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Weblogs (blogs) have become a potential tool to assist in the delivery of 

instruction for writing. The purpose of this study was to introduce blogging into a 

community college ESL writing class (2005 spring semester) and to examine the 

significance of its use for the process writing approach. The study also sought to examine 

ESL students’ perceptions as well as those of the teacher regarding the implementation of 

blogs in the ESL writing class. Students in the class used blogs for four specific aspects 

of the writing process approach, peer responding (feedback), editing, revising, and 

publishing their writing assignments. Action research was used to collect data from five 

participants selected for in-depth study. Data analysis was performed using qualitative 

research and case study methods to provide thick descriptions and to identify emerging 



 vii 

themes. Credibility of the findings was established by using triangulation of data, 

member checks, a debriefing group, and cross checking for confirmation or repudiation 

of conclusions. Results seemed congruent with previous research on technology and 

second language writing. Blogging proved to be an effective tool for the writing process 

approach as evidenced by the numerous benefits for its use that outweighed the 

drawbacks. Prior knowledge of technology was found to help the students adapt to 

blogging. Blogging facilitated the students’ critical thinking skills; affected the quality of 

students’ writing; provided examples of feedback and entries for the students to read, 

model, and from which to learn; facilitated meaningful learning for students; gave 

students a purpose for writing; and motivated students’ writing and interaction by 

publishing for an authentic audience. The most significant finding was that blogging 

seemed to solve some critical issues related to the students’ trust and confidence in peer 

editing and revising. At the same time, data also showed that the quantity and multiple-

voiced feedback caused some confusion for students in deciding what and how to edit 

and revise their writing. Overall, the majority of the students had positive reactions and 

experiences throughout the semester.  
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PROLOGUE 

 
“Blogs provide a multi-genre, multimedia writing space 
that can engage visually minded students and draw them 
into a different interaction with print text. Students at all 
levels learn to write by writing.”  

Learning & Leading with Technology 31(2), p. 33  
 

The above quote from Learning and Leading with Technology (2003) was an 

inspiration to explore what changes and differences could be made in ESL writing classes 

and in advancing teaching practices. This led me to examine the use of blogs by keeping 

my own blog. 
 
Blog Entry February 27, 2004 
This is my first entry in a blog. I am using a blog to 
describe my journey of researching and using Weblogs 
(blogs) as a pedagogical tool in my ESL writing class. I 
became interested in using blogs in the summer of 2003 
when I learned about blogs from an online article. The 
article was about ESL activities with blogs. I had been 
researching on some interesting ways to use technology for 
the writing process, and I had never heard of blogs before. 
After doing some investigation, I found a number of 
practical experiences with blogging and anecdotes, but I 
also found that no one has done empirically based research 
on blogging before. I wondered if and how blogs could be 
used to boost the acquisition of the written language by 
ESL learners.  

 
Now a year later, I am getting ready to present to teachers 
at TexTESOL what blogs are and how to use them for ESL 
writing. (Of course, I have never blogged before, but with 
my experience and knowledge of using technology and 
current pedagogy, I am sure that it will be fine.)  
By the way, writing to a public audience feels strange. 
However, I feel OK to have you go through this journey 
with me.  
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Blog Entry February 28, 2004 
I presented at the conference today. I had a full room, 
partly because many of the participants have seen me do 
technology and ESL presentations before. They seemed to 
enjoy what they experienced in the session. I prepared disks 
for them to take so that they could explore blog sites and 
articles on blog use, such as writing, theoretical 
perspectives, educational value, class examples, and more. 
Actually, my presentation helped me a great deal. As I 
taught them and showed them how to use blogs and what 
they could be used for, ideas came to my mind and the 
participants also provided some wonderful ideas on using 
blogs for collaborative writing and e-pals.  
 
Blog Entry March 27, 2004 
I attended the CCCC (Conference on College Composition 
and Communication) to particularly attend a workshop on 
blogging and writing, “U Blog: A Practical Introduction to 
Using Weblogs for the Classroom and Research.” I learned 
a great deal. The facilitator for the workshop, Barclay 
Barrios, has written many articles on using blogs and 
writing. This is my first introduction into how blogs are 
being used for writing in colleges and universities. I had no 
problem understanding the techno-babble (technology 
terminology) since I have a long history of technology use 
and teaching with technology anyway. I talked to Barrios 
about my interest in using blogs for the ESL writing 
process approach for my dissertation, and he became 
excited because we both agreed that research in that area 
has not been done so far. That was the single most 
important four hours of my journey into blogging and using 
it for writing. The rest of the sessions were also beneficial. 
I attended some online writing projects that were very 
useful, but one session was extremely beneficial for me. It 
was on ESL writing that was presented by Tony Silva, a 
who’s who in the field of second language writing research. 
His presentation was on current research in English as a 
second language for writing. One of the findings of his 
research was on the composing process. He confirmed that 
the steps of the composing process are 1) planning, 2) 
thinking, 3) translating, 4) rereading, 5) revising, 6) and 
editing. This made me think about how blogging can be 
used to support any of these steps.  
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Blog Entry April 5, 2004 
I just came back from the TESOL international conference 
in Long Beach. Again, I attended a very significant and the 
only presentation on blogs and writing. The presenter, Joel 
Bloch, is a who’s who is writing and technology. I talked to 
him after his session and told him I was writing my 
dissertation on blogging and the writing process approach 
and described to him what I wanted to do. Bloch became 
excited about my project and offered to help. He definitely 
wanted to read my dissertation when I finished. At TESOL, 
I attended other sessions on either technology or writing 
that solidified my understanding and knowledge of writing 
and technology use.  
 
Blog Entry April 8, 2004 
My next presentation was for the Popular Culture 
Association, a panel discussion for “Computer Culture V: 
Class Meeting Online: Academic Weblogs.” The 
presentation was on “Using Blogs to Promote the Writing 
Process for ESL and Bilingual Learners.” My co-presenter, 
head of the TESOL department at a university in Long 
Island, New York, is very knowledge in bilingual and ESL 
teaching and learning. She presented the writing process 
piece of the presentation. I, on the other hand, as the 
“expert” in writing and technology use, presented the 
additional part on how blogs support each step of the 
writing process for second language learners. There were 
four panel presentations and the audience asked a lot of 
questions at the end. The audience and the facilitator 
seemed to ask me the majority of the questions... I guess my 
extensive knowledge of technology use and teaching 
practice was useful for the attendees. Some wanted my 
business card to contact me for ESL writing or for 
technology use. The other presenters had OK presentations 
because I really didn’t see any benefit for me. One 
presenter did point out some negatives that I found useful 
to consider when I use blogs for my ESL writing classes. 
Her presentation was on “Blogs in the Writing 
Classroom.” Preparing for this presentation was another 
good learning experience for me. I was able to apply what I 
learned from the other conferences in regards to writing 
research, examples, and blogging.  
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This was the beginning of my journey into 
teaching writing and using blogs…. 
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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

Background 

Foreign/second language teachers continuously search for new and better ways to 

help their students learn a new language. One area that has provided much excitement in 

recent years is the use of advanced technology that supports both synchronous and 

asynchronous communication. The growth of advanced technology in the teaching of 

composition has been impressive in first language (L1) courses taught at the college level 

throughout the United States. In the past few decades, writing and technology have 

focused on a variety of computer applications as well as a variety of tools, from word 

processors, e-mail, listservs, to online chats, bulletin board discussions, and Web page 

projects. Not only has advanced technology supported communication for second 

language (L2) learning, but it has also expanded theoretical concepts about current 

writing pedagogy.  

Over the years, the process approach influenced by Flower and Hayes’ theories 

(1981) and Peter Elbow’s views (1990) in teaching writing has been a widely accepted 

pedagogical approach for L1 writing. It is a teaching approach that focuses on the 

processes involved in writing rather than focusing on the product of writing. The process 

approach to writing involves a collaborative process instead of a private and solitary act. 

Writing easily fits with the concepts of social, cooperative/collaborative, and 
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constructivist activities. Characteristic of the process writing approach is a focus on the 

recursive process of brainstorming ideas, drafting, organizing, editing, and rewriting 

(Candlin & Hyland, 1999; Flower, 1994; Flower & Hayes, 1984; Hayes, 1996; Hayes & 

Flower, 1983; Matsuda, 2001; Tuzi, 2004). 

L2 writing research and pedagogy have followed in the footsteps of L1 writing 

practices. In addition, English as second or foreign language (ESL/EFL) teachers, just as 

L1 teachers, have been fascinated by using technology in their classes. Because of the 

high interest, the professional organization of Teachers of English to Speakers of Other 

Languages (TESOL) added a Computer Aided Language Learning (CALL) interest 

section for teachers dedicated to using computer technology in their teaching practices. 

Technology Enhanced Language Learning (TELL) is another term that reflects the fact 

that technology is not limited to computers. The focus is on the communication facilitated 

by the computer rather than on the machine itself. Other organizations have workshops 

for teaching and technology use such as the American Council for Teachers of Foreign 

Languages (ACTFL). One organization has been created specifically for technology and 

language, Computer Assisted Language Instruction Consortium (CALICO). Journals, 

such as Language Learning and Technology and Computers and Composition, have 

provided research and practical uses for teachers. Elizabeth Hanson-Smith, a prominent 

figure in technology enhanced language learning, has authored or edited many books and 

has written many articles dealing with L2 teaching and technology. All of these 

developments have transpired to facilitate L2 teachers in the use and practice of 

incorporating technology into their instructional practices.  
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Statement of the Problem  

There is a well-established body of literature that focuses on computer-based 

technology tools, such as word processors, computer-mediated communication (CMC) 

tools (e-mail, listservs, bulletin boards, and chats), Web page projects, or a combination 

of tools. Some of this literature examines the application of these technologies to various 

aspects of writing such as syntax (grammar, spelling, punctuation), content and language 

development, affect and motivation perspectives, current theoretical perspectives (e.g., 

constructivism, cognition, and metacognition), current writing pedagogy (e.g., process 

approach, post process, and genre), and teaching practices (error correction, feedback, 

peer editing, collaborative learning and writing, and solving problems). However, the 

research on L2 writing, particularly ESL writing, and its use of technology is still 

relatively limited. 

