teaching about genre
in the early years. London: Paul Champman Publishing Ltd.

Rossman, G. B., & Wilson, B. L. (1994). Numbers and words revisited: Being "shamelessly
eclectic". Quality & Quantity, 28, 315-327.

Rost, M. (2001). Teaching and researching listening. New York: Longman.

Ryu, H. (2006). Is the process-oriented writing instruction really process-oriented? The
Linguistic Association of Korea Journal, 14(1), 203-221.

Sarica, G. N., & Cavus, N. (2009). New trends in 21st century English learning. Procedia Social
and Behavioral Sciences, 1, 439-445.

Saville-Troike, M. (2006). Introducing second language acquisition. Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press.

Schaffert, S., & Schwalbe, C. (2010). Future media adoption in learning and teaching:
Current study design from the perspective of cultural studies. In M. Ebner & M.
Schiefner (Eds.), Looking toward the future of technology-enhanced education:
Ubiquitous learning and the digital native (pp. 1-11). Hershey PA: Information
Science Reference.

Selwyn, N. (2011). Education and technology: Key issues and debates. London: Continuum.
Seow, A. (2002). The writing process and process writing. In J. C. Richards & W. A. Renandya

(Eds.), Methodology in language teaching: An anthology of current practice (pp. 315-
320). Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

271



Sharples, M. (2000). The design of personal mobile technologies for lifelong learning.
Computers & Education, 34, 177-193.

Shmais, W. A. (2003). Language learning strategy use in Palestine. The Electronic Journal for
English as a Second Language, 7(2). Retrieved September 29, 2015, from
http://www.tesl-ej.org/wordpress/issues/volume7/ej26/ej26a3/

Silva, T. (1990). Second language composition instruction: Developments, issues, and
directions in ESL. In B. Kroll (Ed.), Second language writing: Research insights for the
classroom (pp. 11-23). Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Silviyanti, T. M., & Yusuf, Y. Q. (2014). A one-stop class blog to promote collaborative writing
activities. Malaysian Journal of ELT Research, 10(1), 31-45.

Singhal, M. (1997). The Internet and foreign language education: Benefits and challenges.
The Internet TESL Journal, 3(6). Retrieved December 26, 2011, from
http://iteslj.org/Articles/Singhal-Internet.html

Slater, P., & Varney-Burch, S. (2001). Multimedia in language learning. London: Centre for
Information on Language Teaching.

Son, J. B. (2007). Learner experiences in web-based language learning. Computer Assisted
Language Learning, 20(1), 21-36.

Stahl, G., Koschmann, T., & Suthers, D. (2006). Computer-supported collaborative learning:
An historical perspective. In R. K. Sawyer (Ed.), Cambridge handbook of the learning
sciences (pp. 409-426). Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Steele, V. (2004, May 3). Product and process writing: A comparison. British Council.
Retrieved September 28, 2015, from
http://www.teachingenglish.org.uk/article/product-process-writing-a-comparison

Sugar, W., Crawley, F., & Fine, B. (2004). Examining teachers' decisions to adopt new
technology. Educational Technology and Society, 7(4), 201-213.

Suleiman, M. F. (2000). The process and product of writing: Implications for elementary
school teachers. Paper presented at the California Association for Bilingual Education
Conference, San Francisco, CA. Retrieved June 23, 2012, from
http://files.eric.ed.gov/fulltext/ED442299.pdf

Sun, Y. C. (2010). Extensive writing in foreign-language classrooms: A blogging approach.
Innovations in Education and Teaching International, 47(3), 327-339.

Szanajda, A., & Chang, W. Y. (2015). Encouraging student engagement in ESL writing classes

in Asian classrooms: Recommendations for actions to be taken. Journal of Linguistics
and Language Teaching, 6(2), 259-274.

272


http://www.tesl-ej.org/wordpress/issues/volume7/ej26/ej26a3/
http://iteslj.org/Articles/Singhal-Internet.html
http://www.teachingenglish.org.uk/article/product-process-writing-a-comparison
http://files.eric.ed.gov/fulltext/ED442299.pdf

Teddlie, C., & Tashakkori, A. (2009). Foundations of mixed methods research: Integrating
quantitative and qualitative approaches in the social and behavioral sciences.
Thousand Oaks: Sage.

Tekinarslan, E. (2008). Blogs: A qualitative investigation into an instructor and
undergraduate students’ experiences. Australasian Journal of Educational
Technology and Society, 24(4), 402-412.

Tolmie, A., Muijs, D., & McAteer, E. (2011). Quantitative methods in educational and social
research using SPSS. Maidenhead: McGraw Hill/Open University Press.

Tompkins, G. E. (1994). Teaching writing: Balancing process and product (2nd ed.).
Englewood Cliffs: Macmillan Publishing Company.

Top, E. (2012). Blogging as a social medium in undergraduate courses: Sense of community
best predictor of perceived learning. Social Media in Higher Education, 15(1), 24-28.

Torut, B. (2000). Computer-assisted language learning: An overview. Silpakorn University
International Journal, 1(1), 130-153.

Tsou, W., Wang, W., & Li, H. (2002). How computers facilitate English foreign language
learners acquire English abstract words. Computers & Education, 39(4), 415-428.

Tsou, W., Wang, W., & Tzeng, Y. (2006). Applying a multimedia storytelling website in
foreign language learning. Computers & Education, 47(1), 17-28.

Tu, C. H. (2000). On-line learning migration: From social learning theory to social presence
theory in a CMC environment. Journal of Network and Computer Applications, 23(1),
27-37.

Tufekci, Z. (2008). Grooming, gossip, facebook, and myspace. Information, Communication
& Society, 11(4), 544-564.

Tuffs, R. (1993). A genre approach to writing in the second language classroom: The use of
direct mail letters. Revue belge de philologie et d'histoire, 71(3)699-718.

Turuk, M. C. (2008). The relevance and implications of Vygotsky's sociocultural theory in the
second language classroom. ARECLS, 5, 244-262. Retrieved March 15, 2012, from
http://research.ncl.ac.uk/ARECLS/

Urbaniak, G. C., & Scott, P. (1997). Research Randomizer. Retrieved January 4, 2014, from
http://www.randomizer.org/

Walker, A., & White, G. (2013). Technology enhanced language learning: Connecting theory
and practice. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Walliman, N. (2011). Research methods: The basics. London: Routledge.

273


http://research.ncl.ac.uk/ARECLS/
http://www.randomizer.org/

Wang, B. J. (2006). & W &7l SPSS E7T & L2 4HF4E [SPSS for English windows version
and behavioural science research] (3rd ed.). Taipei, Taiwan: Psychological Publishing.

Wang, L. (2005). The advantages of using technology in second language education. TH E
Journal, 32(10), 38-42.

Warschauer, M. (1996a). Computer assisted language learning: An introduction. In S. Fotos
(Ed.), Multimedia language teaching (pp. 3-20). Tokyo: Logos International.

Warschauer, M. (1996b). Motivational aspects of using computers for writing and
communication. In M. Warschauer (Ed.), Telecollaboration in foreign language
learning (pp. 29-46). Honolulu, Hawai‘i: Second Language Teaching & Curriculum
Center, University of Hawai‘i.

Warschauer, M. (2000). The death of cyberspace and the rebirth of CALL. English Teachers'
Journal, 53, 61-67.

Warschauer, M. (2002). A developmental perspective on technology in language education.
TESOL Quarterly, 36(3), 453-475.

Warschauer, M. (2007). Technology and writing. In C. Davison & J. Cummins (Eds.), The
International Handbook of English Language Teaching (pp. 907-912). Norwell, MA:
Springer.

Warschauer, M., & Healey, D. (1998). Computers and language learning: An overview.
Language Teaching, 31, 57-71.

Warschauer, M., & Liaw, M. L. (2011). Emerging technologies for autonomous language
learning. Studies in Self-Access Learning Journal, 2(3), 107-118.

Warschauer, M., & Meskill, C. (2000). Technology and second language teaching. In J.
Rosenthal (Ed.), Handbook of undergraduate second language education (pp. 303-
318). Mahwah, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum.

Williams, J. D. (2003). Preparing to teach writing: Research, theory, and practice (3rd ed.).
Mahwah, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum.

Wolff, D. (2000). Second language writing: A few remarks on psycholinguistic and
instructional issues. Learning and Instruction, 10(1), 107-112.

Wright, C. (2000). Education, technology and development revised. London: Common
Secretariat.

Wu, W. C. V., Yen, L. L., & Marek, M. (2011). Using online EFL interaction to increase

confidence, motivation, and ability. Educational Technology & Society, 14(3), 118-
129.

274



Wu, W. S. (2006). The effect of blog peer review and teacher feedback on the revisions of
EFL writers. Journal of Education and Foreign Languages and Literature, 3, 125-139.

Yan, G. (2005). A process genre model for teaching writing. English Teaching Forum, 43(3).
Retrieved March 15, 2012, from
http://eca.state.gov/forum/vols/vol43/no3/p18.htm

Yang, S. C., & Chen, J. J. (2014). Fostering foreign language learning through technology-
enhanced intercultural projects. Language Learning & Technology, 18(1), 57-75.

Yang, S. C., & Chen, Y. J. (2007). Technology-enhanced language learning: A case study.
Computers in Human Behavior, 23(1), 860-879.

Yasuda, S. (2011). Genre-based tasks in foreign language writing: Developing writers’ genre
awareness, linguistic knowledge, and writing competence. Journal of Second
Language Writing, 20(2), 111-133.

You, X. (2004). “The choice made from no choice”: English writing instruction in a Chinese
university. Journal of Second Language Writing, 13(2), 97-110.

Yu, J. (2015, September 30). The historical development of CALL. TeXTESOL V. Retrieved
January 1,2016, from
http://textesoliv.org/the-historical-development-of-call-jingbo-yu/

Zha, S., Kelly, P., Park, M. K., & Fitzgerald, G. (2006). An investigation of communicative
competence of ESL students using electronic discussion boards. Journal of Research
on Technology in Education, 38(3), 349-367.

Zhao, Y. (2003). Recent developments in technology and language learning: A literature
review and meta-analysis. CALICO Journal, 21(1), 7-27.

Zhytska, S. A. (2012). Computer assisted language learning. Information Technology and
Security, 2(2), 25-33.

275


http://eca.state.gov/forum/vols/vol43/no3/p18.htm
http://textesoliv.org/the-historical-development-of-call-jingbo-yu/

APPENDICES

Appendix A. English as a Second Language Composition Profile

FORM B ESL COMPOSITION PROFILE

TOPIC STUDENT DATE
COMPONENTS RANGE DESCRIPTION LS
CONTENT 30-27 EXCELLENT TO VERY GOOD: well-reasoned thesis ¢

related ideas ® specific development (personal experience—
illustration—examples— facts—opinions} ® good use of descrip-

tion/comparison-contrast
26-22 GOOD: adequate reasoning ® thesis partly developed * occa-
sionally unrelated ideas
21-17 FAIR TO POOR: poor reasoning ® unnecessary information ®
very little development
16-13 VERY POOR: irrelevant ® no development @ (or) not enough
: to evaluate
ORGANIZATION 20-18 EXCELLENT TO VERY GOOD: effective thesis ® strong

topic sentences ® introductory and concluding sentences/para-
graphs ® use of transitions ® organized

17-14 GOOD: clear topic sentences ® no concluding sentences or para-
graph ® weak transitions ® incomplete sequencing/organization
13-10 FAIR TO POOR: no topic sentence ® lacks transitions * little
or no sequencing/organization
9-7 VERY POOR: does not communicate one idea ® no evidence of
organization ® (or) not enough to evaluate
VOCABULARY 20-18 EXCELLENT TO VERY GOOD: correct use of idioms/word

forms (prefixes—suffixes—roots—compounds) in context ®
effective word choice ® word meaning precise

17-14 GOOD: mostly effective and correct idioms/word forms/word
choice in context ® meaning clear

13-10 FAIR TO POOR: frequent errors in idioms/word forms/word
choice ® some translation ® meaning confused

9-7 VERY POOR: little knowledge of English vocabullry * mostly
translation ® (or) not enough to evaluate
LANGUAGE USE 25-22 EXCELLENT TO VERY GOOD: sentence variety ® correct

verb tenses ® few errors in subject-verb agreement, number,
word order/use, articles, pronouns, prepositions

21-18 GOOD: effective but simple constructions ® mostly correct
verb tenses ® several errors in subject-verb agreement, number, -
word order/use, articles, pronouns, prepositions, but meaning
clear

17-11 FAIR TO POOR: ineffective simple constructions ® frequent
errors in verb tense, subject-verb agreement, number, word
order/use, articles, pronouns, prepositions

10-5 VERY POOR: limited mastery of sentence rules ® many errors
in verb tense, subject-verb agreement, number, word order/
use, articles, pronouns, prepositions

EXCELLENT TO VERY GOOD: few errors in spelling,
punctuation, cnpmhuuon. paragraphing

GOOD: occasional errors in spelling, punctuation, capitaliza-
tion, paragraphing

FAIR TO PQOR: frequent errors in spelling, punctuation,
capitalization, paragraphing ® handwmmg unclear

VERY POOR: dominated by errors in spelling, punctuation,
capitalization, paragraphing *® illegible handwriting

TOTAL SCORE READER COMMENTS

MECHANICS

L R

!
il 240

Reprint from Hughey, Wormuth, Hartfiel, & Jacobs, (1983). Teaching ESL composition:
Principles and techniques, p. 240. Rowley, Massachusetts: Newbury House Publishers, Inc.
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Appendix B. The Questionnaires

B.1. Mandarin Chinese Version
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B.2. English Version

Instruction:

There are 3 questionnaires in this booklet, which are “Questionnaire for
Process/Genre Approach,” “Questionnaire for Writing Strategies,” and

“Questionnaire for Blog Writing.”