The qualitative and quantitative findings regarding the use of technology with L2 

writing, and specifically for ESL writing, have shown that technology can have a positive 

impact on students’ performance and writing (Bloch, 2002; Chun, 1994; Ghaleb, 1993; 

Hertel, 2003; Knoy, Lin, Liu, & Yuan, 2001; Kramsch, A'Ness, & Lam, 2000; Sullivan & 

Pratt, 1996; Warschauer, 1996; Wresch, 1993) and on students’ attitudes and motivation 

(Batschelet & Woodson, 1991; Hertel, 2003; Knoy et al., 2001; Kubota, 1999; 

Warschauer, 1996, 2000; Warschauer, Turbee, & Roberts, 1996). The favorable findings 

(cf. Bloch and others) showed that students are highly motivated to write, and they 

generated more text while writing when they used technology in their tasks. However, 

some studies have reported either no significant differences for using technology or 
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presented negative findings (Biesenbach-Lucas, 2000; Gonzalez-Bueno & Perez, 2000; 

Gousseva- Goodwin, 2000; Kehagia & Cox, 1997; Pérez, 2003; Schultz, 2000). These 

negative or unfavorable findings (mostly quantitative) showed that the use of technology 

did not improve or make a difference in specific features of writing and writing 

improvement.  

There has been very limited research, positive or negative, in the use of Weblogs 

(also known as “blogs”) as an emerging technology tool for teaching. However, blogs 

might be a useful tool in teaching writing based on the experiences and perceptions of 

educators in the field of L1 writing and rhetoric as well as my experience in teaching ESL 

since 1980 in a community college and my interests in L2 writing and technology.  

At the tertiary level, L2 research has generally focused on 4-year college and 

university students. However, community colleges provide a somewhat different learning 

environment for students in that they have an “open door” admission policy for anyone 

over the age of 18 who can benefit from community college instruction. ESL students 

attend a community college to get education and training in a variety of fields. These ESL 

students come from a wide variety of linguistic, cultural, and educational backgrounds. 

The ESL students at the community college include international students, visa students, 

refugees, and permanent residents (documented and undocumented) as well as 

naturalized citizens of the United States. Many of the ESL students are highly literate in 

their L1, while others have low literacy skills in their native language. Some have 

advanced degrees representing law, medicine, and engineering. Others have high school 

degrees from their countries or a GED in Spanish or English from the United States. Still 
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others have less than a high school education. The goals of some ESL students are to 

enter occupational/vocational certificate or degree programs that translate upon 

completion into job opportunities with better salaries. Some students aim to receive their 

associates of arts (AA) degree or perhaps transfer to a 4-year college or university. Still 

others simply want to learn English to maintain or advance in their jobs and to negotiate 

the daily tasks of life. Thus, it is fair to say that the population of students in community 

colleges represents a particularly interesting and challenging group for a teacher to teach 

and for a researcher to understand.  

 I approached this study with the assumption that the success of ESL students 

depended on them becoming proficient in English and that their ability to write is one of 

the skills needed for proficiency. I also assumed that any avenue to reach a level of 

proficiency in writing would be worthwhile to pursue, and I was curious to know if a new 

pedagogical tool such as blogging would serve that purpose. Thus, my interest was in 

how nonnative-English-speaking students, specifically those enrolled as community 

college students, would benefit from the use of blogs as a pedagogical tool in an ESL 

writing class.  

BLOGS AND BLOGGING 

An emerging technological tool that has been identified as useful for writing is a 

“Web log.” A Weblog is commonly known as a “blog” because it is a writing log on the 

Web. Weblogging, or blogging, is “the act of adding articles or updates to such a site at 

regular intervals” (Stauffer, 2002, p. 4). Blog software is an asynchronous interactive 

computer-mediated-communication (CMC) tool. It is similar to a Web site except that 
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where Web pages are static, blogs are dynamic. Blogs differ from listservs, chat rooms, 

and discussion boards, although they are somewhat related. The entries are updated in a 

linear, time-based way, similar to a personal journal or diary. Additionally, the contents 

are meant specifically for the public and are presented in reverse chronological order 

(Blood, 2002; Stauffer, 2002), with more recent postings on the top and older information 

pushed to the bottom. A blog post frequently consists of a title, link, comment, date and 

time of the post, and archival information (Blood, 2002; Stauffer, 2002). The blog 

structure (Figure 1) allows a reader to see immediately how recently the blog has been 

updated, and it allows them to search the archives by keyword, by date, or by category 

(Holinka, 2004).  

Figure 1: An Example of a Blog Page from Write It: Reading, Writing, and Pedagogy 

 

http://englished.blogs.com/blog/ 
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The common use of a blog is a personal online diary in which an individual 

submits his/her entries and occasionally gets comments from outsiders. My prologue and 

epilogue are examples of an online diary. Blogs can be done by a single person or with 

many people putting up individual entries in a group blog. Students have the possibility 

of writing for a broader audience, not just to members of their class.  

 
 
USING WEBLOGS (BLOGS) FOR LEARNING AND WRITING 

 During the past two decades, there has been a proliferation of many virtual spaces 

for writing and communicating such as hypertext, chat rooms, newsgroups, discussion 

boards, MOOs1 and MUDs,2 and peer-to-peer file sharing networks. Weblogs have 

emerged as a new space for communicating via the Internet. They have evoked 

scholarship in the fields of communication, rhetoric, composition, and writing studies 

from researchers seeking to address the social, rhetorical, and discursive implications of 

writing using Weblogs (Gurak, Antonijevic, Johnson, Ratliff, & Reyman, 2004). A 

number of educators have been using blogs in their classes, and they have written about 

how blogging is grounded in current learning theory as well as writing theory and 

pedagogy (e.g., process, post-process, and genre). Additionally, blogs have been used to 

demonstrate other theoretical and pedagogical frameworks in both academic and 

professional settings. A blog site, Into the Blogosphere: Rhetoric, Community, and 

                                                 
1 MOO (Multi-Object Orientation): An environment which allows more than one person to talk at one time, 
often allowing display of emotions and object manipulation in a given environment. 
 
2 MUD (Multi-User Domain): Usually a text-based, multi-user simulation environment. 
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Culture of Weblogs, (http://blog.lib.umn.edu/blogosphere/), was established to present 

scholarly discussions and papers on blogging and writing.  

 Educators who use blogs have suggested possible classroom applications, such as 

the following: (a) learning journals, (b) learning logs or thinking journals, (c) reflective 

journals, (d) audio learning logs, (e) reflective or writing journals, (f) visual learning logs, 

(g) group discussion and collaborative writing spaces, (h) knowledge management, (i) 

dialogue for group work, and (j) e-portfolios (Barrios, 2003a; Campbell, 2003b; Downes, 

2003; Johnston, 2002; Kennedy, 2003, 2004a; Ly, 2004).  

USING WEBLOGS (BLOGS) FOR SECOND LANGUAGE LEARNING AND WRITING  

 Based on the proposed possibilities for classroom application, one might expect 

blogs to offer many reading and writing incentives for L2 learning and writing because 

blogging places emphasis on content, the possibility of speedy feedback, the option of 

working with both words and images, and the ability to link one post to another. Scholars 

who use blogs also say that because students know they are going to have an audience by 

publishing their writing on the Web, they often produce higher quality work than students 

who write only for the teacher or for others in the class. Several scholars have reported on 

how they use blogs to support their classroom instruction and have found that blogs offer 

many reading and writing incentives (Barrios, 2003a; Bay, 2004; Campbell, 2003a, 

2003b; Holinka, 2004; Kajder & Bull, 2003; Kennedy, 2004a; Love, 2004; Nelson & 

Fernheimer, 2003; A. Olson, 2004; Spangenberg, 2004; Ward, 2004; White, 2004; 

Wrede, 2003). 
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These scholars have maintained that blogging: 

• promotes classroom discussion and encourages further engagement in 
ideas and classroom content 

• integrates reading and writing skills  
• provides an environment for continuous postings that create an 

ongoing document of the learning process and a resource for others 
• assists the learning process: the technology does not dominate it 
• encourages students to write more, and to “publish” with confidence  

 

Campbell (2003a) and White (2004), whose research interests are on collaborative 

learning environments, emphasized how blogging supports such environments based on 

sociocultural learning theory. Campbell’s research on collaborative learning and blogging 

(2003a) and White’s classroom experiences (2004) on the same have provided evidence 

from observations, students’ comments, and blog entries that show their students produce 

high quality work encouraged by having an audience with whom to interact.  

Campbell (2003) and Johnson (2004) asserted that their L2 learners’ blogs have 

great potential to enhance their second language and literacy skills. Barclay Barrios 

(2003) reported that his students gained a sense of belonging and ownership by becoming 

a member of a Web community. These students also envisioned themselves as published 

authors, as whatever they wrote was instantly read and commented on by a wide range of 

people, which naturally promoted the exchange of further thinking and writing. 

According to Cummins and Sayers (1995), these activities empower both newcomers and 

minority students in the United States, many of whom find the culture of their schools 

and society alienating (Austin, 2004; Barrios, 2003a, 2003b; Bay, 2004; Johnson, 2004; 

Johnston, 2002; Kajder & Bull, 2003; Kennedy, 2004a; Love, 2004; A. Olson, 2004; 

Spangenberg, 2004; White, 2004; Wrede, 2003). After examining the uses of blogs for 
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writing based on the anecdotal and empirical evidence of scholars described above, I 

wanted to investigate how the L2 students in my ESL writing class would respond to 

using blogs.  

Purpose of the Study 

Based on this premise, my purpose for studying the use of blogs for ESL writing 

in my own classes began with the desire to address some aspects of my teaching methods. 

As an ESL instructor in a community college that represents itself as having a unique 

view of learning, and an English department with very specific goals for the students, I 

found myself troubled by some facets of my teaching that I needed to examine. During 

my teaching career, I had adopted the writing process approach to teach writing to my 

ESL students. I have enjoyed the interactive nature of this approach and the way the 

students, in my view, appeared to learn from the way I taught. However, some aspects of 

this method have bothered me. 

One aspect that concerned me was that I was always the major editor and 

reviewer for students’ writing. In other words, I was a “composition slave,” a term coined 

by Hairston (1986). The students word-processed all of their papers, and I would edit 

their papers using editing symbols and making comments that would guide them in their 

writing. My students were engaged in a continuous writing cycle of many drafts until I 

gave them an “A” grade for a paper that was error free with good organization and the 

required writing styles (descriptive, comparison, contrast, and classification).  

Another aspect of the writing process approach that concerned me was with 

collaborative peer-response tasks that involved group work and collaborative learning. 
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The collaborative activities were in many forms. One method I used was face-to-face 

groups of three or four students in which the students had to read their papers to each 

other. Another form that I used was to have face-to-face groups with a criteria check list 

for each member of the group. I also conducted peer-response group activities by having 

students sit in groups in front of a computer using Microsoft Word and edit in different 

colors, or by e-mail using different colors per reviewer. My students would reluctantly 

collaborate with their fellow classmates in order get assistance from one other. The group 

work was not always appealing to some, so they would ask me, their instructor, for help 

as they revised their papers. They stated that their reasons for not liking group work were 

either because it was new to them or that they had no confidence in their peers’ opinions 

as fellow students and language learners. Other problems dealt with behavior of peer 

group members in face-to-face activities and a reluctance to participate on the part of shy 

students or students with low self-esteem about their language ability. For those who 

willingly participated in the group editing and revising activities, I was glad that they had 

confidence in some of their classmates to get their assistance and not depend on me so 

much. However, ultimately, they relied on my judgment as the expert for their drafts. 