Please carefully read every question in the questionnaires, and tick answers

based on the “real situation of yours.”

Everyone’s perceptions are different, so there are neither better nor worse

answers.

There is no time limitation for you to answer the questionnaires, but you do not

need to think too much. Please tick the answers with your “first intuition.”

There are five responding scales for each question. They are (1) Strongly
Disagree, (2) Disagree, (3) Neither Agree Nor Disagree, (4) Agree, and (5)
Strongly Agree.

Please tick one answer for each question. Do not tick two or more answers, and

do not skip any questions.

Thank you for your cooperation!!!

Please provide the information below to help complete the research.

. Name: (Student No.: )

.Sex: 0 Male 0O Female
. Age:
.How many years have you been learning English?

O less than 7 years (not including 7 years) O 7 years
O 8 years O 9 years 0 more than 10 years

If you have any queries or comments, please feel free to contact me. Thank you.
Ph.D. Student: Chang, Wei-Yu

Mobile Phone: 0988-xxxxxx

Email: weixxx.xxxxx@durham.ac.uk
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Questionnaire for Process/Genre Approach

S8 EE T
ov | o|§E| > |>9
No. Questions 235|802 0.-'3 0,'3 o
@3 |E26(83
23833 2
(]
1 After writing my samples, | read my classmates' samples and
discuss them with each other.
5 I learn my classmates' strengths and weaknesses by reading their
samples.
3 The teacher writes the drafts with us, which reinforces my writing
abilities.
4 The teacher usually explains model articles before my commencing
English writing and that helps me understand writing topics.
The teacher usually provides model articles and discusses them
5 | with us before my commencing English writing and that help me
understand writing purposes.
6 Reading and discussing model articles increase my interests in
English writing.
7 | lunderstand writing purposes before commencing English writing.
3 Reading and discussing model articles improve my understandings
toward English writing topics.
9 The teacher’s guidance on model articles develops my writing
abilities.
10 The teacher generates writing ideas with us, which reinforces my
writing abilities.
11 The teacher’s provision of model articles enhances my English
writing abilities.
12 | understand readers’ demands before commencing English
writing.
Discussing with my classmates not only builds up our peer
13 | relationships, but also helps me get further ideas about English
writing.
14 During English writing, | examine the contents duly in order to

confirm if they meet readers’ demands.
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This is the end of the 1* questionnaire. Please go to the 2" one. Thank you.




Questionnaire for Writing Strategies

S8 EE T
o2 |2|EEl2 |z 8
No. Questions 0 0| |893|g|@ ©
o < o |3 § <
1 When | do not know how to write in English, | seek helps from my
classmates.
2 | ltry to be an excellent English writing learner.
3 | pay attention to the mistakes | have made to improve my English
writing abilities.
4 | Itry tolearn as much writing knowledge as possible.
5 | I practise English writing to make me accustomed to it.
6 | imitate articles written by native English speakers to improve my
English writing abilities.
7 | improve my English writing abilities through reading English
novels, magazines, or newspapers.
3 | use other ways to express my thoughts that | do not know how to
write in English.
| try to learn native English speakers’ culture to help my English
9 | writing samples be closer to articles written by native English
speakers.
10 | I try to write in English as often as possible.
11 For English writing, | think about the connections between the new
curriculum and the courses | have already learned.
12 | When | do well on English writing, | reward myself.
13 | use already-known writing skills with different ways in my English
writing samples.
14 | start with a quick outline and then write the samples elaborately,
which make me feel better when doing English writing.
15 | I look for as many opportunities as possible to write in English.
16 | I try to use as many different writing skills as possible.
17 In daily life, | write in English (e.g. memos, comments, and
messages...etc.).
18 | | take notes, write messages, letters, or reports in English.
19 | When someone writes in English, | pay more attention to it.
20 | When | am afraid of writing English, | try to relax.
21 | | use writing skills | newly learn in my English writing samples.
22 | | look for partners who can practise English writing with me.

This is the end of the 2™ questionnaire. Please go to the 3" one. Thank you.
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Questionnaire for Blog Writing

BN &8
o w o
. 53 |g 23|%|&
No. Questions &S 2|20 |®@
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® — | ® = M
< o 2g
(]

My English grammatical abilities have been improved since | have

! used English blogs.

5 When | post entries in English on my blog, | do not worry about
how the classmates think of my English abilities.

3 English blog writing expresses my thoughts better than paper-
pencil writing.

4 | will keep using my English blog after the programme is
completed.

5 | learn more new words when | read the entries on my classmates’
English blogs.

6 | | am more creative when writing on my English blog than on paper.

7 | I think using English blogs to practise English writing is a good idea.

8 | I like my teachers’ commenting on my English blog entries.

9 | am more careful with my writing samples when using English
blogs.

10 | I like to leave messages on my classmates’ English blogs.

11 | always examine sentences carefully before posting entries on my
English blog.

12 | I like to post many entries, photos, or clips on my English blog.

13 | I like to hand in assignments through blogs instead of paper.

14 | I like to practise writing on English blogs more than in class.

15 | I think English blog writing enhances my organising abilities

| do not worry about making mistakes when | write on my English

16 blog.

17 | I like my classmates commenting on my English blog.

18 | I think I am more confident when writing on blogs than on paper.

19 | When using English blogs, | look up difficult words more actively.

20 | | enjoy communicating with my classmates through English blogs.

Responding to comments on my English blog improves my English

21 s e
writing abilities.

29 | think | write more contents on my English blog than my paper-
pencil writing.

53 Reading entries on my classmates’ English blogs improves my
English writing abilities.

94 When writing on my English blog, | use different forms of English

words (e.g. Tense: eat, ate, eaten).

25 | Itis convenient and fast to update my English blog.

This is the end of the questionnaires. Please confirm you have answered every
question. Thank you for the cooperation and assistance.
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Appendix C. Observational Checklist

Observation Checklist

Date:

Time:

NOILINYLSNI S, HOLINYLSNI

No.

Observational Items

Tick if the item

is

Ture

False

Note

Did the teacher provide the model
articles for the students?

Did the teacher analyse and explain the
model articles to the students?

Did the teacher guide the students
how to write?

Did the teacher brainstorm and
compose an exemplified essay with the
students?

Did the teacher make the students
have a group discussion regarding the
writing tasks?

Did the teacher allow the students to
write their own essay individually?

Did the teacher mark the students’
samples?

Did the teacher discuss the complete
writing samples with the students in
class?

Did the teacher allow the students to
complete a final writing sample after
discussing with both the instructor and
peers?
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Tick if the item
is

No. Observation Checking Items Note
true false

1 Did the students receive the model
articles before class?

5 Did the students participate in the
class actively?

3 Did the students provide their ideas,
comments, or questions in class?
Did the students brainstorm and

4 compose an exemplified essay with
the teacher?

s Did the students have a group
discussion regarding the writing tasks?

6 Did the students have sufficient time
to write their own essay individually?
Did the students revise their writing

7 samples based on the instructor
feedback?
Did the students provide their

8 feedback for their peers’ writing
samples?
Did the students finish a complete

9 writing samples based on the

feedback from both the instructor and
peers?
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Appendix D. Interview Questions

D.1. Mandarin Chinese Version
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D.2. English Version

Part I: Process/Genre Approach

1. Does the teacher’s instruction help you understand the writing topics? Why?

2. Does the teacher’s provision of the model articles help you understand the writing topics?
Why?

3. Do you think the teacher's comments on your writing samples improve your English
writing abilities? Why?

4. Do you think the classmates’ comments on your writing samples improve your English
writing abilities? Why?

5. What are the advantages you find in this English writing programme?
6. What are the disadvantages you find in this English writing programme?

7. Regarding the English writing programme, do you have any ideas or opinions that | have
not asked?

Part II: Writing Strategies

1. Do you use any ways to remember writing skills, vocabulary, or grammar? Why?
2. Do you try your best to use different English writing skills, vocabulary, or grammar? Why?

3. Do you use any ways to improve your English writing abilities (e.g. reading novels,
magazines, or newspaper etc.)? Why?

4. What do you usually do if you have difficulties in English writing (e.g. looking up
dictionaries, finding out substitute words, or using other ways)? Why?

5. In what circumstances, do you write in English in your daily life? Why?

6. Do you set up goals, plan your schedules, or have partners to improve your English
writing abilities? Why?

7. Do you feel anxious about English writing? Why? If yes, what do you do to relieve your
sense of anxiety?

8. Do you reward yourself if you perform well on English writing? Why?

9. Do you practise English writing with your classmates? What do you usually do?
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Part Ill: Blog Writing

1.

2.

Do you think the use of blogs improves your English writing abilities? Why?

Do you think reading your classmates’ essays on blogs improves your English writing

abilities? Why?

3.

4,

7.

Do you prefer writing on paper or blogs? Why?

What have you learned the most from this English blog writing programme? Why?
What are the advantages of learning English writing through blogs?

What are the disadvantages of learning English writing through blogs?

Regarding the English blog writing programme, do you have any ideas or opinions that |

have not asked?
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Appendix E. Snapshot of the Tutor Blog (example)

OCT14 3 Global Warming (week 2)

model article - para 2

Global Warming: A Disaster Waiting to
Happen

In reality, green house gases are blamed for global warming,
which many scientists believe could result in ice floes melting,
sea levels rising and similar disastrous consequences visualized
in 2012. Factory, car, and airplane exhausts are three examples

of serious greenhouse gas missions, but there are many more.
Since we do not have alternative energy sources or
technologies capable of providing the power we need for our
daily lives, we are dependent on the use of carbon fossil fuels
that make the world’s environmental situation worse.

source: 3 —3E - PEN] (2013) ERMG—IEE (PR B{EENDBE - &, 546 T
L ERAT -

Discussion:
1) Please summarise the paragraph.

2) According to the author, what are the causes and effects of the global

warming?
3) Why people can't stop producing greenhouse gases?
Homework:

1) Please write a second paragraph with your introduction and post it on
your blog by 23:59:59 2014/10/20.

2) Please read 3“5 posts and leave your comments with your Student No.
on your classmates blogs by 23:59:59 2014/10/24.

IMPORTANT NOTE:

Many of you haven't set up your own blog and haven't submitted your
writing on the blog. Please finish it as early as possible. | appreciate your

kind cooperation.
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Appendix F. Snapshot of the Learner Blog (example)

4 0ct27 mon 2014 Global Warming (week 3)

> e 8] Rl K Like SN

Global Warming is a very serious problem now. The earth faces many
crises which result from man-made activities. If we don't do our best to
protect the earth and solve the problems, we will bring ruin and wipe out
the entire population. On the other hand, if we try our best to protect
the earth, we will have a better earth to live in.

Global Warming is a problem of oo much carbon dioxide in the
atmosphere. There are some reasons which cause too much carbon
dioxide, such as factory exhausts, deforestation and
overpopulation. Factory exhausts make the greenhouse gas and
cause green-house effect. Deforestation results in more and more carbon
dioxide.These problems cause climate chang which means sea levels will
rise. Futhermore, if we don't take action to improve, animals like polar
bears and we mankind will not have place to live.

Following are some ways that I think we mankind can reduce the
damages to prevent the global warming become worse. First, our
goverment should be stricter to ban the heavy industries and let them
know that how serious the air pollution is. Second, to reduce the
deforestation, we can use the infernet to do our assignments. It's fime
to take action. There is plenty we can do.
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Appendix G. The Front Cover of the Textbook
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Appendix H. Paper Handouts Employed in the Control Group

H.1. Global Warming

Global Warming: A Disaster Waiting to Happen

Though not a great movie, 2012 was popular around the world because it tapped into
people’s fears about a worsening natural environment, largely caused by man’s industrial
development. In the film, solar storms lead to a great flood, and the only way of escape is to
get on board an ark in remote Tibet.

In reality, green house gases are blamed for global warming, which many scientists
believe could result in ice floes melting, sea levels rising and similar disastrous consequences
visualized in 2012. Factory, car, and airplane exhausts are three examples of serious
greenhouse gas emissions, but there are many more. Since we do not have alternative
energy sources or technologies capable of providing the power we need for our daily lives,
we are dependent on the use of carbon fossil fuels that make the world’s environmental
situation worse,

A “carbon footprint” refers to the total amount of greenhouse gases produced to
support a lifestyle. “Green” campaigners say it is vital to lead a low-carbon lifestyle and
prevent climate change, examples of ways in which individuals can reduce their carbon
footprints include taking fewer airplane flights, ensuring your home is correctly insulated
and recycling products. If you are serious about wanting to lead a green or low-carbon
footprint lifestyle, get a carbon calculator to determine precisely what your carbon foot print
is. You can then work on ideas to reduce your impact on the planet, such as saving water and
turning off air conditioners.

It is thought that by reducing our carbon footprints we can save the world from further
harm. Actually, if there is a catastrophic event caused by global warming, humans may well
be wiped off the face of the Earth, but the planet will likely continue to exist much as it has

for billions of years.

ISR —#% - MURE1(2013) - £ RAER—FR(PRINMERDAR - &8 Gk TBHRAERAS) -
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H.2. Low Birth Rate

Low Birth Rates

There has been a dramatic increase in the world’s population over the past 100 years,
with the number of people rising from about 1.6 billion in 1900 to the current estimate of
about 6.8 billion. Not all countries are experiencing record low birth rate, Women in Japan,
Taiwan and Spain, for example, have among the lowest fertility rates in the world. The
reasons for this are complicated, but can be outlined as follows.

Firstly, women are working more and marrying later. This is a general trend in the
developed world. Since women are not as fertile after 30 and pregnancies have an additional
risk of complications, fewer children are being born. Secondly, some women choose not to
have children because they think their job prospects are not good after having children. This
is because in many male dominated countries, employees tend not to hire women with
young child as they believe these women will not be able to spend as much time on their
work as men and single women. Further reasons given by people as obstacles to having
children include financial worries, the problem of juggling work and a family, and a lack of
childcare support.

Couples who choose not to have children sometimes rationalize their decision by saying:
“There’s enough children in the world already” and “the planet can’t support more people.”
However, as outlined in the previous paragraph, usually more than this contributes to the

decision.

E -3 - BIRA0(2013) - 2R3 —REE(PER)FIFIEIHIS - &8 B0 SOMHIRERAS] -
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Appendix I. Research Participation Consent Form

I.1. Mandarin Chinese Version
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urnam
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P2 A A B A 2% (School of Education, University of Durham, UK)f#+FF
B4 REHE - REOARSBHECSHRNE LR OARGEE: E5EHR
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Walker-Glaves #8% » FHH5% HAVIER B AR EIZ RS B (E5 2 A B F A RSB
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Fo[EE - Zan X CRBERAZHEZRATH T - B15HET -
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Email: weixxx.xxxxx@durham.ac.uk

Leazes Road

Durham City, DH1 1TA

Telephone +44 (0)191 334 2000 Fax +44 (0)191 334 8311
www.durham.ac.uk

Durham University is the trading name of the University of Durham
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1.2. English Version

U]
W Durham
UanCrSlty Shaped by the past, creating the future
School of Education
Research Participation Consent Form

Dear Participants:

My name is Chang, Wei-Yu, a PhD student, who is supervised by Dr. Alan Walker-Gleaves’s at the School of
Education, University of Durham, UK. | am pleased to invite you to participate in my research project entitled:
A Study on the Effects of Blogs in EFL Process/Genre-Based Writing Classrooms and Its Relationship with
College Students’ Writing Strategies. The purposes of the study are to find out whether the provision of the
process/genre approach in computer-assisted language education helps EFL students’ writing performance
and whether there are any changes in terms of their writing strategies. The research has been approved by

the Departmental Research Ethics and Data Protection Committee.

The research instruments in this study include the written essays, questionnaires, observations, and
interviews. Participation in the study is completely voluntary, and you have the rights to withdraw from the
participation at any time without permission, consequence or penalty. The research will be about 6-8 weeks
according to the class progress. During the process of the study, you will need to write several essays and fill
out three questionnaires, and you will be observed in class. You will receive no compensation for

participating in the study.

All the collected data will be kept confidential and will not be revealed to others without your permission
except for me and my supervisor. The research results will be reported in my PhD thesis, journal articles or

academic conferences, but your identity will be kept anonymous in any forms at any places.

THERE IS NEITHER KNOWN HARM NOR POTENTIAL RISK ARISING FROM PARTICIPATING IN THIS STUDY.

If you have any questions or problems ll'egarding the study or want to know the results of the research, please
feel free to contact me. Thank you very much for your consideration, cooperation as weil as participation.

Your kind help is highly appreciated.

Please tick one of the options below:
[C] 1fully understand the aforementioned statements and AGREE to participate in the study.

[T 1fully understand the aforementioned statements but DISAGREE to participate in the study.

Signature: PhD Student: Chang, Wei-Yu

Date: & /2014 Mobile: 0988-xxxxxx

Email: weixxx.xxxxx@durham.ac.uk

Leazes Road

Durham City, DH1 1TA

Telephone +44 (0)191 334 2000 Fax +44 (0)191 334 8311
www.durham.ac.uk

Durham University is the trading name of the University of Durham
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Appendix J. The Essay

Name: Student #:

According to the statistics in 2009, Taiwan had the lowest birth rate. Please write a 200-
word essay to address the issues on:
a) what the negative effects the low birth rate might bring about, and
b) what the solutions might be to tackle the problem of low birth rate.
Scoring Criteria: content 30%, language use 25%, organization 20%,
vocabulary 20%, and spelling, punctuation, capitalization 5%

297




Appendix K. Interview Consent Form

K.1. Mandarin Chinese Version
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www.durham.ac.uk

Durham University is the trading name of the University of Durham
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K.2. English Version

&‘SID h
University Shaped by the past, creating the future
School of Education
Interview Consent Form

Dear Participants:

My name is Chang, Weiyu, a PhD student, who is supervised by Dr. Alan Walker-Gleaves’s at the School of
Education, University of Durham, UK. | am pleased to invite you to participate in my research project entitled:
A Study on the Effects of Blogs in EFL Process/Genre-Based Writing Classrooms and Its Relationship with
College Students’ Writing Strategies. The purposes of the study are to find out whether the provision of the
process/genre approach in computer-assisted language education helps EFL students’ writing performance
and whether there are any changes in terms of their writing strategies. The research has been approved by

the Departmental Research Ethics and Data Protection Committee.

Now you are going to be interviewed by me. All the information you give in the interview process will be
audio recorded, transcribed, interpreted, and reported in my PhD thesis, journal articles or academic
conferences, but your identity will be kept anonymous in any forms at any places. The interview is completely
voluntary, and you have the rights to withdraw from the participation at any time without permission,
‘consequence or penalty. The interview will take about half an hour according to the interview progress. You

will receive no compensation for participating in the interview.

All the collected data will be kept confidential and will not be revealed to others without your permission

except for me and my supervisor.

THERE IS NEITHER KNOWN HARM NOR POTENTIAL RISK ARISING FROM PARTICIPATING IN THE
INTERVIEW.

If you have any questions or problems regarding the study or want to know the results of the research, please
feel free to contact me. Thank you very much for your consideration, cooperation as well as participation.

Your kind help is highly appreciated.

Please tick one of the options below:

[C] 1fully understand the aforementioned statements and AGREE to participate in the interview.

[] 1fully understand the aforementioned statements but DISAGREE to participate in the interview.

Signature: PhD Student: Chang, Wei-Yu

Date: / /2014 Mobile: 0988-xxxxxx

Email: weixxx.xxxxx@durham.ac.uk

Leazes Road

Durham City, DH1 1TA

Telephone +44 (0)191 334 2000 Fax +44 (0)191 334 8311
www.durham.ac.uk

Durham University is the trading name of the University of Durham
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Appendix L. Ethical Approval Letter

AR
‘ ' Durha.m Shaped by the pasi, creating the future

University

School of Education

30 September 2014

Wei-Yu Chang
PGR Student
School of Education

wei-yu.chang@durham.ac.uk

Dear Wei-Yu,

I am pleased to inform you that your application for ethical approval in respect of ‘A study on
the effects of blogs in EFL process/genre-based writing classrooms and its relationship with
college students’ writing strategies’ has been approved by the School of Education Ethics
Committee.

May we take this opportunity to wish you good luck with your research.

XL.‘E-__

Dr. J. Beckmann
Chair of School of Education Ethics Committee

Leazes Road

Durliam, DHI ITA

Telephone = HO)191 334 2000 Fax +4+4 (0)191 3348311
www.durham.ac.uk/education
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Appendix M. Interview Transcripts

PART I. QUESTIONS FOR THE PGA
1. ZRTHEEfEE S E IR T AR IEE H ? Ry

Does the teacher’s instruction help you understand the writing topics? Why?

Interview subject #1: IE15H—EEEL - HED) - R AEKE D FE —XE R H R

A FIE R LB EERY - BA T#A 2 e RE e HEE DT
7] - (IRESHARREAEDRY, 2052 ) i -

I think it is a little bit. It is helpful. Because | don’t know what to
write when | read the writing topics for the first time. But, | had a
preliminary direction after reading the model articles. (You think
the model articles are helpful to you, right?) Yes.

Interview subject #2: EGAFHEZH > N A EHEENVRIEAR LA GHES

Interview subject #3:

Interview subject #4:

Interview subject #5:

Interview subject #6:

Y SRR o (RIANITEAE?) AT AR R
TR — R AE

| think sometimes it was not helpful because the instructor’s
instruction sometimes doesn’t fit in with what | want to write, or
sometimes | don’t understand what he talks about. (What don’t
you understand?) The instructor’s instruction did not fit in with
my thoughts, which makes me confused.

A o (RftE?) thEA 7R LIS - o] ASFHSHIAA -
Yes. (Why?) | have more directions about the writing, and | can
refer to the contents in the model articles as well.

o AIGENEE - EETERR G IRARNE - (PR FE
HUE?) & » &R A > FARMETH - RZAHIS
S - BHRELERNEERYRE H » AT RERLELES -

Yes. Sometimes | don’t understand the articles, but | can
understand them after the instructor’s explanations. (How about
the writing topics?) Yes. | can understand more about the
structures of the articles, and | have clearer writing directions. If |
don’t have model articles, | may write without basis for more
difficult writing topics.

& o AR R > m]PAEAEE TS A — Ee 4 AT -
Yes. | can have a general direction, and then | can think of details
by going through the direction.

HEY > ZVFEED - IRBAZREFEY?) AEZEE A
FIZEAMAT BSR4 - QIR ERTA SARnYEE - RMTE LA . -
Yes, it is more or less helpful. (Why do you think it is helpful?)
Sometimes | don’t know how to start outlines after reading the
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writing topics, but | have more ideas after the teacher’s
explanations.

Interview subject #7: T DL o (B {1/EE?) B DAAELN{0] NEE -

Yes. (Why?) | can understand how to start writing samples.

Interview subject #8: {RAEE BN - EZHl po Ay ST EFIBMEENRESE » e85 > v] Ll

HIE S EEAERE > tRE TR B E g, -

Very helpful. The model articles and the instructor’s instruction
are quite clear. The instructor also provides some examples, so we
can understand the structures and the key points of the model
articles.

Interview subject #9: F - LEECA Gl - i ELEF-S4HE - GELEAIE LA 55

Interview subject #10:

Interview subject #11:

Interview subject #12:

Interview subject #13:

Interview subject #14: &r

ST -

Yes. My writing samples would not digress from the writing
topics, and it is easier to write. | can understand how to use
phrases or grammar.

o (Rt RGZETE 4T - EwmifEH# S -
TSt ArE L N -

Yes. (Why?) The instructor provides us with writing directions,
and guides us to read the model articles. We can understand
how to start writing.

AL o R ZEIHVEREREAE - M H A IS » v DLRIE EJE
jai; o

Yes. The instructor’s explanations are very clear, and we have the
model articles. We can understand how to write.

AIDL - ZHAE A G R AT - B PR H A RF R
AIRERIER » B A AR R E R EI B EHY T (A -

Yes. The instructor usually provides examples and vocabulary.
For example, he provides the possible reasons for the low birth
rate, which helps me find out the writing directions.