Even online collaboration for editing and revising was difficult because the students were 

still paired or grouped with each other in real-time chats or discussion boards. In real-

time chats, they strayed from the purpose of the tasks and sometimes communication 

broke down into off topic discussions, resorted to no feedback on writing, and eventually 

the students proceeded to communicate in their native languages. Discussion boards were 

sometimes problematic because again the students lacked confidence in their peers’ 
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comments. On the other hand, some students benefited from using both forms of 

electronic tools for collaborative peer-review tasks, especially the shier students who had 

more confidence online.  

In addition to relying on me for editing and revising, I was also the primary 

audience who received and read their writing whether it was a hard copy or in an 

electronic form. Their classmates were also their audience, their private audience as they 

only shared their writings with each other. Yet, with many writing students, it was 

difficult for them to share all their writing all of the time. Even with online collaboration, 

the audience was confined by the boundaries of the tools used for the class. Because I 

was the ultimate audience for their writing, their motivation and effort was to get an “A” 

grade on their papers and nothing more. On occasion, I tried to arrange to have my class 

read their papers in front of another class so that they could have a different audience, a 

broader audience, but, sometimes, coordinating such meetings was difficult. I did not 

have an effective online method to get other classes to participate in order to read and 

comment on my students’ papers. 

The students’ final papers also presented an area of concern. Their papers and all 

of their drafts were collected in writing journals and submitted to me twice during the 

semester for a midterm review and a final grade. These papers were written for the 

audience of our class, so no extensive explanations of content were necessary for 

anything because it was understood by our self-contained class, our private audience. The 

final papers were printed out and kept in a writing journal. The final copies were written 

in text only double-spaced format; however, some advanced computer literate students 
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added text boxes and tables to demonstrate concepts. Very little else was included to 

enhance the presentation of content such as graphics, pictures, or links to other 

information. But again, there did not seem to be any special needs for any visual 

additions because the class understood each others’ content as it applied to themselves 

and their lives. In other words, the students did the minimum to expand their writing 

because their purpose for writing did not extend beyond the confines of the classroom.  

Therefore, it was my goal to find a way to encourage my students to participate in 

peer-response activities and value the experience, to edit and revise their work from 

greater input and from a variety of sources that include an outside audience. I wanted 

them to publish their work and take advantage of the different ways to express their ideas. 

Mostly, I wanted them to have confidence and accept feedback from others and not 

depend solely on me, the instructor and expert. I wanted them to do more than just the 

minimum to get an “A” on their writing.  

Not only am I a long time ESL practitioner, I am also a technology enthusiast who 

values the use of technology as a tool for teaching and learning. I recognize the value of 

technology from the research and my experience. The use of technology in L2 learning 

has been a major interest in my career as an ESL instructor. Being a part of the CALL, 

TELL, and CALICO organizations has helped me look at different ways to design 

instruction for my ESL students. When I learned about blogging and its potential to assist 

in the delivery of instruction and its significance for first and second language writing, I 

decided to explore the value of blogs for teaching ESL writing.  
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 Therefore, my primary motives for undertaking this study were twofold: (a) to explore 

how blogs could be used to support the writing process approach to teach writing to my 

ESL students, and (b) to discover how my students would respond to using blogs for the 

writing process approach. 

My central concern in this research was determining how ESL students responded 

to the use of blogs as a pedagogical tool for the writing process approach. In teaching 

ESL writing and using technology, I had often pondered how I could improve my 

instruction, and after being introduced to blogs, I was curious about the following 

questions: How would blogs work for editing and revising papers? Would editing and 

revising through blogs make a difference in students’ writing? Would blogging change 

the way my students write for an audience? Would their writing be different when it was 

for a public audience, not just a private class? Would the comments from others in the 

blog environment affect the way they write? Would the presentation of their writing be 

different when they knew others would read it than when they turned in a paper for me? 

Would blogging be useful as they composed and provided feedback to each other? Would 

they be motivated to write more? Would they develop a sense of purpose for writing? 

How would the use of blogs change my ESL students’ composing processes in writing? 

What would my ESL writing students’ reactions to and reflections of using blogs be for 

the writing process approach? At the same time, how would I change my teaching 

practices using blogs for instruction? Would it help students compose and write in a 

public environment? What would my expectations and reflections on the use of blogs be 

as a tool for teaching writing, especially for collaborating, providing, and receiving 
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feedback? One last major question was – What effect would blogging have on the writing 

process approach? Even though I had many questions about using blogs for writing, for 

the purposes of the project, I narrowed my quest for answers to one main question and 

three specific questions.  

Research Questions  

How would ESL students respond to the use of Weblogs (blogs) as a 
pedagogical tool for the writing process approach in an ESL writing class? 
 

1. What aspects/characteristics of blogging are useful for the writing process 
approach?  

2. What are my ESL writing students’ perceptions/reactions and experiences 
using blogs (Weblogs) for writing tasks?  

3. What are my perceptions and experiences using blogs (Weblogs) to teach 
writing?  

 

 In this investigation, I used action research, an exploratory qualitative approach, 

to collect data from my intermediate ESL writing class during a 15-week semester. 

Action research is a method that pursues action and research outcomes at the same time. 

Aspects of action research include a change agent such as introducing an intervention or 

facing a problem or goal. It also involves field work. Action research involves a cyclical 

process of planning, acting, observing, and reflecting. Critical reflection on the process 

and outcomes is an important part of the cycle. This cyclical process has been described 

by Stephen Kemmis (1988). Action research is participative because the participants and 

teacher researchers are actively involved in the research process. It is qualitative because 

it deals with language more than numbers. Lastly, action research is responsive because 

in order to achieve action, it must be responsive to emerging needs of a situation. It must 
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be flexible in a way that some research methods can not be. According to A Beginners 

Guide to Action Research, Bob Dick (2000), the cyclical process is important because it 

gives a researcher more chances to learn from the experience provided that there is real 

reflection on the process and on the outcomes, intended or unintended.  

This study benefited from an action research method because it allowed me, the 

teacher, to become the researcher in my class and introduce the students to an 

intervention, blogging, for the writing process approach. It also allowed me to change 

during the study. The goal of the research was to gain knowledge that would apply to the 

local situation.  

During the semester, blogging was used with various tasks of the writing process 

– peer responding (feedback), editing, revising, and publishing. As a teacher researcher, I 

continuously improvised or made changes to my teaching practice and goals as the needs 

arose and critically reflected on the outcomes of my actions.  

Significance of this Study 

After an extensive literature search, it is evident that there had been no published 

research on the use of blogs for the writing process approach for L2 writing. This current 

study is of major significance because it is the first to examine this tool for L2 writing. 

There has been a significant amount of research and studies that support the use of 

technology tools to improve writing skills. However, there are limited studies on the 

application of these tools for L2 writing. Most of the studies on technology and L2 

writing have focused on stand-alone computer programs and applications, such as LAN 

(local area network) and WAN (wide area network) synchronous and asynchronous 
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applications. Weblogs, “blogs,” have been identified as useful for journalism purposes 

and writing instructions, among others, but these have not been used for the pedagogical 

application of the writing process approach for L2 learners.  

This study, in its purpose to examine the use of blogs in a process writing class, is 

significant because it provides evidence of the usefulness of this technology tool for 

writing instruction. Further, this study will contribute to knowledge in the field of L2 

writing because it illuminates how ESL writing students respond to the use of blogs for 

writing process approach tasks. With the knowledge gained from this study, it will be 

possible for L2 educators, researchers, and curriculum and instructional technology 

planners to gain insight into how students use blogs for cross-cultural interaction and 

writing skills development.  
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CHAPTER 2 

LITERATURE REVIEW 

 

The purpose of this chapter is to examine the literature pertinent to this study. The 

review of literature is limited to the theories, pedagogy, and technology that lay the 

foundation for the pedagogical use of blogging in second language (L2) writing. The 

theoretical perspectives described herein exemplify the development of theories over time 

for L2 writing. This discussion of literature focuses on the theories that informed L2 

writing practices and approaches. The theoretical and pedagogical bases for using 

technology in writing instruction are presented from different perspectives. Lastly, the 

research on blogging and its potential for its pedagogical application to L2 writing, 

especially ESL writing, is examined.  

 
Theoretical Foundation of L2 Writing 

 
Although the writing component of ESL has been around as long as the field of 

ESL itself, the emergence of L2 writing as an independent area of specialization became 

apparent in the 1980s. It gained recognition as a legitimate field of inquiry with its own 

disciplinary infrastructure in the 1990s (Matsuda & De Pew, 2002). There was and is no 

single underlining L2 writing theory per se (Adelman, 1997; Carson, 2001; Caudery, 

1995; Gebhard, 1998; Grabe, 2001; Matsuda, 2003b; Santos, 1992; Silva & Leki, 2004; 

Susser, 1993; Woodall, 2002). A considerable amount of the research on L2 writing, 

which will be defined as the study and teaching of writing done in a language other than 

one’s native language, has been dependent on first language (L1) research. Therefore, L1 
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models have significantly influenced L2 writing instruction and the development toward 

an L2 writing theory (Adelman, 1997; Carson, 2001; Caudery, 1995; Gebhard, 1998; 

Grabe, 2001; Matsuda, 2003b; Santos, 1992; Silva & Leki, 2004; Susser, 1993; Woodall, 

2002). Research on L2 writing has supported the position that the cognitive processes of 

writing in one’s native language (L1) is largely the same as that for writing in L2 

(Devine, Railey, Philip, & Boshoff, 1993; Ghaleb, 1993; Matsuda, 2003b; Pennington & 

So, 1993; Santos, 1992; Silva & Leki, 2004). Therefore, theories of writing in L1 were 

adopted for L2 writing teaching and learning. L2 researchers recognize that L2 writers 

bring with them knowledge and experiences from their L1, but that L2 writers also bring 

limitations of their knowledge of L2 language and rhetorical organization. L2 writing 

involves the influences of L1 rhetorical and cultural preferences for arranging 

information and structuring arguments (Grabe, 2001). Therefore, it is difficult to solely 

apply L1 research to a model for L2 writing.  

 L2 writing researchers have identified differences in L2 writing based on 

linguistic studies that have influenced L2 writing pedagogy (Gebhard, 1998; Grabe, 

2001; Matsuda, 2003b; Santos, 1992; Silva & Leki, 2004; Woodall, 2002). L2 writing is 

strategically, rhetorically, and linguistically different in many ways from L1 writing 

(Silva, 1993). In fact, Grabe (2001) disputes the use of L1 models for L2 instruction 

because they don’t take into account L2 language proficiencies given that L2 writers are 

still in the process of acquiring syntactic and lexical competences.  