LA - G2 AN EERE 2B+ - 1Sk o AR BB A ZE Ao
HOCE - i AR o TR S T E -

Yes. The instructor provides examples in class, which helps me
understand how to write the essays. Moreover, it is easier for me
to start writing after the instructor’s explanations.

 ARE) - N E R Z R R E AR - dEk
$ CHITIE

Yes, it is helpful. We can understand how to write, and have
writing directions after the instructor’s explanations.
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2. EZEIFTRBEVESCE SRR T RS FEE ? ST
Does the teacher’s provision of the model articles help you understand the writing topics?
Why?

Interview subject #1: T8 15 7] LR fE—RBERL o K BB A B EAVERE A K —
£ o (FTDMREEEERERS - A —RRmC - 2U52)W
| think | can understand them a little bit because everyone has
different points of view when reading articles. (You don’t think
you can understand a great deal, but just a little bit. Right?) Yes.

o

Interview subject #2: HE)) o KRy AT LARTELMA[FAGH ~ BRATSCE -
Yes. It is helpful because | can understand how to start and pave
the way for my writing samples.

Interview subject #3: 32 BARIZE —/E £ -
The question is the same with Q1.

Interview subject #4: N o TG LR CEEAVEE KREE T - (BT #SURE
EREES?) ¥ > IEVEEFEESCT - FERIFRERAE - HEC
FEEIF LIRS o (TR ZEBIREE S EE?) EHRREET -
No. | think the writing topics we use in class are too difficult. (After
reading the model articles, are they still difficult?) Yes. | even want
to copy the model articles. | can understand them in class, but it is
too difficult to write by myself. (What makes them difficult?) The
writing topics are too difficult.

Interview subject #5: T  sE5EHISI% 0] DLATEEEINEE T RETH - HOE
HEAFEITA - AN EEEE - 1 H e IS EEH S NA -
Yes. | can understand how the writers write or the writing
directions after reading the model articles. | can have writing
directions, and | will not digress from the writing topics. Also, | can
refer to the contents in the model articles.

Interview subject #6: AL - AL E IS - HAERFETCH CEEE - HOHVEER
HINEZARNZ o (BT LS SCPRI?) % -
Yes. | can refer to the model articles. However, sometimes | find
my ideas are similar to the ones used in the model articles after
reading them. (Are you confined to the model articles?) Yes.

Interview subject #7: A LA « (HANFEEIDHISCINE » (R HEE?) I RIE EE
HME2EH L 0 B 7 HSGhe B A -
Yes. However, sometimes | want to copy the contents in the
model articles. (Why?) When | don’t know how to write, | refer to
the model articles. After reading them, | want to copy them.
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Interview subject #8: {RAAE B - FFTERIZAVE HIZENEHY » G2/ ) FLEeikE
{EHVERRE - WIS EIRBEERAVEE - HIMHEEESEY - H
CHFR SR - FRMBESER S AE T -
Very helpful. The writing topics are quite difficult to us, such as the
low birth rate and global warming. It would be very difficult to
start if we don’t search for the information in advance. However,
because of the instructor’s provision of the model articles, we are
able to have the writing directions.

Interview subject #9: & - LLEXE S N - (i At r] L E S-S s iy NS 2E
-
Yes. It is easier to start, and we can refer to the contents and
structures in the model articles directly.

Interview subject #10: R DL « (R RFeie)2 @A H - EEATEEE - RMTE
LRI B R DL GGE S AR V&R
Yes. We never wrote about these kinds of writing topics before.
However, we are more able to understand how to write, and
what readers need after the instructor’s explanations.

Interview subject #11: ] DL - #XAIASHE HEE 22 > HEHCEIERE
FiAlER > A ERiE £ -
Yes. The contents of the model articles usually conform to the
writing topics. However, we need to pay more attention to our
writing samples to avoid digressing from the writing topics when
we are writing.

Interview subject #12: AL o [R5 HMiE R EHE H B S BRER LA DT LEE
A DGESE IS 2 1% Be(MTA] DARTESE & TR AV E SR - 28
&2 ELASHI I RIER B -
Yes. Our writing topics are about global warming and low birth
rate. After reading the model articles, we can understand what
information readers need, and then we can provide specific
examples and explanations.

Interview subject #13: AL o PRI K S ] DLEERATE B /FAT T A ©
Yes. The model articles help me understand the writing
directions.

Interview subject #14: FIZ5—/H—1 > FLLECA H1A o EERE S TE -
The answer is the same with Q1. We have the writing directions,
and we can start writing more easily.
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3. IRal R B R TS a YR R MRERRT MRV ILSUS ERE T ? Ry 1TER?

Do you think the teacher's comments on your writing samples improve your English

writing abilities? Why?

Interview subject #1:

Interview subject #2:

Interview subject #3:

Interview subject #4:

Interview subject #5:

Interview subject #6:

Interview subject #7:

REMTESSCOE ERVSERR - BB EA —REED - (IR
EBNOUE FREES  FRDUIREERSCOEZ VEED) - 2
ME?) %5 -

Most corrections are about the grammatical mistakes, so | think it
is a bit helpful. (You think the instructor focuses on the
grammatical mistakes, and it is helpful to your grammatical
abilities in writing, right?) Yes.

ATLL - e HEWSOE ARG » BAITIR - SiEHIEHE
o 0 ERTIVE R e E B AE N MESCCE -

Yes. My grammatical abilities are not good, so | can understand
what mistakes | have made after the instructor’s marking. The
instructor’s comments also help me understand how to modify my
writing samples.

& - FILLEIEIE T FHESS -

Yes. | can understand what mistakes I’'ve made.

& o A[LMRASOERE )T - HINA SRR A -
Yes. It improves my grammatical abilities. It also helps me use
some vocabulary that | haven’t thought about.

AR BRI« ESOASEFIAE LAEDD o (R TIEERE
RyERE R EFAE D) DR EFNRBEELHR - #A
TR SOEREF T -

Basically yes. They are helpful to the usages of grammar and
vocabulary. (Why do you think they are helpful to your writings?)
If I have similar situations in my future writing, | will not use
grammar or vocabulary incorrectly.

/D] DI o (RyHEE?) BSEmiZEc - BRI T Hiac(y - A5
P—ERTEEER -

It is more or less helpful. (Why?) | have to modify my mistakes. |

remember the teacher’s corrections, and not to make the same

mistakes.

AILL o SOEAVERGT « (RofTTEE?) RTREE T FEZ AN - SMFEERT
BB EMAPTEL A -

Yes, grammar. (Why?) It may be because of the Taiwanese
teacher. | don’t understand the foreign teachers’ comments.
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Interview subject #8: JEEAEE - WMIHRFECEAGHIMMRZER - EEHRIE

TERAED - T H ST R SOENDCE A SREE ST -
Very helpful. We are glad that the instructor provides us with a
great number of comments, which are really helpful to improve
our writing abilities. Also our grammatical abilities and essay
organising abilities can be improved as well.

Interview subject #9: T DL » (N A ZRli4aY AT 2 URISES - FMIZ5

Interview subject #10:

Interview subject #11:

Interview subject #12:

Interview subject #13:

Interview subject #14:

& —EOaED -

Yes. The instructor’'s comments point out the mistakes that | often
make. It must be helpful if we write more samples and read more
articles.

AIDL o (Foft7EE?) R R Z AR BB R HISCEE - AR Tish
at o WHISOEREJHERF T -

Yes. (Why?) The instructor marks my writing samples cautiously,

and find out the mistakes. My grammatical abilities are enhanced
as well.

AL o EEMEVHESARERE - Bt & G/ 7 = he it
HIELA -

Yes. The instructor’s markings are quite clear, and he also
provides suggested examples for us to modify our writing
samples.

IR e FHIEH LRI )T PIORE LB E - iR
A -

Yes. | can understand my mistakes, and | will pay more attention
to them in my future writing samples. The frequency of istakes
will also decrease.

BEARELY - AR EEHtSI NS E CERENERA
]EJ °

Not really. Sometimes the instructor’s markings are different
from my ideas that | want to express.

AILL o SERTETE M SORSERR - TN KAEE R & LLRy O
REH - AL —ERAYES -

Yes. The instructor indicates the grammatical mistakes. | will be
more cautious and avoid making the same mistakes in my future
writing samples.
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8. IR R RIS TS LR A AR R IRRE TP B TR
Do you think the classmates’ comments on your writing samples improve your English
writing abilities? Why?

Interview subject #1: T DL o (FyffTEE?) R Ry 1R 2 BEAS AT AV 4R EL—(EEARE 25 -
Yes. (Why?) Two heads are better than one.

Interview subject #2: B 1FIEMF  JGREFEIRES - N AMFTE C ATt A RIESEE
Not really. It doesn’t help a great deal because they may not know
how to write, either.

Interview subject #3: F¥| A 2% » AIRILWEEE - SR PR HEEAYER, -
| will refer to my classmates’ opinions. If | agree with them, | will
use their comments.

Interview subject #4: FJLL o (Fy{fEE?) FBNIEIEE R - AR SRV ] DER it
Bl o (BT RN ?) NATEE RS - FEmEaE R
s —L 7 -
Yes. (Why?) Some more proficient classmates are able to provide
helps through the discussions. (What kind of helps?) They provide
their opinions and directions when we don’t know how to write.

Interview subject #5: AJ L o (R GyAIHEFEZREVERIEIOCHERN - 7%
fLFIHYREDE -
Yes. Sometimes the classmates’ ideas are what | haven’t thought
about. | can refer to their ideas.

Interview subject #6: ] LA o HEFMIEEAVVAARE » v DL AEROR » IR ERE
jj °
Yes. Sometimes my ideas are different from my classmates’. We
can exchange our ideas, which enhances our writing abilities.

Interview subject #7: B HIHER/ VRIS T3 » HEC L498 A B A G5
[FEEE - (M FEEEZ MG IRERE?) R - BRIEE
SHAITESE - TR -
| rarely discuss with my classmates when | am writing. | usually
search for online information. | ask my classmates to read my
essays after | finish them. (Do they provide any comments for you
after reading?) Rarely. Unless it is a group assignment, we have to
discuss it together.

Interview subject #8: JE L E A IF LI E o NETHYEIZEE S 208 - Py
BIFEEEIAK -
It depends. Most classmates offer compliments which don’t really
improve my writing abilities.
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Interview subject #9: N H[ LA - AR [FEIEEAY[EIEEED E IRE 47 - 1A BaerarH -
BRARFCSOEARE AR -
No. My classmates’ feedback is “very good” at all times. They
neither provide specific criticisms, nor provide any grammatical
or writing suggestions for me.

Interview subject #10: B] DL - [R fu] DIEZ]H M A AY{EEE -

Yes. | can learn from others’ strengths.

Interview subject #11: N —7& » (KA (A g H B CAVETR R At - (HiEthd
s N —EIEHE » FTAA—EREETT B FaE
Not necessarily. Some classmates provide suggestions based on
their own viewpoints. The suggestions may not be correct, so
they don’t really improve my writing abilities.

Interview subject #12: TG A KL, - FE2EEE VIR ARG SR - et B2
E 0 AL -
| don’t think so. My classmates rarely provide specific
suggestions. They don’t criticise on certain parts.

Interview subject #13: B] DL o FI[EE 5 5w @A o] DAEA SR H CEE -
Yes. | can understand how to modify my writing samples when |
discuss with my classmates.

Interview subject #14: [FZ2HV AR A EE) - (L2t ESCESEFAIEN - A
HWe? BEAERE?) NEBUEL -
The classmates’ feedback is also helpful, and they also direct to
the usages of grammar and vocabulary. (How about the
contents? Are they helpful?) Not really.

5. {FEE R LR BSCRS MR R A (T TR

What are the advantages you find in this English writing programme?

Interview subject #1: {REEEZ - B DI [EEH -
It is easy. We learn faster.

Interview subject #2: 5215 FERAY “HIFEME" BEFEIN o (R1E?) AHAL
NE IR AN AR - (A HAAE?) )25 -
I think the contents of “writing style” are quite helpful. (Why?)
I’'ve never thought about it before. (Anything else?) No.

Interview subject #3: ELEA 5 N - B {EELEA I -

It is easier to start writing, and | have more directions for writing.
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Interview subject #4: 2RIV EARE

It improves my grammatical abilities.

Interview subject #5: SAIFIZ AN G Etksr - SIERTT Lt AEERD -

It increases the interactions with the instructor, and it is helpful to
my writing skills as well.

Interview subject #6: B4 IERFIN B EMS - EEERMAEALT -

Interview subject #7:

It increases our writing opportunities, and helps us write better.

Zaam— e E S o« FRTTRE EAY5 EA] LB BRI S E T
7] - B BhEA I R B E R 2 TR SR AL G -

| learn more vocabulary. The teacher’s guidance helps us find out
writing directions, and helps us understand what we haven’t
thought about before we write.

Interview subject #8: AN ENE LAY BE L FLIPUAVSEASFR B B (F R - iEtk T LUk

M EREIE P B C R KGRV ER S - 1 BB B A A &Y T =
H—ERAKAVIF R P A Fe i A ) AR A AP Y
H o BARAERRE EEHAIGE LS G FEHRZEE - 26
AN —E EER - B A HAMEESEEEER - 1 HiEEE
ERRMTAGEREMNYER - (HRE EAERA 2% - [
ERAMIATRERS T -

The instructor points out our mistakes clearly or provides writing
suggestions for us, which help us understand what we lack.
Moreover, we have sufficient time to understand the instructor’s
opinions on blogs. If we ask questions in class, we need to worry
about whether we take up too much time, whether we are late for
the next class, or whether there is anyone waiting to ask
questions. Also, it is impossible to miss the instructor’'s comments
on blogs, but we would forget what he said after class.

Interview subject #9: RAEESIE + EiE44EIE - WORD WILLIIIMERMIAIREF « 5

EpEER o AT DIgR FEFE -

We don’t need to print out assignments, which saves papers.
Word processor helps us examine spellings and grammatical
mistakes. We can also use online dictionary.

Interview subject #10: H] LU HEL MR CEARE ST - 1 HAIZEATE 2t EbEA &

#y o FEAIHEER RE B Bh I MBI = E T -

It improves our grammatical abilities, and we have more
interactions with the teacher as well as the classmates. The
instructor’s explanations before writing also help us find out
writing directions.
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Interview subject #11: T /HBERE(FIZRHY SCEE » Fy DAAT DASEE Hifth [FIE2 A (28T -
We have to read others’ writing samples, so we can learn from
others’ strengths.

Interview subject #12: B /E/CiEE AT LEBIERMEAESIENN T - bS5
DEX
Reading model articles before writing helps us find out writing
directions, and it is easier to start writing as well.

Interview subject #13: DA E{EAR A MI[E 2B AR EmAvE - (HEXHEL T
R ERNkE - BRECH#EDP RS -
We had scarce opportunities to discuss with the classmates or
instructors in previous writing classes, but we have a great
number of discussions in this programme. | think my writing
abilities have been developed a great deal.

Interview subject #14: BB SIRAVEIFRETIA#EL » R AR IR IEN A
REF - (HIERNVEEEFIRT DA EENE - FEEEDN
el TEEIRAEERe I HEREET -

I think | have made progress with my writing abilities. My writing
abilities were not good, but | think my writing abilities are
improving greatly because | have to write and modify my writing
samples repeatedly in this programme.

6. ITae R b VB R M F SR (TR ?

What are the disadvantages you find in this English writing programme?

Interview subject #1: 5-{F 2 HIE & —tEAYEH -
Writing about the same topics every week.

Interview subject #2: ;874 -
No.

Interview subject #3: —EHEEHEIIANE @ o] DR EM AN EFEHE -
Writing about the same contents repeatedly. Different topics can
be used.

Interview subject #4: ZE—HEE U o
Need to revise writing samples repeatedly.

Interview subject #5: E{FREH —HEE -

Writing about the same topics repeatedly.
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Interview subject #6: —H EE VA H - BUEEAINSE —F -
Writing about the same topics repeatedly. | think | am writing the
same contents all the time.

Interview subject #7: 87 °
No.

Interview subject #8: ¥{ 3 = 2 A AL - BB HEIRAENVAL - 1 B REE
EREY R -
| don’t think there is any disadvantage. | find myself making much
progress, and | like the way we have in class.

Interview subject #9: GHFEZ I FHIESE LR -
Sometimes the messages on the Pixnet disappear.

Interview subject #10: 2159 F -
| don’t think there is any one.

Interview subject #11: 5KV E T ZRITEE A —F - BEEWRERY - D2 (T IEEGREL -
This writing class is quite different from the previous ones. It is
quite new. There is not disadvantage.

Interview subject #12: F52# 1% » HFIWVEVESHAEIR > thln A 5 AL -
After reading the model articles, our ideas are confined to them,
and we lack our own ideas.

Interview subject #13: K& F)9FH -
Generally speaking, no.

Interview subject #14: HIRM= » 19H -
| don’t think so.

7. BN ISR - IRE A Bt DA B B R S E R B A?
Regarding the English writing programme, do you have any ideas or opinions that | have
not asked?

Interview subject #1: T B 15 (R HE C EE L —EE -
| think you should speed up your instruction.

Interview subject #2: ;37 -
No.

Interview subject #3: ;374 -
No.
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Interview subject #4: RNEL K EEIEE -

Avoid using difficult writing topics.

Interview subject #5: ;87 °
No.

Interview subject #6: ;875 °
No.

Interview subject #7: 87 °
No.

Interview subject #8: )95 - &S —VUJEMELF -
No. | think everything is good.

Interview subject #9: 875 °
No.

Interview subject #10: 4 A& -
No.

Interview subject #11: ;@7 °
No.

Interview subject #12: ;475 °
No.

Interview subject #13: ;475 °
No.

Interview subject #14: ;874 -
No.
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PART Il. QUESTIONS FOR WRITING STRATEGIES
1LARESENHSEACERERTT - By sCUAME? BT

Do you use any ways to remember writing skills, vocabulary, or grammar? Why?

Interview subject #1:

Interview subject #2: ©

Interview subject #3:

Interview subject #4:

Interview subject #5:

Interview subject #6:

WE ARV ETCAAE - ((EIEIFRTT ~ BEPUE?) Lhedr il
Y o (RyffEE?) AIDAES H B 58 SRHY S -

| take notes on my notebook. (Any writing skills? Any vocabulary?)
Something special. (Why?) | can write better essays.

FECR TR > MRE g RAVEEER S ~ thidlle - g s
A FEREF R E - SR EFAVEE - (ATDURE M
B TTARE IIRE S ER) ¥ o (IMRER AR EE ) Bt
5& o
| usually take writing skills, so | may write more contents and
write more smoothly. | also recite and memorise vocabulary, and |
write with different words to avoid word repetitions. (You use
these ways to help you write essays, right?) Yes. (How do you
remember them?) Recite by heart.

iR R HE - (BT R e EE
SUAR?) AEE -

Yes, | take notes because | may use them in the future. (Why do
you jot down on the notebook?) | don’t want to recite and
memorise them.

g SOEAVEE - BHEISEE R - EIH - B ”\Kmﬁéﬁi
E WA GHE T o (REVEEERC?) SOEE - (IRA g
FE?) A g AFES

Yes. If | remember them, | can write faster, more smoothly, and
better during exams. If | could get higher scores, | would not fail
the course. (How do you remember them?) Keep in mind. (Don’t
you take notes?) No. | don’t take notes.

ZEt SRR B R R Gt el - (IMRED EEEC?)
BEEC > ENTERSEHE - (IREac/edEs Bi5?) A g - #EC/Elés
e

| usually remember the teachers’ comments and suggestions after
their marking. (How do you remember them?) Force myself to
remember them. Keep in mind. (Do you take notes?) No. | bear
them in mind.

o (IR EFERC?) SCAETHAS © (IR F%HM S EARDI—H
W FRHVSEEREARE ] — L B BE P ) 55 1F -

Yes. (How do you remember them?) Keep in mind. (Why do you
want to remember them?) | can’t make the same mistakes, or
write with simple vocabulary or sentences all the time.
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Interview subject #7: &

& FECAE AR o (R EMECE?) e EEATEE
ﬁﬁ{?zﬁ

Yes, | keep them in mind. (Why do you want to remember them?) |
may use them in my future writing samples.

Interview subject #8: & - & —L)g FBAVEE ~ Baiorisl rE s A L EF

RARA RKfE HEE -
Yes. | take notes about some writing usages, vocabulary, or
grammar that | never use before. | may use them someday.

Interview subject #9: A& - BRI GEHVELE - FRIFE —EBELEEEA - BRI

Interview subject #10:

Interview subject #11:

Interview subject #12: &r

Interview subject #13:

Interview subject #14:

7% » {87 not only...but also » —EEEEEFFHIRYFEANEEC o (Fff
JEE?) R BRI ERt A S P E AR B A S -

No. If | don’t know how to write, | search for it. | take notes for
some basic and commonly used grammar, such as not only...but
also. | don’t take notes for some special usages. (Why?) | don’t use
special ones. | usually write simple essays.

KREBERNABITOER - (IREAF EEHR) ZE0) 1 -
| review grammar that | don’t understand well. (How do you
usually do?) Read sentences.

B IS H RS AR AR o (IRED SR
7) A -

Vocabulary. We can’t make any sentences without vocabulary.
(How do you remember vocabulary?) Recite and rote memorise.

SCETFHINOE o (RiEH EEERL?) TegPhEdsd bgs
tﬁi o (RHEIRIBEETM?) NS IFrlRe & HE - AT
EAMECREAGR A A T -
| take vocabulary and grammar. (How do you remember
them?) | take notes and also recite by heart. (Why do you want
to remember them?) | may use them in my future writing
samples. If | remember them, | can use them someday.

e ReE - BEEO0E - (BAMREEEER) BorEsH
s ] DU AEE] - b Ejuss -

| memorise and recite some phrases, vocabulary, or articles.
(Why do you do so?) | can use them when | am writing or doing
tests. | would make fewer mistakes.

WEEUE » NRAIRBE A SCERE IS - Fr A&
SGERS A o (AR & IR ?) KRB ERECAE RS - (Fyft
FEITIEEE MRS T 2R AU T RE & A -

| usually take grammar. My grammar is relatively weak, so |
usually remember them. (What do you usually do to remember
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it?) Keep in mind. (Why do you want to keep them in mind?)
Perhaps | may use them someday.

2. R R RE A RIS RS ~ BT ECUR? BE?

Do you try your best to use different English writing skills, vocabulary, or grammar?

Why?

Interview subject #1:

Interview subject #2:

Interview subject #3: & o

Interview subject #4:

Interview subject #5: &

Interview subject #6: &

GFEEHARREE o (IHETEC0EE?) thi/b o (Bf17EE?) 10
RAAFEREFEEFHCERLLE A Z 0k - FOTECOERIER
IFECA THREES - AR R RAIRAIAYES -

| try to use different vocabulary. (How about writing skills or
grammar?) Relatively rare. (Why?) Readers would not get bored
when reading if | use different vocabulary. Regarding writing skills
or grammar, | can’t remember so much of them if | have limited
amount of time for writing.

ﬁ%ﬁﬁﬁ—ff;ﬁfﬁﬁ (FoftEE?) BEEEEWE T - (FIZIRMIER R
BAENSOE ~ BRE BT R SCE?) BLer ABLE - F—ERHY -
(FTCMRE R R s AR R (E Fg?) & WA EEHEERL
TR EL -
| usually write with the same way. (Why?) | am used to it. (But you
just said that you recite and memorise different grammar and
vocabulary to help you write.) | use what | recite and memorise.
(You use what you recite and memorise on your writing samples,
right?) Try my best to do it. If | remember them, | will use them on
my writing samples.

YRS - g -

Yes. If | remember them, | will use them.

BE > ARIECIFAYES -

Occasionally, if | remember to do it.

R RV EF o (R RIS M) B IEEEY
FEJZEL RS — E%@J R
Yes, | avoid using the same vocabulary. (Why do you want to do
so?) To increase readers’ reading interests, and to prevent them
from reading repetitive words.

o (FofH1EER?) B A — Tﬁdﬁﬁj{a AREMI = T AT RS HYAE S
*Tyk AT H CRYE TERE
Yes. (Why?) | want to write different kinds of essays. | don’t want
to write essays which are the same with the ones | did at high
school. | want to improve my writing abilities.
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Interview subject #7: &

7 o [y E]— AR S IR -

Yes. The scores will be lower if | write the same things.

Interview subject #8: & E’G‘Zﬁﬂ“ R - A AR ESCESEERTT 0 B

{E’@%/L}\D
Yes, it helps me make progress. If | use certain grammar or writing
skills rarely, | will forget them soon.

Interview subject #9: & « A1 A S —HE B E0E « BALEH—T - (BfHEE?)

Interview subject #10:

Interview subject #11:

Interview subject #12: &r

Interview subject #13:

ERACELLEGY - EEAG —EEEENAS -

Yes. | will modify it if | use too much similar vocabulary or
grammar, which is the same. (Why?) The writing samples of this
kind are better. Readers will not read the same contents all the
time.

FHEHARENES - BREHERENEY S ENgE
A - (LﬁEﬁfZE’Jﬂ%?) A -

| use different vocabulary to avoid word repetitions, which keeps
the writing samples from monotony. (Anything else?) No.