From these perspectives, the field of L2 writing dynamically relates to and 

benefits from the convergence of two intellectual directions – composition studies and 
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applied linguistics, and those areas evolved from rhetoric and linguistics (Figure 2) 

(Gebhard, 1998; Grabe, 2001; Matsuda, 2003b; Santos, 1992; Silva & Leki, 2004; 

Woodall, 2002).  

Figure 2: The Convergence of Two Fields of Study in L2 Writing3 

 
 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

COMPOSITION STUDIES 

The discipline of composition studies is characterized by a number of theoretical stances 

(Faigley, 1986; Gebhard, 1998; Grabe, 2001; Hayes, 1996; Matsuda, 2003a, 2003b; 

Santos, 1992; Silva & Leki, 2004; Woodall, 2002). Silva and Leki (2004) and other 

writing researchers define it as the study and teaching of writing. Briefly, the theoretical 

underpinnings of writing research can be seen in its progression from an expressionist 

view in the 1960s, which was the beginning of the composing processes and a focus on 

the writer’s authentic voice (Elbow, 1973; Emig, 1971). The aim of that view of writing 

                                                 
3 Historical background from Kei (2003), Grabe (2001), Silva and Leki (2004)  
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was on spontaneity and originality. Peter Elbow (1981) did not believe thinking should be 

separated from writing, so he adopted the method of “freewriting” as a technique to 

express voice. He believed that writing should reflect the process of creative imagination. 

The 1970s brought the notion of writing as a cognitive process and its application to both 

teaching and research. Emig (1971) was the first writing researcher who saw writing as 

recursive. Flower and Hayes (1980, 1981), both cognitive psychologists, saw writing as a 

thinking process and, therefore, developed a process theory of writing. Figure 3 is an 

adaptation of Flower and Hayes’ (1981) model which demonstrates their view of the 

writing process.  

Figure 3: Cognitive Process Model of Writing4 
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4 Adapted from Flower and Hayes (1981)  
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Their cognitive theory of writing suggests that it is a highly complex, goal-

directed, recursive activity. Their model was founded on cognitive learning theory and 

focused on what writers do when they compose. The cognitive learning theory perceives 

individuals as active learners who initiate experiences, seek out information to solve 

problems, and reorganize prior knowledge to achieve new insights (Schallert, 2002). 

Therefore, writing is situated as a cognitive activity and is focused primarily on the 

learner (e.g., composing processes and strategies; (Vollmer, 2002). Additionally, writing 

involves metacognitive knowledge of what constitutes a good text and what strategies to 

employ. Metacognitive theory is a significant element in the writing process because it 

deals with three basic strategies: (a) developing a plan of action, (b) 

maintaining/monitoring the plan, and (c) evaluating and revising the plan (Garner, 1990; 

Paris & Winograd, 1990). 

The 1980s saw writing as a social and cognitive process. The writing process 

included the essential dimension of social context. In the 1990s, social constructivist 

theories prevailed in composition studies. These social constructivist theories of writing 

came from a view of learning that saw writing as including negotiation and consensus. It 

is also believed that writing is not a solitary act and writers do not operate as solitary 

individuals, but as members of a social/cultural group (Flower, 1994). Therefore, during 

this period, the Hayes’ (1996) model broadened the earlier Flower and Hayes (1981) 

model of writing by giving consideration to “given task, audience, and purpose for 

writing” (Grabe, 2001). This model included motivational factors, context factors, and 

reading processes. Social constructivism has been widely accepted as a theoretical basis 
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for understanding language use, and it is a salient aspect of the writing processes. 

Language is viewed as the most important medium in this construct (Prawat & Floden, 

1994; Salomon & Perkins, 1998; Wertsch, 1991), and the knowledge gained from 

language use is considered a social product and learning a process of negotiation (Prawat 

& Floden, 1994). An important theoretical view of social constructivism is that of 

Vygotsky. Vygotsky’s concept of the zone of proximal development (ZPD) is relevant to 

the social aspect of writing. The “zone” is an area where a person can learn when helped 

by a knowledgeable individual or supported by cultural resources (Prawat & Floden, 

1994; Salomon & Perkins, 1998; Wertsch, 1991),  In addition to Vygotsky’s concept, the 

Neo-Vygotskyian concept advocates that knowledge construction is participatory and 

learners jointly participate in the construction of knowledge. Knowledge is created by 

interaction through the process of negotiation, conversation, compromise, and shared 

experiences and each participant comes to a new mutually shared understanding. It is also 

advocated that the group is a collective body of knowledge, skills, etc. (Salomon & 

Perkins, 1998; Wertsch, 1991). Social construction includes group collaboration and 

considers multiple perspectives. In social learning environments, writers engage in 

knowledge construction through collaborative activities that embed learning in a 

meaningful context and through reflection on what has been learned through conversation 

with other learners (Salomon & Perkins, 1998; Wertsch, 1991). In addition to the social 

view, theories on the importance of the discourse communities came into play in 

composing (Atkinson, 2003a; Berkenkotter, 1991; Casanave, 2003; Labour, 2001). These 

theories rest on the notion that audience and genre (purpose and context) are fundamental 
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to writing (Atkinson, 2003a; Berkenkotter, 1991; Casanave, 2003; Labour, 2001). This 

brief evolution of the theoretical growth of composition studies and the parallel 

development of the field of L2 writing demonstrates how the study and teaching of L2 

writing has evolved into an interdisciplinary field.  

APPLIED LINGUISTICS 
 

One more perspective that feeds into L2 writing from which theories and research 

are drawn is applied linguistics. In applied linguistics, in order to understand L2 writing 

proficiency, knowledge of second language acquisition (SLA) is required because L2 

competence underlies L2 writing ability in fundamental ways. The nature of writing and 

writing pedagogy is based on a hybrid of theoretical postures. L2 writing research and 

instruction has its foundation in structuralism, contrastive analysis, error analysis, and 

communicative competence. Grabe and Kaplan’s (1996) model of the writing processes 

is similar to the Hayes’ cognitive model of the writing processes, but their model evolved 

from applied linguistics (Grabe, 2001). Grabe and Kaplan’s model takes into account 

linguistic knowledge and communicative competence as applied to writing.  

Language at one point in history was theorized as being divided into two parts – 

sounds and structure, thus structuralism. The study of languages throughout the 20th 

century was influenced by learning theory. The first part of the 20th century blended 

structural linguistics with behaviorist learning theory. Structuralism has served as the 

basis for contemporary linguistics, and the tenets of structuralism had the greatest impact 

on L2 writing (Silva & Leki, 2004). L2 writing was focused on controlled composition, 

an approach that focused on sentence-level structure. In structural linguistics tradition, 
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writing was viewed as reinforcement for habits in combining and substitution writing 

exercises. L2 writers grammatically manipulated existing text in order to learn grammar 

forms and avoid errors caused by L1 interference.  

Later, researchers recognized that L2 writers had different cultural and linguistic 

backgrounds that not only influenced the grammatical structure of their sentences, but 

also influenced the logical order and organization in their text. Robert B. Kaplan (1966) 

argued that the problem stemmed from the transfer and interference of L1 structures to 

L2 writing. Drawing on the field of contrastive rhetoric, a part of contrastive analysis that 

compared similarities and differences between pairs of languages, research examined 

differences and similarities in texts across cultures as well as writing styles in different 

genres (Grabe, 2001; Grabe & Kaplan, 1989; Kaplan, 1966, 1967; Kubota & Lehner, 

2004).   

The notion of contrastive rhetoric based on Kaplan’s (1966) study of 600 

international student essays showed the impact of rhetorical and cultural preferences for 

organizing information and structuring text. Kaplan (1966), Grabe and Kaplan (1987), 

Leki (1992), Silva, Leki, and Carson, (1997), and Silva, (1990, 1993, 1997) have all 

focused much of their research on the distinctions between L1 and L2 writers. Chiang 

(2002) points out that American writers use a predominately linear approach to writing 

compared to other cultures. He summarizes the differences in writing between cultural 

and language distinctions, and he based his information from the views of Connor (1996), 

Grabe and Kaplan, (1997), and Leki (1992).  Chiang’s table is reproduced in Table 1. 
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Table 1: Summary of Textual Analysis among Languages5 
 

Native 
Languag
e 

Research Evidence 

English 
Linear and highly hierarchical 
Writer – responsible 
Deductive (thesis statement in initial position) 
 

Arabic 
Repetitive 
Parallel and coordinated patterns 
Balancing of ideas 
 

Chinese 
Reader – responsible 
Indirect (topic implied but not stated) 
 

Czech Reader – responsible 
 

Finnish 
Inductive  
Reader – responsible 
 

German 
Nonlinear 
Content-oriented 
 

Hindi 
Spiral 
Reader – responsible 
 

Japanese 
Reader – responsible 
Inductive (thesis statement in final position 
 

Korean 
Nonlinear 
Indirect (main topic at the end of text) 
 

Spanish 
Elaborate and ornate (greater use of coordination and 
subordination) 
 

Thai 
Repetitive 
More impersonal 
 

 

To explain further, contrastive rhetoric is an area of research in applied linguistics 

that identifies problems in composition encountered by L2 writers and explains these 

                                                 
5 Adopted from Chiang (2002, p. 32)  
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problems by referring to the rhetorical strategies of the L1, including content (Conner, 

1996, 2003). To put it simply, the rhetorical choices the L2 writers make in their L1 may 

not be effective for writing in L2.  

Along with contrastive analysis, another phase of SLA research dealt with error 

analysis. It is an area of SLA research that involved identifying and classifying errors that 

learners made. One part of research on error analysis investigated the general errors that 

are systematic across all basic writers. The types of errors can be grammatical or 

rhetorical in nature.  

The recognition of general systems is an important one for both teaching and 

research. Error analysis of writing from a cognitive perspective is and has been a 

construct that is central to L2 writing models. Error analysis helps teachers interpret and 

classify systematic errors. It provides the basic writing teacher with a technique for 

analyzing errors in the written discourse. Errors come from language transfer; for 

example, Russian speakers don’t use articles and therefore don’t use them when they 

write in English. 

  A great body of research has been dedicated to address the treatment of errors in 

writing classes. There have been ongoing scholarly arguments of whether to correct or 

not to correct errors in writing, and if to correct, then how to correct errors (Brice, 1995; 

Chandler, 2003; Ferris, 1997; Ferris & Hedgecock, 1998; Ferris & Roberts, 2001; 

Gascoigne, 2004; Gefen, 1991; Huntley, 1992; Leki, 1991; Myers, 1997; Radecki & 

Swales, 1988; Semke, 1984; Sheppard, 1992; Truscott, 1996, 1999). Research also shows 

the importance of having students study their own writing and share in the process of 
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investigating and interpreting their patterns of errors which will put them in a position to 

change, experiment, and imagine other strategies (Bartholomae, 1994; Ellis, 1997; Gass, 

1996; Wen, 1994).  