P B TREA FEHI » FAAFE SR ERT
HIERERIE B CIRAERIERE - R FERA RS ER

1y L E RO -

I major in English after entering the university, so | don’t know
what English writing skills are. | usually write what I’'ve already
known. If | learn writing skills in class, | will remember them.

o PlAnEE T —EFTE Y o ERESCER e e
?‘3{@@
Yes. For example, if | memorise new vocabulary, | will use it in my
writing samples when | am writing.

NERRSEITEC0L - HEEMAARERES o (R(HEE?)
TR EIRY SRS HI$E -

| don’t use a lot of different skills or grammar, but | use different
vocabulary. (Why?) | am afraid to make mistakes if | use different
grammar.

Interview subject #14: {IGLERIA & » (HE A EIRYSOENE T « (R 12?) G

HrE AR PEE o
Not for writing skills, but | use different grammar and vocabulary.
(Why?) We have to learn new things.
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3. (RS S A& AT B OV SCEERE ) (A0: BEFE/NGR - FEsE s E)? At
JEE?
Do you use any ways to improve your English writing abilities (e.g. reading novels,
magazines, or newspaper etc.)? Why?

Interview subject #1: & » FHEILUNGR (A HMAVE?) 2FH - #diRD - HF
BFSLNS -
Yes, | read English novels. (Anything else?) No. | read English
magazines rarely. | just read English novels.

Interview subject #2: LLi/D » L/ DRRE » RE @ BIREEES - (RN HEM
TTHIRIHRAEIFRETT?) BRIFEE - BREESE - FERAKR
g7 -

Relatively rare. | read scarcely because | don’t like reading. (Don’t
you try any ways to improve your writing abilities?) Except for
preparing for exams, | study rarely.

Interview subject #3: BB - (IRESEEZNHETHRAVEIEREST?) & =M
HYEEE - g e TR EELANAEE -
Watch movies (How does movie watching improve your writing
abilities?) | pay attention to their conversations, and there are
subtitles. They are all helpful.

Interview subject #4: RN & > R HEIERS] T - BEHHEBEMZRZENEES -

No, | have a part-time job, and | have to make up some credits.

Interview subject #5: B FAKE » FRIFEATZORIFIRECEBER A& - (ff
JEANEE?) N R E ORI - BT O R
R -
Basically not, unless teachers require us to read. (Why not?) My
English competence is not so good, and English reading speed is
also very slow.

Interview subject #6: 7275 - (FyfffEE ILF‘ ) )2 HERNEE - gt
EES A (H-5
No. (Why not?) | am not used to it. | don’t do anything in particular
to improve my writing abilities.

Interview subject #7: & /NS o (Rl &E/NGERTTETERETI?) B/ N nT LLFRT T3
EREIIFRE - FPARKBIERGEE -
| read novels. (Why do you read novels to improve your writing
abilities?) Reading novels increases my grammatical abilities and
the amount of vocabulary. | may use them in my future writing
samples.
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Interview subject #8: & & HA AV - (FIAFHEE?) SE4gEs EE A AR5
NOCEESEM - e — R R Y SO -
| read others’ writing samples. (Any example?) | read others’
English writing samples or columns on the Internet. | read some
short English writing samples.

Interview subject #9: & » & HIL BT - (BEMEFIEAEE?)
o BRI DA MLFT0 el EFHBE S - B2 ] ~ B H % -
Yes, | watch English movies and listen to English songs. (Are they
helpful to your writing?) Yes. | can understand how they use
English, such as preposition, vocabulary and the like.

Interview subject #10: e & BIRETL /NG - EEIH CHEIVCCERE R - (B HAHY
6?) 2H » AFHEFRUNR -
I read English novels, which helps me write more smoothly.
(Anything else?) No. | just read English novels.

Interview subject #11: TAF S EER ° (T’RM\?%%a?%TLH%ﬁTTE’J%T’Eﬁ%ﬁ
NG ?) m] DU AEFRN BB RE ) - EEIKE A REA
| usually watch movies. (Do you think watching movies improves
your writing abilities?) It improves my critical thinking abilities. It
makes me more thoughtful.

Interview subject #12: FEEE - FESEA RN R EEEEHEE - FTEGEHIRVE
TEIRAEED -
| read magazines. There are a large number of phrases and
idioms in magazines. | think they are helpful to my writing a
great deal.

Interview subject #13: BXESE o (Ry(1/E?) IE CEEEILU - FrllUHedesk -
Read magazines. (Why?) | like English quite much, so | want to
recite and memorise it.

Interview subject #14: LI EECEE R - #H¥ B CILBRA BT - ZTEZHEA T
gL -
| prefer watching movies. | make progress by listening to and
watching what | am interested in.
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4. B TEB TN SR AR - (R & (A0 A8 IR B

HAM57ER)? BfHE?

What do you usually do if you have difficulties in English writing (e.g. looking up
dictionaries, finding out substitute words, or using other ways)? Why?

Interview subject #1:

Interview subject #2:

Interview subject #3:

Interview subject #4:

Interview subject #5:

EFHEEIDIRT EERAVE o (BE HMAAINE?) [ ZEmE[EE -
Looking up in a dictionary or referring to the previous textbooks.
(Anything else?) Asking instructors or classmates. It is faster.

WERHEFHGEE - FEEER CAHMNERET - SUHERE S
HJTEE © SOERYEE - AR AsEBkE - B S E(E - B HEA;
PERRE Ay A 755 -

For vocabulary, | try to find out synonyms, or write with easier
ways. For grammar, | sometimes skip it and not to write it, or |
write with other simpler sentences.

MEEE - ARA N AT LARE, gre Ay - Phleth - 0 HF—
EA - StEHCEES - (ICER?) BIFEE SR E
b LA AR o (FrRLERESMRA FH CHRCER?) [H
ksl o (B AFERGERENSOE - siHE CrY I =UEE
4F -

Ask my classmates. If | have someone to ask, | usually ask them. It
is faster. If | am alone, | usually look up words in a dictionary. (How
about grammar?) | usually write essays in class, so | just ask my
classmates. (Don’t you write in English other than in class?) Just
for my diary, but it does not need very precise grammar. | can
write it with my own way.

e FAEE - ARG RS - 25 FAE N E - Bk
HAth A - (IR M FEIEECERE?) & - ST aErT T
TR R A RARE -

Look up words in a dictionary or search for online information.
Sometimes | use translation software to help me start writing
samples, or find out substitute words. (Do you ask your classmates
or teachers?) Yes. | use any possible solutions to solve my
problems.

FEEE o (E(HER) B —ESOEMBEFIRE - MEZEE
Bl > BRI Y ) B AR ET -

Search for online information. (What do you search for?) | search
for some grammatical or vocabulary usages. | also ask my
classmates or teachers, or | use other sentences or vocabulary to
write.
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Interview subject #6:

Interview subject #7:

Interview subject #8:

Interview subject #9:

HEAGHETH - R EEREE - IR RECCHT - Iy
SR CHICE B « (R IR g E M) R AR 7 TS
AEHIHE AT LR BRI e R B R AR 2 AL HY -

For vocabulary, | look up words in a dictionary. For essays, | ask a
teacher to examine it for me before submission. (Why do you do
so?) | don’t want to see my writing samples marked with many
rubric corrections after | get them from the instructor.

HEFEAEMETFH  SUENGMESUESE - (WRBEEECE
ARIEEEEYE?) FAEHER - HE H A DIBHINEF L -
Look up words in a dictionary for vocabulary and consult grammar
books for grammatical problems. (What if you don’t know how to
write paragraphs or essays?) Search for online information. Find
out what can be included in writing samples.

HEAGHES - ST - BR00E - (ESEREEUT AR
HYEE » FeE B2 AT S [F 22—

For vocabulary, | look up words in a dictionary. As for grammar,
structures, or writing directions, | ask instructors directly, or
discuss with my classmates.

HHAGHEIERH L B AERERY » SUE NG
B A]FREE - (IRAS TG EREUE LT 20?) RR ZEACESE -

For writing topics, | refer to model articles. For vocabulary, | look
up in a dictionary. For grammar, | express with the simplest
sentences. (Why do you use these ways?) To submit assignments.

Interview subject #10: T & RIEANEEEE o (F(11E?) BEIg HFG 1A - HEEE

FEEEFIEOR - g MBI IErIEE - RO
LS 5y i -

| ask instructors or classmates. (Why?) Instructors provide
directions directly. It is difficult to achieve the requirements by
myself. | also ask my classmates who are proficient in writing. We
are about the same age, so it is easier to communicate.

Interview subject #11: FEFLHAMMF T - MR LEAGEAEERG = HI0E

AT S 4R -

| use some other synonyms. If | don’t know how to write essays, |
ask my classmates whose English abilities are better than mine,
or | search for online information.

Interview subject #12: B HYEM T & MG BB & A HMHE T A DUEC - A E]

RS G &l - EEERE LEEER  BECEAE
TERVARVE -

For vocabulary, | think about other words to substitute. If | can’t
make it, | will look up words in a dictionary. For essays, | search
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for online information to make me more thoughtful to my writing
samples.

Interview subject #13: TR& FAIEE[EEE o (Fof7EE?) 4886 CAVERIRZ AT DLHE A
) (HESEE G HR[E RS IR - R4 &R TR 2
Fy
| search for online information or ask classmates. (Why?) There is
a great deal of online information, but | also confirm the accuracy
of the information by asking my classmates because some
information may be incorrect.

Interview subject #14: & L& F I > IR F BT IAVEE - Fg HHM TR
R o B ESCSOERN T EHIE?) JOENEE - FHE CRARE
HRE > BERE - RS FHEE EAVES -
| look up words in a dictionary in the first place. If | don’t have a
dictionary at hand, | use different words to substitute. (How
about essays or grammar?) For grammar, | use what I’'ve already
known. For essays, | refer to online articles.

5. EIR AT (RN FIRG ISR A1

In what circumstances, do you write in English in your daily life? Why?

Interview subject #1: {41125 P SLATEREEE » DN AP0 BILLE D -
When | am lazy to write Chinese characters because English
involves fewer numbers of strokes.

Interview subject #2: fE:Z)ZH » FIRERIAAAIIRIFERHE — - —EEFEHT -
(RASAVER I ?) SR T FavEl &
Not really. | just use one or two words or sentences to talk with my
friends. (Just for speaking?) Both speaking and typing.

Interview subject #3: 55 _FBE HECHT - (IR A Rrer A SCR HEC?) o #EIR%
T B ELER -
In class or for diary. (Why do you write the diary in English?) There
are too many numbers of strokes in Chinese characters. Writing in
English is faster.

Interview subject #4: & » AR - HE4AETREDHETE -

No, just once in a while. | seldom use English in my daily life.

Interview subject #5: i [ {EZELISN » bR/ D » (MIERAIFEEEHIREENE?) HAR B
Y A RERER L o (IR Ry ZE A 5230 58?) Ltk - A
IS5 sk B REREE TS -
Relatively rare, except for assignments. (How about talking with
your classmates?) | just use English partly, but not use it all the
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Interview subject #6:

Interview subject #7:

Interview subject #8:

Interview subject #9:

time. (Why do you want to write in English?) It is faster, and
sometimes English occurs to me directly.

Hid - AIFE S HED - HAEHEGA S T < (R A {48
T8 Hal?) ARFELER Al o) B T IR (B
ol EABH RN & 350 58?) B 5 o EEEE -

For diary, sometimes | write the diary in English. | don’t write in
English at other times. (Why do you want to write the diary in
English?) | write some special sentences or vocabulary in English.
(Why don’t you write in English at other times?) | think writing in
Chinese is more comfortable.

1k MEMO 54 F 530 -
| only write in English when writing memos.

REMGHGEIESE - HEAEFRD » A —SEFE— -
HFEHREE  AEE—EBRE -

Most of them are assignments. | rarely do it in my daily life. | only
write some vocabulary or one or two English sentences. | don’t
write a complete essay.

FIEERIRHE - HEAEAGHIEER -

Just for assignments. | don’t write in English in my daily life.

Interview subject #10: A 9 SRV S G S = A FH RIS -

In English class only, or sometimes | leave messages with simple
English on Facebook.

Interview subject #11: AL ARG | FIRREBAHECES » GIAIME S HE -

| usually write with simple English online, such as Facebook or
diary.

Interview subject #12: S0 EEE0H - ALEELEI T EN e HE Y E » akethiichh »

B LSk (memo) th & FI S SCE T -
When taking notes, | write in English for some lengthy words
because it is faster. | also write memos in English.