The notion of communicative competence was espoused by Dell Hymes (1972) in 

the early 1970s which included a sociocultural and functional view of learning a 

language. The basic idea of communicative competence is the ability to use language 

appropriately, both receptively and productively, in real situations. Speakers of a 

language needed to communicate effectively in a language; they also needed to know 

how language is used by members of a speech community to accomplish their purposes 

(Canale & Swain, 1980). Communication competence in language learning expanded to 

include other theoretical orientations which included anthropological and sociological 

ideas of learning. L2 writing now includes a contextually situated social and cultural 

practice (Vollmer, 2002). L2 writing emphasizes real language use in meaningful and 

authentic contexts. Therefore, L2 writing includes not only theories of structuralism, 

contrastive rhetoric, and error correction, but also writing in social and cultural situations. 

 
CONVERGENCE OF THE TWO DISCIPLINES  

L2 writing evolved from composition studies and applied linguistics research and 

theories. Most experts agree that L2 writing is a cognitive, metacognitive, sociocognitive, 

problem-solving process that is affected by cultural and rhetorical norms. In short, several 

research strands have contributed to L2 writing, and, therefore, it has become a 

multidisciplinary field.  
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Pedagogical Approaches for L2 Writing 

Several pedagogical approaches to L2 writing emerged at different times since the 

1960s and continue to have an impact on writing pedagogy today. Each approach 

represents a particular focus in the teaching of writing to second language learners – 

product, process, post-process, sociocultural, and genres. Each of these approaches will 

be discussed as well as their contributions to developing L2 students’ writing skills.  

 

THE PRODUCT APPROACH 
 

The concept of product writing was created at the same time as process writing to 

help explain process approaches contrasted with previous practices (Matsuda, 2003b). 

Before the process movement in writing, according to Matsuda (2003a), product writing 

was previously referred to as “current-traditional rhetoric” approaches. Matsuda 

indicates that this term was initially originated by Fogarty (1959) who used the term to 

explain the traditional ways of writing instruction during his time. However, Richard 

Young (1978), Miller (1991), and other scholars, as indicated by Matsuda, used that term, 

current–traditional rhetoric, in their writings and practices for what we now refer to as 

product-oriented pedagogy. The product-oriented approach dominated the 1960s and 

1970s, and still holds steadfast in ESL classrooms (Santos, 1992). It is largely practiced 

in many countries where English as a foreign language (EFL) is taught. In fact, Porto 

(2001) claims that the product approach to EFL writing is paramount in many institutions 

in Argentina and that they are not amenable to change. Casanave (2003) reports about her 

experience teaching in Japan, and recounts how the Japanese educational systems rely on 
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the product-oriented approach to teaching EFL. These EFL teachers focus on the correct 

form, grammar and translation; additionally, the students write in English and end up 

with a product that is evaluated, and the students may or may not see their papers again. 

You (2004) also indicates that in her English teaching experiences in China, writing 

pedagogy has, in effect, not changed to “Western” writing pedagogies, the process-

oriented approach. However, there are some signs that the writing pedagogy is changing. 

Like Casanave (2003) and Porto (2001), You (2004) says that the typical college English 

curriculum in China still focuses on correct form, grammar, etc. In short, these scholars 

maintain that process-oriented pedagogy is still not practiced in many parts of the world 

(Casanave, 2003; Porto, 2001; You, 2004).  

During the product-centered era, a succession of approaches came about that were 

informed by a behavioral, habit formation theory of learning. Basically, they are all 

concerned with the same objective of creating a final product, and accuracy was of major 

importance, whether it was a report, story, paragraph, or essay. The product-oriented 

focus was on the mechanical aspects of the Standard English rhetorical style and 

language – grammar, spelling, punctuation, and vocabulary. Conventional organization 

required, for example, the five paragraph essay (introduction, three paragraph body, and 

the conclusion), the thesis sentence and controlling idea. Product-centered pedagogy is 

basically teacher-centered in nature. In other words, the teacher tells the students what 

and how to write, and all products are written for the teacher. The products are graded, 

corrected, and commented on without any additional input, and then returned to the 

students.  
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This product view or current-traditional view can be divided into sequential 

stages. The first approaches on L2 writing focused on sentence-level structures. Up to the 

1950s, L2 writing focused on translating classical literature and languages, Greek and 

Latin. This was referred to as the grammar-translation method of language learning. 

Typical classroom activities consisted of memorization of vocabulary and analysis of 

grammatical features as well as direct (word-for-word) translation of sentences. “The 

teacher-centered classroom and the emphasis on grammatical accuracy have remained at 

the core of the grammar-translation approach even when adapted to teaching modern 

languages” (Homstad & Thorson, 2000, p. 5). Later, L2 writing was seen as an extension 

of speaking and listening in the audiolingual method of the 1960s which reinforces oral 

language patterns. Writing instruction focused on form and assignments were very 

structured. Students’ exercises consisted of drill-and-practice, fill-ins, structured sentence 

pattern practice of linguistic forms, manipulation of fixed patterns, substitution, and 

completion exercises as well as controlled replication of perfect models. The assignments 

included modeling paragraphs that were carefully constructed and graded for vocabulary 

and sentence structure. The writer is viewed as the manipulator of learned structures, and 

the reader, the audience for all writing, is the teacher who is the editor and proofreader. It 

was believed that beginning students learned to write through a process of 

stimulus/response conditioning and advanced students were given models of reports, 

business letters, and compositions to follow. Students were not expected to write in order 

to communicate only to produce linguistic accuracy (Harrington, Rickly, & Day, 2000b; 

Matsuda, 2003a, 2003b; Silva, 1987).  
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Next, writing approaches focused on a different view of writing, rhetorical or 

discourse-level structures. Studies in contrastive rhetoric, as presented previously, proved 

that because of their cultural and linguistic differences, students’ L1 interfered with 

writing in another language, and they were not able to write in a logical organization to 

form paragraphs and essays based on American standards. According to Kaplan (1966), 

teaching practices should include instructing ESL students about differences of rhetorical 

conventions in English, so that they would become aware of differences in writing. As a 

result, ESL writing instruction focused on content and organization of written text. Silva 

(1987) points out that writing exercises include imitating writing formats such as 

paragraph/essays, and becoming familiar with organizational patterns of English. ESL 

students need to do practice exercises which include paragraph completion, sentence 

sequencing, and identifying topics, controlling ideas, and support. Plus, they need to learn 

paragraph elements such as a topic sentence statement, supported by examples that are 

related to the main idea, and concluding sentences which include transition words as well 

as paragraph development such as narrative, expository, and descriptive essays, 

comparison, contrast, classification, illustration, definition, cause and effect, and more. 

Typical exercises include outlining, mapping, clustering ideas, grouping topics, and 

writing a composition. In short, writing was a plan-outline-write process. 

A few scholars, Ghaleb (1993) and Chiang (2002), cite a number of researchers 

who found that this current-traditional method (product-oriented approach) was not 

adequately effective for writing instruction for both L1 and L2 writing. Silva (1987) 

acknowledges the dissatisfaction that educators have with the previously mentioned 
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approaches. He adds that, “Many felt that neither of these approaches adequately fostered 

thought or its expression – that controlled composition was largely irrelevant to these 

goals and that the traditional rhetorical approach’s linearity and prescriptivism 

discouraged original, creative thinking and writing” (p. 7). Nevertheless, proponents of 

the current-traditional method still continue to be concerned with accuracy and 

correctness of surface-level and discourse-level features (Chiang, 2002; Ghaleb, 1993; 

Santos, 1992; Silva, 1987). In support of the current-traditional method Santos (1992) 

states that, “Rhetorical modes of development (e.g., classification, comparison/contrast) 

are still explicitly taught in many, if not most, ESL writing classes, with examples drawn 

from paragraph or essay models, and focus on form, e.g., via error analysis, is standard 

procedure” (p. 2).  

THE PROCESS APPROACH  

As a reaction to the product approach era, the process approach (in a variety of 

formats) became an essential component of composition instruction and research in the 

United States in the late 1970s and 1980s. Writing research and pedagogy shifted from 

the final written product to attention on the process of writing which was viewed as a 

complex problem-solving process. The focus of writing was on two major views: an 

expressive view which is free and creative writing (Elbow, 1998) and a heavy influence 

of a cognitive view of writing. Later, a third view was recognized as part of the process, a 

social view (Faigley, 1986). The concept of writing was on the recursive and nonlinear 

mental strategies, cognitive and metacognitive, that students experience as they write. 
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Writing also included interactive, communicative, and social activities that were involved 

in formulating and solidifying ideas.  

The notion of writing as process was introduced to L2 studies by Vivan Zamel 

(1976) as cited by Matsuda (2003a). She argues that advanced L2 writers are similar to 

L1 writers and would benefit from instruction emphasizing the process approach 

(Matsuda, 2003b). Silva (1987) states that there was dissatisfaction with the previously 

mentioned product approaches because many felt that those approaches did not foster 

thought or expression. As a result, many L2 researchers and practitioners began to 

investigate and implement process-centered approaches to L2 writing instruction. Since 

then, researchers have demonstrated that writers use the same processes for L1 as for L2, 

so the process approach was adopted for L2 writing. Cited in Ortega (2004), Zamel 

(1983) maintained that process writing is a pedagogy in which the teacher is involved 

with the students during the process and intervenes at various stages. In fact, the writing 

process has proven to be an effective approach with L2 learners (Kroll, 1990). The 

typical features of process-oriented pedagogy that are used in many ESL writing classes 

in the United States include prewriting exercises, opportunities to reflect on writing, 

teacher and peer feedback on content without immediate grading, multiple redrafting 

cycles, and substantive interactions via teacher conferencing and peer-response groups 

(Auerbach, 1999; Ortega, 1997; Santos, 1992; Susser, 1993). Not everyone goes through 

the same process, but basically the various phases of writing include: prewriting, 

drafting, revising, editing, and publishing. L1 and L2 writers follow a similar process; 

however, L2 writers also engage in translating from the native to second language, which 
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occurs intermittently at various stages (Silva, 1987, 2004). Table 2 lists general stages of 

the process approach that were derived from process theory and models, for example 

Flower and Hayes’, and a variety of activities that support each stage (Pennington, 1996; 

Santos, 1992; Susser, 1993).  