Interview subject #13: AR FTFE AR E R PG » o gEE iR —Lb i - SEHIEEE

Do (IR & B ) (525 memo I - (A HMIFEE R
FESLIE?) RV AEEFT UNE g S - (MR TaFEZ
BEFUE?) AT B -

If | have to write a great number of Chinese characters, | may use
some English because it has fewer numbers of strokes. (When do
you do this?) Writing memos. (What else?) Rarely. Sometimes |
type in English on LINE App. (Do you use whole sentences or

vocabulary?) Usually vocabulary.
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Interview subject #14: FoAR FARRKAFESCES » BRIFEEIITA] o (Rf17EE?) CLEE)
HIRFR -
Basically, | don’t write in English, except for some vocabulary or
short sentences. (Why?) It saves time.

6. e HeEHIE - FERFEEEHOERIET B ORISR FRES1? R /EE?
Do you set up goals, plan your schedules, or have partners to improve your English
writing abilities? Why?

Interview subject #1: & o (FyfTEE?) )2 HHBEEE -
No. (Why?) | am not used to doing it.

Interview subject #2: FTEEZF 4R - EWENE - 2 RIA T - BULEEENGE
BEEY - 2 EEE R BUEE T -
| thought about practising it before, but | am lazy. | went to an
after-school programme for the GEPT test, and | wrote more
frequently than before and had my writing samples marked by the
instructor. After finishing the programme, | no longer do it.

Interview subject #3: N » LEBABFESTCIERAE ST o (Fof17EE?) ELEABFIS MR A K
o 0 A EER o LERbES - SRS gHEEEE -
No, | would like to improve my speaking abilities more. (Why?) |
would like to talk with foreigners, but not write to them. Speaking
is more important. Writing is for written report only.

Interview subject #4: & » AL MM  (IRAEPIRAYILSCESAFIR?) G1EF - &4
o BHERD - GBIREIERE?) B—RoCE - Hasah
L - (2FEREE?) A2 -
No, | am lazy. (Don’t you care about your English writing?) No, |
care about it. | practise it, but | rarely do it. (How do you practise
it?) | write an essay and ask a teacher to mark it. (Is it an
assignment?) No.

Interview subject #5: RN & > B 7 {ESGER o (Rl aE/Ee) EMEMERE - Ak -

No, except for in writing class. (Why not?) | am lazy and passive.

Interview subject #6: A& IEEEEL - (ALIRETHEAEFET?) FSL 08 Hadsdh & 1
P B LY o ((R R TEE ) F27H B CHVE AR
| have planned to do so. (How do you plan to do it?) Write the
diary in English or try to write in English as much as possible. (Why
do you want to do so?) Improve my writing abilities.
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Interviewsubject#7-5§7§ i o (BRI EESD?) EEE I - B %A

TEEZEE ﬁﬁuﬁ%ﬁ%ﬁf FEHMERERES -
| haven’t tried it. (Why haven’t you thought about it?) | need to
take a TOEIC test, but writing is not included in the test. | focus on
the listening and reading practice mostly.

Interview subject #8: WIHEA F|— A FAEM R G EE/ENFEE - TMtgs)5E

[ —EFF SRS S F - (IRgETE— (iR E RS ?) 415

TG HAE o I REEE o SEE T E — (I H RIS
e
If there is a person who is willing to practise English writing with
me, we can set up a fixed time to practise it every week. (Do you
set up a timetable or a goal?) If | need to prepare something
serious, | will set up a timetable or a goal, such as preparing for
exams.

Interview subject #9: RN o (B /EE?) B A NG E—ER BEIEXE - RAE

B e -
No. (Why?) It seems that nobody wants to be a writing partner.
We only practise writing in class.

Interview subject #10: Fe & —HMHE » F#EEHCC A LLEH —B RS CE - (Re/E

Interview subject #11:

Interview subject #12:

Interview subject #13:

BEGCE?) IS 5 T BT - Rk lE HEETE T
BT -

| keep practising. | hope | can produce a good writing sample.
(How do you practise it?) If | recite and memorise ten vocabulary,
and then | will make ten sentences with these ten words.

G o WRIREEBAZEEE > AR REERIE -

No. I relatively dislike writing, so | practise it rarely.

W TE HIE - GIRfREE GAEETE RAY B 5E?) G0 —(E 2

HIGZORE CB MR CE » (A REEFZERIMEC?)

SRE CIVEFERE KB B E IR AR TR -

| set up objectives. (How do you usually do it?) For example, | ask

myself to write two pieces of English essays. (Why do you want to
do so?) To train my writing speed and to get familiar with writing

structures.

FE B C— IR BRI > B2 H rTRE L HE—(#/ N8
P EECHEERL - (R RAERR B R 0) R Es
AR LAF Al gE & (95 -

| regulate myself to study English in a certain time. For example, |
study English for an hour on holidays to nurture my English
instinctive understanding. (Why do you do so?) | may use English
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in my future career.

Interview subject #14: HHIFEIHVEER &5 - K AR FEELLENTE, -
I will think about it if | have time because | am quite busy at the
moment.

7 AR R A E S EREIRE R RTER? 5E  REUrrE EER?
Do you feel anxious about English writing? Why? If yes, what do you do to relieve your
sense of anxiety?

Interview subject #1: N & o (FffEE?) IA B TEEREIERE - FHIRTERIEE
CHIXEHE MM - (MR gEiosHEZArIIE?) g, 44
TS -
No. (Why?) | don’t understand why | need to feel anxious. | look
forward to teacher’s comments on my essays. (Aren’t you afraid
you would get negative feedback?) No, we have to learn
continuously.

Interview subject #2: N o (Fy(T/EE?) BEEEZME N HOCE -
No. (Why?) If | feel anxious, | can’t produce anything.

Interview subject #3: & » JGHRERS] »
No, | don’t feel stressed.

Interview subject #4: {5Fd © (Ko T1EE?) B5A 2T » ERIE o (ANIRE L] ks £ fE
JB?) Sl BEIFEE - (M5 deadline CLASTRE] T » EJEE
¥?) WA ENERRES
Occasionally. (Why?) | feel annoyed if | can’t produce anything.
(How do you relieve the sense of anxiety?) Just leave it there, and
do it when | want to do it. (If deadline is coming, what will you
do?) Use translation software.

Interview subject #5: A EHYIFSCHEZATRA] » B FIE EERR & LR - (IR
AR RR?) SekE— T RS LHEE -
| am afraid that my writing samples would be rejected, or | also
feel anxious when | don’t know how to write. (How do you relieve
the sense of anxiety?) Take a break first, or search for online
information.

Interview subject #6: K& o (Fof T & FRRE?) I (HTEFRZERRE -
No really. (Why not?) Nothing worthwhile to worry about.
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Interview subject #7: &

& NEE N — A% EER R o AR SR REUEA A B B
%W\X%W SIS R TR SIS SCEAE o (REDAATRRES £
ER?) R E R SR HE -

Yes, when | don’t know how to write the next sentence.
Sometimes | don’t know how to convert Chinese ideas into English
writing, or | write in Chinglish. (How do you relieve the sense of
anxiety?) Search for Information or do it some other day.

Interview subject #8: RNy » L& B ERIE - IRAERSEIUE INERT - (IRE

A RUETEERE?) Al RERFHE e - fER LB -
AIDAH CZHE - AR RS AT sk A — (B N L R e i — =
{ES -

No, | just feel annoyed. | want to finish it as soon as possible, but |
also want to produce a good essay. (Why don’t you feel anxious?)
It may be because | have sufficient time. | don’t have time
pressure when writing at home. | can arrange it myself. Different
from writing at school, | may need to finish an essay within an
hour.

Interview subject #9: #2471 - NG REIERE o (Fy(TTEE?) BT TERE 1 > J2(T

Interview subject #10:

Interview subject #11: &

Interview subject #12: &r

PEAF R HY -

Not really, | don’t feel anxious. (Why?) Just write what | want to
write. Nothing worthwhile to worry about.

AL o (R T1EE?) N BRIV B ERE JILLERSS - BARE AT
EEHRZ R o (IREf A erEEs R ER) S FR Rt
JEE o

A little bit. (Why?) Because my writing abilities are relatively
weak, | am afraid that there are a lot of mistakes in my writing
samples. (How do you relieve the sense of anxiety?) | do nothing.

o Ry EREBA PSS B3AE » LIRS A R - P A
ﬁ%£%%ﬁ%ﬁﬁﬁ%ﬁﬁ@ﬂ$§%%@ﬁ@°

Yes. | start to write in English after entering the university, and |
never did it before, so | feel anxious. (How do you relieve the
sense of anxiety?) | do nothing.

(%Hfﬂia—ﬁ%xﬂLwﬁ?iﬁﬁﬁﬁ%%ﬁ
(%W%%ﬁﬁ%ﬁﬁ@ﬂ&%ﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁkéﬁﬁ 2k}
BECEA R
Yes. (Why?) | feel anxious when | don’t know how to start a
writing sample. (How do you relieve the sense of anxiety?) |
search for related information according to the topic to help me
have constructive abilities.

326



Interview subject #13: R& o (B EE?) ;2 TEEFEREHY
No. (Why?) Nothing worthwhile to worry about.

Interview subject #14: ‘N K& - HAREAE N HRAVE - G —RREE - (RE
FER & EEE?) T Ta S SRR ) -
Not really. | feel a bit anxious when | really don’t know how to
write. (What do you do when you feel anxious?) | listen to music
to relieve myself.

8. ERHIFCCRERIA RN - (REGEREEC? T

Do you reward yourself if you perform well on English writing? Why?

Interview subject #1: NG ([ T1E?) B LT{FE IR (TTEEGER -
No. (Why?) It is just an assignment. Nothing worthwhile to reward.

Interview subject #2: ~&7 » FUEIEBOMNCE ©
No, | just feel happy.

Interview subject #3: A& - N RKEMREE » A ZREEC -

No. | don’t place importance on writing, so | don’t reward myself.

Interview subject #4: N o (FTEE?) S EERIREF - IR
No. (Why?) It is good this time, but it may be bad next time.

Interview subject #5: N & - AL N KGFHEIVL » Frlltug(HEREREEC -
No. | don’t have an opportunity to reward myself because | don’t
perform well on writing.

Interview subject #6: 7 » $EHATREE  FEHAIREEC -
No, | just feel happy. | don’t reward myself.

Interview subject #7: ~ & » &{REEH.LIC °
No, | just feel happy.

Interview subject #8: ~N& » JG{TEHEEISER -
No, nothing worthwhile reward.

Interview subject #9: & - (SEE?) BRI A HEHEIFNVES] « (IREAEE
O?) ERASEHCZ -
Yes. (Why?) | will have more motivations to write. (How do you
reward yourself?) Buy some food for myself.

Interview subject #10: R& » G (T FIFEERY -
No, nothing worthwhile to reward.
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Interview subject #11:

Interview subject #12:

Interview subject #13:

Interview subject #14:

B RHIREFARF (%

I’ve never had a good one so far.

i - (HAEREREEEC?) SEEC -
Maybe yes. (Why do you want to reward yourself?) Encourage
myself.

HREEHEBEEYREEC -

Perhaps | will buy some food to reward myself.

EAREARG o (RfT1ER) R ZIRMTEZAY -

Basically not. (Why?) Having good performances is what we have
to do.

9. RE A B IFIERGRE FSUR AR ? IR B A e

Do you practise English writing with your classmates? What do you usually do?

Interview subject #1: {EERE F & « (AN AATH#ETT?) BIFEIZ LAY EE - $RALEEE -
In class. (How do you do it?) We read essays and provide feedback
to each other.

Interview subject #2: A5 ZEMGZ BV o (ALIRAMTE T AATE?) axfam— NS =CEL
WA ESEERAT - (PRI TARHEES?) B s EEE— T
ARSI TT -

Just preparing for exams. (What do you usually do?) Discussing the
format or how to write. (Do you mark essays with each other?)
After finishing writing samples, | ask my classmates to examine
whether anything needs to be modified.

Interview subject #3: FERIGFE S EmaZ A5 » ZAN EERAVNE Ryfo] BOCERTZORE
At -
We discuss how to write, what instructors talk about, and what
writing requirements are in class.

Interview subject #4: HG1EZE » “PEILH o (IMRMTEDEEEER?) 5o H 2L B
For assignments only. | never do it in my daily life. (How do you
do it?) We discuss how to write, and how to modify essays.

Interview subject #5: HA_EERIG « (IR EEEER) SUERILH S CEEE A, -
Just in class. (How do you usually do it?) Read essays and provide
feedback to each other.
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Interview subject #6:

Interview subject #7:

Interview subject #8:

Interview subject #9:

HAE FRSUERFES GG A& o (IR EIEHER) 51 5max
BV S EE B LAY SCE -

Just in class or when it is necessary after class. (How do you usually
do it?) Discuss how to write essays or read essays for each other.