Table 2: General Stages of the Process Approach6 

 Stages of the Writing Process 

Prewriting Emerging thoughts are generated through talking, drawing, 
brainstorming, reading, note-taking, free-associating, and 
questions in order to generate ideas and find topics. 

Drafting This is a rough, exploratory piece of writing in which ideas are 
organized and written up into a coherent draft; this stage of 
writing should not be evaluated, but supported. Topics and 
concepts are generated through “quick-writes”; free writing; 
graphic organizers; journals; learning logs.  

Revising This includes looking at the work though a different perspective 
– through another reader, a peer-response group, and oneself by 
rereading and considering other people’s questions and 
comments. Responses at this stage typically focus on meaning, 
not correctness. Activities include conferencing; getting 
feedback; sharing work; responding to comments, suggestions, 
reflecting on own writing (meta-writing). A variety of responses 
(as opposed to just the teacher’s) promotes awareness of a 
diverse audience, which helps make the writing more complex 
and interesting. 

Editing Students have teacher conferencing sessions, and/or form peer 
editing groups in which they do proof reading; spell checking; 
sentence structure, grammar, punctuation, and vocabulary 
corrections; and modifying and rearranging ideas. Teachers can 
also provide focused mini-lessons based on students errors in 
specific areas such as punctuation, mechanics and grammar. 

Publishing In this stage students share their final versions of writing with 
others. 

 

                                                 
6 Adapted from Silva (1987), Susser (1994), Pennington (1996) 



 
 
 

 40 
 

Nevertheless, teachers interpret process approach methods in their own way. In 

fact, Caudery’s (1995) quantitative research on ESL teachers’ use of process writing 

methods showed that, in reality, teachers use bits and pieces of this approach, so that the 

elements become incorporated into eclectic methods, under the banner of process.  

Research on the editing stage of L1 and L2 writing involves using teacher and 

peer feedback and revision. Feedback on errors has generally been a staple of ESL 

writing instruction (Carson, 2001; Ferris, 2003; Frodesen & Holten, 2003). Research on 

teacher comments has investigated what to edit, how to edit, and in what pen color 

(Semke, 1984) comments should be written. In fact, considerable research has addressed 

several recurring issues that support and oppose the correction of errors in L2 writing. 

The issues from the controversial debate are: (a) to correct errors (Ferris, 1997; Ferris & 

Roberts, 2001) or not to correct (Gefen, 1991; Semke, 1984; Truscott, 1996, 1999), and if 

to correct, which errors – repetitive errors or serious errors (Ferris & Hedgecock, 1998; 

Myers, 1997); (b) to correct errors directly or indirectly such as coding, underlining, 

comments, etc. (Chandler, 2003; Ferris, 2003; Ferris & Roberts, 2001; Gascoigne, 2004; 

Huntley, 1992; Sheppard, 1992); (c) to use successful methods of correcting errors 

(Ferris, 2003; Ferris & Roberts, 2001; Gascoigne, 2004; Myers, 1997) and (d) to examine 

the effect of error correcting on learners and learners’ reactions to and perceptions of 

error correction (Brice, 1995; Ferris, 2003; Ferris & Roberts, 2001; Leki, 1991; Myers, 

1997; Radecki & Swales, 1988). A strong voice against error correction is Truscott 

(1996) who has a pessimistic view of error correction. He based his conclusions on 

research evidence that support the notion that error correction has no place in the L2 
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classroom. On the other side of the issue, Ferris and Roberts (2001) found numerous 

studies that have evidence that students improve in time with error correction in L2 

writing classes. Ferris (2003) wrote a book that examined extensive research on 

responding to student writing. In fact, Ferris and Roberts’ (2001) own study of 200 ESL 

writing students determined that the students who received feedback significantly 

outperformed students who received no feedback. Leki (1991) stressed that college-level 

ESL writing students want and expect their writing instructors to correct all errors in their 

written work because they feel that good writing is error free. The literature also shows 

that numerous studies have determined that L2 students are very concerned about 

accuracy, and they want and expect feedback on their writing errors (Al-Jamhoor, 2005; 

Berg, 1999; Carson & Nelson, 1994; Cheng & Warren, 1999; Ferris, 2004; Gousseva, 

1998; John  Hedgecock & Lefkowitz, 1996; Paulus, 1999; Radecki & Swales, 1988; 

Stanley, 1992; Truscott, 1996; Tsui & Ng, 2000; Zhang, 1995; Zhu, 1999, 2001). 

Shuqiang Zhang’s (1995) study on affect and feedback found that ESL students 

overwhelmingly preferred teacher feedback on their errors. Furthermore, an analysis of a 

study by Nelson and Carson (1998) indicated that the Chinese and Spanish-speaking 

students preferred negative comments that identified problems in their drafts. Makino 

(1993) points out that feedback in the form of error correction activates the learner’s 

linguistic competence, fosters language awareness through reflection, and emphasizes 

self-discovery in the learning process. My technique for commenting on students’ papers 

is a “sandwich approach” in which comments begin with a positive comment about their 

writing, and then make suggestions for changes such as grammar/mechanical problems 
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and organization of ideas, and lastly, provide another positive response to students’ 

writing such as praise. I have witnessed the effects of feedback on students’ feelings and 

motivation and, therefore, include feedback on students’ texts that motivates and provides 

them with incentives to improve. This concept is consistent with Goldstein’s (1999) 

article, “The Relational Zone: The Role of Caring Relationships in the Co-Construction 

of Mind” and Rose’s (2002) discussion of emotional scaffolding in her dissertation. They 

both described a merging of Vygotsky’s (1934) concept of zone of proximal development 

(ZPD) and Nel Noddings’ (1981) concept of caring in education (Goldstein, 1999; Rose, 

2002).  

Research on peer revision has drawn a considerable amount of discussion and 

contention for its efficacy in ESL classrooms because a number of teachers doubt the 

helpfulness of peer editing. However, most research empirically supports peer revision, 

and it has received high marks of approval because it brings a genuine sense of audience 

into the writing classroom. Peer revision allows for the intervention of other students as 

audience and collaborators. It is now commonplace as one part of the feedback and 

revision process of ESL writing classes (deGuerrero & Villamil, 2000; Ferris, 2003; 

Paulus, 1999; Stanley, 1992; Villamil & deGuerrero, 1996a, 1996b). In the ESL 

classroom, the problems of peer revision stem from the fact that students have a tendency 

to address surface-level errors of grammar, spelling, and mechanics while failing to 

address problematic issues of meaning. Additionally, inexperienced ESL writers find it 

difficult to critique their own work and may distrust their recommendations to other 

students; they may also find it difficult to consider their peers’ comments as valid. 
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Another reason is that students from some countries don’t have experience with student-

centered peer groups, so they prefer the expertise of the teacher (Tuzi, 2004).  

A diametrically opposing view is offered by other researchers; for example, 

Paulus (1999) cites researchers who indicate that peer revision helps to develop the 

critical reading and analytical skills and that the collaborative stance of peer work is most 

helpful in shaping meaningful revision (Paulus, 1999). DeGuerrero and Villamil (2000) 

found in their research that peer collaboration improved students’ writing. Therefore, in 

order for the peer-review process to be effective, carefully guided training is needed in 

order for students to look at alternative points of view in their writing that can lead to 

further development of their ideas. To prepare students to provide any type of peer 

feedback, research suggests that students should participate in some kind of feedback 

training and coaching in order to provide meaningful suggestions for revising papers 

instead of vague comments and empty praise (deGuerrero & Villamil, 2000; Ferris, 2002, 

2003; John Hedgecock & Lefkowitz, 1992; J. Liu & Hansen, 2002; Paulus, 1999; 

Stanley, 1992; Villamil & deGuerrero, 1996a, 1996b). Based on research, it was 

confirmed that students who received training developed better quality responses and 

contained more specific suggestions for writing improvement. It is recommended that 

students participate in guided review sessions to practice giving feedback on one 

another’s writing that could be used to revise their own work (Berg, 1999; Paulus, 1999; 

Tuzi, 2004). Zhu (1999) and Berg (1999) cite research that empirically found several 

methods that are effective for training students (Berg, 1999; Zhu, 1999, 2001). In fact, 

Berg (1999) conducted a quantitative study to see whether trained peer response shaped 
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ESL students’ revision types and writing quality. Her findings indicated that peer-

response training positively affected ESL students’ writing quality and revision types 

(Berg, 1999).  

The feedback training should begin with introducing and familiarizing the L2 

writer with the process approach to writing (essays, paragraphs, etc.), which includes 

multiple revisions of the same writing assignment, and with effective responding 

comments. Training should include practice in giving critiques, suggestions, questions, 

and advice as well as the typical praise (Paulus, 1999; Tuzi, 2004).   

Frank Tuzi (2004) suggested that L2 writers should practice responding by 

reading previously written drafts of writing tasks in small groups. The students then write 

responses to these drafts. The class should discuss the appropriateness and value of the 

responses. The training should focus on what elements of a writing task to respond to and 

when the response should be given. Tuzi also recommends that the students learn to focus 

on meaning first and then form (grammar, etc.) in later drafts.  

In short, teacher, peer, or group feedback and response as well as the edit and 

revision process, which are aspects of collaborative writing, are based on collaborative 

and cooperative learning theory. Also, collaborative learning is based on the social nature 

of learning, a socioconstructivist notion, and that writing is a social act (Santos, 1992). 

Knowledge, therefore, is give and take and depends on the interaction with others. 

Students gain self-confidence and self-esteem; they also become more tolerant of 

different opinions and appreciate the non-threatening environment of working in small 

groups (Carson & Nelson, 1994; John Hedgecock & Lefkowitz, 1992; Romney, 2000). 
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Hedgecock and Lefkowitz (1992) cite a number of researchers whose “empirical 

findings suggest that collaboration with peers enhances revision strategies and therefore 

leads to higher quality output” (p. 257). Hedgecock and Lefkowitz’s (1992) view of 

collaborative writing provides a number of benefits, which include the following:  

1) Many minds offer different perspectives.  
2) Group work provides instant feedback and a sense of audience. 
3) It is audience-centered – the reactions of peers help student writers 

understand they are writing for a community of readers, not merely for 
their instructor.  

 

However, there are researchers who believe that social learning goes beyond the 

process approach and should be looked at from an exclusive perspective, a post-process 

approach to writing.  

 

POST-PROCESS OR SOCIOCULTURAL APPROACH  

As discussed in the process approach, rhetoric consisted of three views: 

expressive, cognitive, and social. Writing is viewed as both a personal, expressive act as 

well as an interpersonal, social act. The attention of writing instruction was on linguistic 

and cognitive processes and on the products of writing which are embedded in a variety 

of contexts. Additionally, grammar, syntax, drafting, and revising mattered.  

However, there are scholars, for example, Atkinson (2003a, 2003b), Ewald 

(2002), Kent (1999), Olson (2002), and Reiff (2002), to name a few, who have pointed 

out that the process approach has its limitations. According to Kent (1999), writing is not 

centered on the process but in the communication, and he stresses that students focus on 

language use as the content to be communicated. Key among these limitations is that the 
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process approach is based on cognitive learning theory in that attention is given to how 

the individual writer produces text. In the process tradition, readers are cast in the roles of 

passive recipients who exist apart from the discourse. Plus, attention is not on the role of 

readers who interact with writers and texts to construct meaning (Reiff, 2002). These 

scholars assert that the process approach is formulaic because each student follows the 

same general stages of the writing process. They contend that writing can not be a 

generalizable process. In other words, according to these scholars, process theorists 

assume that the statements made about the process approach is a “one-size-fits-all” 

concept that would apply to most if not all writing situations (G. Olson, 2002).  

These scholars, such as Atkinson (2003a, 2003b), Ewald (2002), Kent (1999), 

Olson (2002), and Reiff (2002), have delineated the social/cultural view as a separation 

or extension of the process approach to teaching writing. They stress that writers need to 

write for the public, not just for each other and their teacher who make up an academic 

audience. Additionally, a teacher expects well-developed and well-organized papers with 

ample details and evidence as well as appropriate and concise language. According to 

some scholars, writing involves multiple audiences in a variety of professional and 

disciplinary contexts (Reiff, 2002). What transpired was a sociocultural approach to 

teaching writing called the post process approach.  This approach does not mean “after” 

the traditional concept of process approach but “beyond” it or an extension of it (Reiff, 

2002). Silva (1987) proclaims that, “In essence, it is asserted that the process approach 

overemphasizes the individual’s psychological functioning and neglects the sociocultural 

context… in fact, the process approach operates in a sociocultural vacuum” (p. 9). 
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Vollmer (2002) argues that “the notion of [process] writing… must be revised in favor of 

a more complex understanding of writing as a contextually situated social and cultural 

practice” (p. 1). These scholars strongly base their stance on the foundation of 

socioconstructivist learning theory, the Vygotskyian (1978) concept that individuals are 

social beings and learning occurs through social and cultural interactions. These aspects 

of learning are described in the theoretical section of this chapter. The post-process 

scholars claim that writing students benefit from sharing ideas with readers rather than 

working alone. Ethnographic researchers, for instance, Shirley Brice Heath and her prize-

winning book, Ways with Words (1983), have demonstrated how writing and reading are 

culturally bound.  

The Journal of Second Language Writing dedicated a special issue, volume 12 

number 1 (2003), to present the idea of the post-process approach to L2 writing. The 

guest editor for the issue, Dwight Atkinson, solicited articles from a number of L2 

writing scholars, such as Leki, Matsuda, Silva, Casanave, and several others, to discuss 

their views on post-process writing theory, research, and pedagogy and to advocate the 

approach for L2 writing. First, according to Atkinson and Matsuda, the conceptualization 

of post-process writing was originated from Trimbur (1994). Trimbur described post-

process composition as a post-cognitive (social cognition), socially and culturally situated 

activity in L1 writing. Atkinson (2003) argues that process writing has been an asocial 

practice and has focused on the writer’s individuality. Teaching practices focused on the 

development of the inner self and writing was an act of discovery; even though teaching 

practices sometimes connected to the social environment (Atkinson, 2003a). Atkinson 
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recognizes the power of process writing and that typical L2 writing pedagogy includes 

prewriting, drafting, feedback from teachers and peer reviews, editing, and revising as 

important classroom activities. However, he believes that writing instruction should be 

thought of as a highly cultural activity in terms of a “post-process” activity.  

On the other hand, some scholars, for example, Matsuda (2003b) and Casanave 

(2003) to name a few, caution the use of the term “post-process” to describe changes in 

L2 writing, but rather accept that during the process, the sociocultural approach is a 

natural extension of the writing process. They assert that social and cultural factors, along 

with cognitive factors, affect language learning and writing as a means of communicating 

ideas. To this end, L1 and L2 researchers stress the importance of the social and cultural 

nature of learning which, by far, is a commonly understood concept more so than the 

“post-process” because similar writers, multiple readers, and different contexts are 

involved (Atkinson, 2003a, 2003b; Casanave, 2003; Matsuda, 2003a).  

Therefore, writing instruction should provide students with opportunities for 

encounters with readers who are “real” readers. In fact, writing across the curriculum is 

an example of post-process writing in that writers learn to write for a multiplicity of 

audiences in different disciplines. Instruction includes writing assignments that encourage 

students to learn disciplinary discourse that can expand students’ notion of audience. 

According to Reiff (2002), writing assignments should include having student writers 

observe and participate in “community actions which would expose them to the public, 

situated nature of discourse and their conflicting interpretations within communities” (p. 

108). Writing assignments should involve audiences beyond the classroom and even 
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outside of the academia, such as writing for community service organizations, businesses, 

magazines geared toward different audiences, and so forth. Assignments across the 

curriculum could include using “real” readers who are individuals the writers know from 

real social encounters (friends, roommates, colleagues, other classes, etc.) who will 

respond to and provide actual feedback on the writers’ drafts. These types of assignments 

bring writers into direct relation and communicative interaction with others (Ewald, 

2002; G. Olson, 2002; Reiff, 2002).  

Overall, post-process perspectives emphasize the public, interpretative, and 

situated nature of communication. Writing is an interpretive act, and this interpretative 

act is shared with multiple readers who play multiple reading roles. Auerbach (1999) 

assured that, “The message in this approach is that learners’ cultural knowledge and ways 

of using literacy are valuable and can become a bridge to new learning. Writing is a 

vehicle of social and cultural affirmation” (p. 3). 

 

GENRE APPROACH  

A different view on writing pedagogy is the genre-based approach. It is another 

approach to both L1 and L2 writing that is supported by opponents of the process 

approach and who believe that genre pedagogy is a social response to process views. It is 

a movement popularized in England and Australia. Others see genre-based pedagogy as a 

complement to process views “by emphasizing the role of language in written 

communication” (Hyland, 2003, p. 17). The opponents of the process approach believe 

that writing is basically individual problem-solving and that process models fail to 
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introduce students to the cultural and linguistic resources necessary for them to engage in 

critical texts (Hyland, 2003; Johns, 2002). There are multiple perspectives on genre 

pedagogy (Adam & Artemeva, 2002; Coe, 2002; Dudley-Evans, 2002; Hyland, 2003; 

Hyon, 1996; Johns, 2003, 2002; Paltridge, 2002). However, genre basically can be 

viewed from two perspectives. Some perceive genre as synonymous with text type and is 

used interchangeably in research and literature. Others indicate that there is a clear 

distinction between genre and text type. For those that see a difference, genre is text that 

is written or spoken in a specific social and cultural context (newspaper, history class, a 

Web site, and ever-evolving rhetorical contexts) for a specific purpose and viewed by a 

discourse community (Hyland, 2003; Hyon, 1996; Johns, 2003; Silva, 1987). Examples 

of genre include stories, novels, documented essays, research reports, summaries of and 

reactions to readings, scientific and lab reports, lectures, resumes, different types of 

letters, legal texts, e-mail messages, electronic newsgroups, online discussions, and so on 

(Adam & Artemeva, 2002; Johns, 2003, 2002). Text type is the language (a.k.a. language 

styles or rhetorical modes) used in writing such as descriptions, examples, processes, 

narratives, instructions, explanations, definitions, exemplifications, problem-solutions, 

compare and contrast, cause and effect, division and classification, expositions, 

discussion and argumentation, and persuasion (Paltridge, 2002). Paltridge (2002) 

indicates that genre and text type deal with aspects of language in different ways. He also 

assures that the difference between genre and text type is extremely helpful for English 

for academic purposes (EAP) classrooms. It is equally important for English for specific 

purposes (ESP).  
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The ESL students in this study are being enculturated into a community college 

environment to prepare them for academic course work or occupational training. In this 

learning environment, writing is perceived not only as remediation for required 

composition courses but also as preparation for academic writing needs. Further, writing 

is required in occupational programs and academic courses across the disciplines. 

Instruction concentrates on the range of text types (academic and workplace) and the 

nature of the writing tasks aimed at helping to socialize the students into academic and 

occupational contexts.  

The writing emphasis is on the function and meaning of language in social 

contexts, not universal rules. Process writing strategies such as peer editing, revising, 

rewriting, and other aspects such as explicit teaching of grammar and punctuation should 

not be forgotten in the effort to encourage L2 students to understand and produce texts 

from various genres (Hyland, 2003; Hyon, 1996; Johns, 2003; Silva, 1987). According to 

Auerbach (1999), researchers and scholars argue that L2 writers need more than sharing 

their stories, finding their voice, and celebrating their cultures. She cites researchers who 

favor explicit instruction in the rules and standards that are deemed important in the 

dominant culture. From this perspective students learn to identify different text types 

(narratives, factual, procedural, and persuasive), discuss and analyze the texts’ structural 

and linguistic features, do practice exercises related to relevant language forms, and then 

produce their own texts that conform to the conventions of each genre (Auerbach, 1999; 

Dudley-Evans, 2002; Johns, 2002). For example, students might be given two different 

texts, such as a news report about the death toll of terrorists’ attacks and a letter to the 
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editor about the lack of protective armament for the soldiers combating terrorism. They 

would compare what the texts are about, why they were written, when one would read 

each, where they would be published, and how the language and structure of the texts 

differ. Johns (2003), on the other hand, quotes another perspective from Freedman (1994) 

as arguing for a limitation to “overall features of format or organization…and a limited 

set of rules regarding grammar usage and punctuation” (p. 210). Johns (2003) also states 

that Freedman takes the position that instead of explicitly teaching texts as genre 

examples and the rules (except it might be warranted under some circumstances), 

teachers need to “set up facilitation environments” for genre acquisition, for contexts that 

more closely approximates genuine, and for varied, rhetorical situations.  

 Genre approaches have many similarities to product approaches in terms of 

writing development, but they also have their differences. For example, according to 

Grabe and Kaplan (1996), “genre is not being taught as an end for instruction, but rather 

as a means to understand meaningful content” (p. 137).  

 
SUMMARY 

All of these pedagogical approaches, which are based on differing conceptions of 

writing, are by no means mutually exclusive. In reality, watered down hybrid versions of 

the pedagogical perspectives are present in current ESL writing classes. To clarify, 

classroom instruction involves a combination of genre analysis (some analysis of the 

prototypical rhetorical features of the required type of writing), textual analysis (grammar 

and lexical characteristics of the type of writing), process approach strategies (redrafting, 

revising, editing of written pieces), and informal and formal group discussion of student 
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work with teacher/peer feedback on content and grammar. Matsuda (2003) cites Raimes 

(1983a) as saying that few teachers are not “so devoted to one approach as to exclude all 

others” (p. 11). Paltridge (2002) cites Raimes (1991) as discussing a need to balance the 

process approach with “attention to form, content, and reader expectations along with a 

focus on the individual writer” (Paltridge 2002, p. 83). Lastly, according to Paltridge 

(2002) research shows that writing skills are best taught in connection with topics 

associated with content material. As a result, ESL writing students will be more 

successful in their academic settings, and anything that helps them to write will 

contribute to their future experiences.  