ATRELS BRI S E - SR AT R A R e E L
GFHIEZE R RCER - UL -

We refer to writing samples each other. When we don’t know how
to modify our essays after the instructor’s marking, we also discuss
with each other to inspire ourselves.

g - IR EEE  Ag—iEay - R IEEE B
No. Unless we have a specific goal, we practise together. If there
isn’t, we don’t practise it.

HE R SIS IR R G A LSRR Byt s -
| just have my classmates read my complete writing samples to
confirm whether there is any mistake or anything needs to be
modified.

Interview subject #10: R& » HEEZEHC4HE -

No, | usually practise it myself.

Interview subject #11: N K& » WIREA FAaFHE I EE - FrblE 2 A LE

BEES
W =

Not really. | just start to write in English, so | don’t have an
opportunity to practise it with my classmates.

Interview subject #12: R o (R TEE?) (R & H CHIRUATTRERIE AV A —1% » B

AR EZE - BT E OB ES -
Not often. (Why?) My ideas may be different from others’, and it
may cause some conflicts. | usually practise it myself.

Interview subject #13: & - (KM@ 5 EEMHR) SIEHCRHFHCERIEEHEE »

RO AR
Yes. (How do you usually do it?) We read the writing samples for
each other to confirm whether there is any mistake.

Interview subject #14: oA EHAEIERA G - (V@ E EMEER) e T5m LA

i ETER MG ERAG IR -

Basically, we do it in writing class only. (How do you usually do
it?) We discuss how to write topic sentences, and provide
suggestions to each other.
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PART lll. QUESTIONS FOR BLOG WRITING

1 IREE R B S A e MR HIRIV I SUR ERETT? B TE?

Do you think the use of blogs improves your English writing abilities? Why?

Interview subject #8: & o (Fy{1EE?) [N R Z AT G LR MRV EL B RS HERMTRACE
T ElEE - FrRAFRPIRE AR -
Yes. (Why?) Because the instructor provides feedback for us based
on our writing samples on our blogs, we can make progress fast.

Interview subject #9: RNEE (LAl HED /] AU ERERF » FrlAE &S B EMIARE
BRI TEZER -
No. Any topics can be done through paper-pencil writing, so there
is not difference between blog writing and paper-pencil writing.

Interview subject #10: R DL - HE LIS HFAIARE S FEIMAVEIFRE AR
Bl o MZEBER A B A v ARE RIS R A& » s -
Yes. In fact, both blog writing and paper-pencil writing are helpful
to develop our writing abilities. However, we can read others’
writing samples, and learn from each other on blogs.

Interview subject #11: R DL - HEARESELLEGRSER » BEZROOE ~ PR ER 2T
B BEEEE S ER LB BT -
Yes. Blog writing is easier. Although we still need to pay attention
to grammar and vocabulary, | feel less stress when writing on
blogs.

Interview subject #12: B DL o (Ry(H/EE?) F5EHYSCE PO FEEERS Ea A HAMLAE
M ae g R S48 A - AR B IFRE
Yes. (Why?) The writing samples posted on blogs are for others to
read. They may leave their comments, which can improve our
writing abilities.

Interview subject #13: T DL o (Ry(1/EE?) R RAEE &S I AT LIE(FIEE PO fEELE &
EE » BB GE ] IR RAVEFRE
Yes. (Why?) | can read my classmates’ writing samples on blogs,
and | think it improves my writing abilities.

Interview subject #14: TAZAF AL » A A LASF I ARYSCE - i IR E CHY
SCEE PO fEMEES F ot A] DA EA A GPEEFRFI B Y S E -
| think it is helpful because we can refer to others’ writing
samples. Others can also comment on our writing samples after
we post them on blogs.
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2. T R s i Bl v A BEIRE R B S 2 R REFE T TRV TS B R RE J7? Ry HEEe?
Do you think reading your classmates’ essays on blogs improves your English
writing abilities? Why?

Interview subject #8: & - [K F e E RIFH AR —ERAVIVE - iEATREETR
S A -
Yes. | can understand my ideas are different from others’, which |
may have never thought about.

Interview subject #9: T] DL o [ fy 0] DA HoAh [S B2V 55 (F » o] DLERE| HAh B
Yes. | can refer to others’ writing samples and learn some
vocabulary.

Interview subject #10: AL o (Ry(H/E?) 25 S R G R EEES -
Yes. (Why?) Reading more articles makes us understand how to
write.

Interview subject #11: Z/Du] DIEEF » (R R [FIE2 RV SCEEAIFRAY—E A —H% » AT LA
A DA oA [F] ARG -
It is more or less helpful. The classmates’ writing samples must be
different from mine, so | can refer to others’ perspectives from
their writing samples.

Interview subject #12: B D) » 0] DA E E A0 B E -
Yes, | can learn how others write their essays.

Interview subject #13: AL o ({R48 1 [F 2 B EEF(7E?) 25— LI B B HTHT
IR - B [E AT S EE TR A — S B PO E B 0 3R
sk A DAER S ECA R,
Yes. (What do you usually learn from others’ writing samples?) |
can learn something | don’t know. For example, my classmates
may talk about an example that | don’t know, and then | can
learn new knowledge.

Interview subject #14: AL o (R R (E ARV EEUS A —FE » M LIERIAS £
EE MM (RS -
Yes. Everyone has different writing styles, so we can learn
strengths from others.
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3. IR AR B P AR B3 R? ol 2

Do you prefer writing on paper or blogs? Why?

Interview subject #8: TR R EB AT LA o HEZ AN E R G 4aTAMElEE - HIIE0
HED  HEMECER A UIERE - GLbigiGiE FAVERT] -
BARE AR ZAT_ERIFHE NS » BRJTE LK - (K
e _HZ AP R?) WEGRERFILRESRE - M
HIFTr] LB B EAR EIESEEC - TRBERRFTARE M )T T2 B0
WIS -

Either way. It is helpful to us as long as instructors provide us with
feedback. However, | feel less pressure when writing on blogs at
home because | have more time to write. As for paper-pencil
writing, we sometimes have to finish our writing samples within
class time, which makes us feel stress. (How do you find the
differences between them?) | think paper-pencil writing is easier
to examine, and we can take notes on paper directly to remind us
to modify or supplement.

Interview subject #9: E37&A% o A[LIEFEF TR L - AFEEAFE - MAFEDL
NFEESIED - BT B MFELR T8 - BRAEAERSHIE IR E L
i (EE R DUE BT HEL -
Blogs. | can type on a computer directly. | don’t need to write by
hand. Also, | don’t need to print out assignments. Blog writing is
more convenient because the Internet is very common nowadays,
and | even submit my assignments through using a smartphone.

Interview subject #10: §REFI(F - NI EETTFELRE - TREZ G LR -

Paper-pencil writing. My typing is slow, so writing by hand may
be faster.

Interview subject #11: EFEHEEI(E o (KBTI LLIRIEER 2R S -
Blog writing. | think it is easier, and | feel less stress.

Interview subject #12: HTEASEE o AR EAS RO ERVARY I FIBHICE » ha]
LABEHF [ X8 2 BBV SCE - (HAREERY SO » il —R—
5% o EELEREL -
Blog writing. Our writing samples are arranged on blogs clearly,
and we can read our previous writing samples anytime. However,
there are many sheets of paper when writing on paper, which is a
bit messy.

Interview subject #13: ARFEFAF  (FyfT1E?) ELREEMREAT T

Paper-pencil writing. (Why?) | am used to it.
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Interview subject #14: A EZfHAGH AT DAFEZ - ANEID—HE5 ZUEA THIES]

03|
o
vl

Basically, both are fine to me. No matter what kind of instruction
it is, it has advantages and disadvantages.

4. (RER R LKA S R IR MR B R A E?

What have you learned the most from this English blog writing programme?

Interview subject #8: Fe B FERMMRIL A EHAMAVIESL - ERERHIR/ VIBEEEERR
HAYZH - FERFTE C %M -
| think the instructor is hard-working. After studying at the
university, | rarely meet such a hard-working teacher. We have to
ask questions voluntarily.

Interview subject #9: 55 £l HAt A BRI SCE - B2/ b1L ~ 2ER(L - EEE
W ELERANEE - IR HIERE ERA—F -
We write about some different types of essays, such as low birth
rate or global warming. These kinds of writings are more difficult,
and they are quite different from what we usually write.

Interview subject #10: EEEZZ & RE 13 » A[LEEHM AR E - ] DIE 4%
A5 e -
We have more opportunities to practise English, read others’
writing samples, and leave messages to others. We can learn
from each other.

Interview subject #11: ERFE IR B /EAISRFE R MEEA —F0Y » A LS B2 1%
BE » FrDARA AR G hida e alts EBF  EHRE—
{ERARHT S -
Blog writing is quite different from paper-pencil writing, and |
prefer blog writing. | may start to write something on blogs in the
future, which is a great change to me.

Interview subject #12: F58 {5y S EEAH Gk AE T LLRUED -
| think my organisation ability is better than before.

Interview subject #13: ¥ —{lE B CAYBLSCETEAS AT AT M A 2 ZH CHIEAE -
| have my own English blog, and | can share my writing samples
with others.

Interview subject #14: [B]5¢ A] LAZEE - AR E—M EFRTT > FS8aRBRE G5
o
| can review at home. All the teaching contents are erased after
class if it is in a traditional writing class.
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5. IFae R B R IR EL B TR M E A (R R?

What are the advantages of learning English writing through blogs?

Interview subject #8: TR G CEHVEFMAR LR > HARLEL -

think it is more helpful to writing formats. As for other parts, |

don’t think it helps a great deal.

Interview subject #9: KZH ] DIEE] » AMREDE FAIEE - HAAEFAFIH AR
A Bt DA - FEE 5
Everyone can read our writing samples, and readers are not
confined to our classmates only. If someone is interested in our
writing samples, they can leave their messages, too. It is very
convenient.

Interview subject #10:

Interview subject #11:

Interview subject #12:

Interview subject #13:

Interview subject #14:

6. [Rad Ry B TR FR 2

WEEE R B FIAREREZ TR R ZR] -
| don’t think there is a great difference between blog writing and
paper-pencil writing.

A DU (ERREHAM R 2 S - EE R ANEETH » 2%
A AHVEREARE

It is convenient to read others’ writing samples, learn from
others’ writing samples, and refer to others’ perspectives.

BB ERNEFRE—EED T - (EHTETE?) Plnifis
EEIFHRZ FEEER - fEEBET - eIy = A E
NRIEHIHIE @ R B E LIRS B -

| think my writing abilities are getting better. (In what aspects?)
For example, we need to search for some online information
when we are writing. We can learn something we don’t know in
the process, which may be useful to our future writing.

FEAEES B A —ZCEIR S CE - n LI EL R Y RT3, -
| can read a great number of articles on the Internet, and | can
learn much more knowledge.

[ AT LA S > A DARIEE R AR E - B2 R ARV ERGE -
| can review at home. | can refer to others’ writing samples. | can
learn from others’ strengths.

R R (RS

What are the disadvantages of learning English writing through blogs?

Interview subject #8: FE1SHIRLY - T2 (TTEHIES -

| think it is quite good. There is not disadvantage.
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Interview subject #9: —E A MG A 1] DUETT - MIRZEATECRIESR - 1A
AE AR T AU © 1 B —128E - A B %
A computer and the Internet must be accessed first. If | forget to
write assignments, | can’t do it with a handwriting essay. If there is
a power outage, | can’t use blogs, either.

Interview subject #10: FB G E R B FFIARER FIZ AR R AR -
| don’t think there is a great difference between blog writing and
paper-pencil writing.

Interview subject #11: ' Z2 159 F -
| don’t think there is any one.

Interview subject #12: PO {EHIFEH% VI EEH AR EER - ELEOZRERL -
Everyone can read our entries on blogs. It causes lower degree of
privacy.

Interview subject #13: {ZiRIE » HAAIREEE -

It is harmful to our eyes. | feel tired after using a computer for a
long time.

Interview subject #14: LLEZHRE » FFE LA NS - 48RS -
It is inconvenient because we have to have access to a computer
and the Internet in advance.

7. BN ESERRESCRER S - IRe A EA ML EEH R KAV E REEA?
Regarding the English blog writing programme, do you have any ideas or opinions that
| have not asked?

Interview subject #8: ;374 -
No.

Interview subject #9: }@ 7 -
No.

Interview subject #10: ;@74 -
No.

Interview subject #11: ;874 -
No.

Interview subject #12: ;87 -
No.

335



Interview subject #13: t5FEEli A] PAEOR T MR —E230E > BARIGIE AT LA
FHESTEREDT -

Perhaps instructors can ask us to recite and memorise some
articles. | think it can improve our writing abilities effectively.

Interview subject #14: ;37 o
No.
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