 
 

Technology and L2 Writing 

RESEARCH PERSPECTIVES 

Technology has been researched to ascertain its effectiveness for writing skills 

development since its inception for educational use. As the use of technology in language 

classrooms has increased dramatically over the past years, L2 teachers have recognized 

and acknowledged its value for teaching and learning. The literature review in this 

section is limited to research on technological applications for language teaching and 

learning published within the 10-year span of 1994–2005. The research review expanded 

to cover L2 writing because there is limited research on ESL writing using technology. 

Computer application to education has been around since the 1980s but in the 1990s 
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technology development accelerated rapidly. The reason for limiting the research to the 

last decade is because technology is ever changing, advancing, and improving.  

Looking back, technology and pedagogy have moved along the same continuum 

as learning theory. They shifted away from a research focus on behaviorist drill-and- 

practice computer-aided programs to technology focused on cognitive and metacognitive 

processes as well as constructivist and social constructivist learning. Technology evolved 

to include interaction, communication, collaborative learning or collaborative writing on 

bulletin boards, chat rooms, and more. The focus of writing research moved from a “just 

use it and see what happens” practice of using technology in writing classes in which 

glorious accounts of positive experiences of technology in the classroom or lab of early 

adopters were exemplified. Stedman (2000) calls this “an ‘uncritical enthusiasm’ for the 

medium – a failure to develop carefully a pedagogy for this clumsy marriage of 

computers and classrooms” (p. 23). There was no particular pedagogical goal for the use 

of technology when it was first introduced into instructional practice. Then it moved to a 

“use it pedagogically and effectively” practice of using technology to support 

pedagogical goals (Zhao, 2003). The research spotlight has been on implementing 

technology into classroom and curriculum design and on technology-enhanced language 

learning activities that are meaningful to students and compatible with pedagogical goals 

(clear and specific learning objectives). There remains an interest in examining the 

effects of writing technology on learning (Zhao, 2003). Innovative instructors are 

constantly shaping the continual development of technologies into their instructional 

designs. For example, when networking came along, L2 writing researchers first looked 
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at the use of networks for writing the same way they did with the use of word processing, 

but later researchers recognized that the new technology could be applied in a different 

way, and then changed their focus to looking at writing as written conversation and 

language proficiency.  

Most of the articles reviewed on technology focused on its impact on writing, 

while some focused on writing goals and objectives and how technology supports them. 

In light of the ways the researchers chose to conduct their research, my purpose, in 

critically reviewing the literature, looked at the pedagogical and theoretical perspectives, 

chronological influences, and technology used, such as word processors, e-mail, Internet, 

WWW, online chats, bulletin boards, listservs, software program – stand alone, LAN, or 

WAN. The research studies examined for this review focused on specific technology – 

word processors, Internet, and networking (synchronous and asynchronous) – and its 

impact on writing pedagogy. 

Some researchers found the use of various technologies (e.g., word processing, 

telecommunication technology, e-mail, a project using a personal computer in the 

classroom to teach the writing process, computer writing systems, computer-assisted 

writing software) increased the quantity and quality of student writing more than with 

traditional instructional methods; additionally, students’ attitudes toward writing on the 

computer improved (Braine, 1997, 2001; Gousseva- Goodwin, 2000; Liou, 1997; 

Pennington, 1993; Sullivan & Pratt, 1996; Wang & Wen, 2002). Further, some research 

also found that ESL/EFL writing skills improved significantly by those students who 

used word processing, a computer-mediated networked environment, and Web-based 
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materials (Al-Jarf, 2004; Braine, 1997, 2001; Liou, 1997; Pennington, 1993; Sullivan & 

Pratt, 1996).  

However, a review of L2 writing research, particularly ESL/EFL, on the 

effectiveness of different types of technology on student achievement has shown 

contradictory findings. Several researchers tested the effect of word processing, 

supplemental programs that guide student through the writing process, computer-

conferencing, computer-based instruction, and World Wide Web (WWW) page design on 

writing achievement.  They found no significant difference in writing in neither quality 

nor attitudes (Biesenbach-Lucas, 2000; Gonzalez-Bueno & Perez, 2000; Gousseva-

Goodwin, 2000; Kehagia & Cox, 1997; Pérez, 2003). With regard to the contradictory 

findings, it seems that the effect of technology on learning in those studies depended on 

the learning goals set, kinds of tasks and activities involved in the teaching-learning 

process, kinds of technology used, how long it was used, and how it was used.  

RESEARCH APPLICATION 

The research on L2 writing and technology is separated by the pedagogical 

approaches. However, as previously discussed, the reality is that all the pedagogies 

overlap in actual instructional practices. Additionally, the research represents all of the 

areas of technology that are used for writing, that is, word processing, computer-assisted 

classroom discussion (CACD), WWW, and software. As a frame of reference, I have 

listed a description of the main research foci of pedagogy and technology in order to 

illustrate how the research is grouped. 
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Pedagogy 

1. Product 
a. Sentence-Level Structure: focuses on correct sentence structures, 

paragraphs, and essays. The discrete points are evaluated such as grammar, 
spelling, punctuation, use of vocabulary, word order, and more. Writing is 
controlled or guided. 

b. Rhetorical/Discourse-Level Structure: focuses on the idea that organization 
and structure of paragraph or essays are language and cultural specific. L2 
writers learn to use and imitate the writing forms and patterns of Standard 
English. 

 
2. Process: focuses on the strategies involved in producing text. The text is planned, 

drafted, developed, edited, reviewed, and revised. It also includes activities, such 
as writing multiple drafts, participating in collaborative learning groups, and 
providing informative feedback, by both instructor and peers.  

 
3. Post-Process/Sociocultural: focuses on writing as public and interpretative as 

well as a socially and culturally situated activity. It includes writing for multiple 
audiences in different contexts. Writers and readers co-construct meaning of text. 
Examples include writing for “real” readers across the curriculum and beyond 
academia.  

 
4. Genre: focuses on the writing for specific, meaningful, and authentic contexts. It 

includes writing for informal communication as well as formal, such as academic 
and professional purposes as well as the type of text used for those purposes.  

 

Technology 
 

1. Word Processing: computer application for composing written text. It allows for 
many different modifications to written text, before and after saving. It facilitates 
the mechanical process of putting words on paper; revising text by substitutions, 
deletions, additions, and block moves.  

2. Networking (synchronous): computer-assisted classroom discussion (CACD) 
such as chat. It is used for instantaneous discussions in the form of written 
communication.  

3. Networking (asynchronous): e-mail, listservs, newsgroups, and bulletin boards 
which are used for threaded written discussions.  

4. Hypermedia/Hypertext: World Wide Web (WWW, Web pages and Web sites) 
is used for creating products for a specific purpose to a wider audience. 
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PRODUCT: SENTENCE- AND DISCOURSE-LEVEL STRUCTURES 

Word processing and e-mail 

Biesenbach-Lucas et al. (2000) and Biesenbach-Lucas and Weasenforth (2001) 

examined writing for academic purposes and language proficiency using two 

technologies, e-mail and word processing. In their 2000 study, they used 49 participants 

and contrasted online and offline writing of essays and studied 3 textual characteristics 

(frequency of textual cohesive features, variations in text length, inclusion of 

contextualization – providing background information for the reader). They found some 

differences in cohesive features and text produced. Word processing produced longer text 

and included more background information. In 2001, they used 14 participants, and, 

contrary to their previous study, they found no obvious differences in e-mail and word 

processing for textual cohesive features. However, similar to their previous study, word 

processing produced longer text and more background information. 

 
PROCESS  

Word processing or other software applications 

Several articles addressed the issue of process writing (Al-Jarf, 2004; Cunningham, 2000; 

Gousseva-Goodwin, 2000; Gousseva, 1998; Kehagia & Cox, 1997; Phinney, 1993; 

Schultz, 2000). Some of the researchers conducted studies on how to use word processing 

to facilitate the writing process (Cunningham, 2000; Kehagia & Cox, 1997; Phinney, 

1993). Other researchers used computer-aided classroom discussion (CACD; 

synchronous communication) for the writing process (Nassour Ghaleb, 1993; Schultz, 

2000). Specifically, they used a form of chat, either LAN or WAN, for processed writing, 
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and mostly Daedalus Interchange. Three of the researchers used asynchronous forms of 

communication, such as e-mail, bulletin board, and listservs (Gonzalez-Bueno & Perez, 

2000; Gousseva, 1998; Knoy et al., 2001). One researcher examined the use of multiple 

technologies such as word processing and Web-based instructional programs, and 

collaborative writing software (Al-Jarf, 2004).  

Some of the research on writing using word processors showed the effectiveness 

of using word processors for the writing process. However, the use of computers in these 

studies was nothing more than using them as glorified typewriters. A positive benefit is 

that it makes the process of writing easier. Of the researchers who focused their research 

on the writing process, Phinney and Khouri (1993), Kehagia and Cox (1997), and 

Cunningham (2000) only focused on particular stages of the writing process. 

Cunningham (2000) focused on sentence-level structures while editing. Specifically, he 

focused on the mechanics of writing – spelling, grammar, punctuation, word order, and 

error correction. His results showed that students paid more attention to the mechanics 

but not as much to spelling and punctuation. He did not, however, point out that this was 

probably due to spelling and grammar checkers in the software program. Kehagia and 

Cox (1997), on the other hand, examined revising and editing and found that word 

processing helped with revision. The importance of the text was more important than 

familiarity with the computer. Phinney and Khouri (1993) examined the writing process 

from a different perspective. Their focus was not on writing itself in the writing process, 

but on the attitudes and motivation in the revision process. They looked at writing 

proficiency and determined that experienced and inexperienced writers demonstrated 
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anxiety and apprehension based on their writing skills. In their study, experienced writers 

showed greater concern for content, while the inexperienced users indicated apprehension 

about using computers and concern for sentence-level correctness.  

CACD 

Some researchers, Ghaleb (1993), Kern (1995), and Schultz (2000), examined the 

writing process using CACD. Ghaleb (1993) and Schultz (2000) both used CACD for 

formal writing using the process writing approach. They both studied sentence-level 

structures in editing in the process writing approach, and used Daedalus Interchange for 

their online chat activity. They both examined sentence-level structures in CACD. 

Ghaleb compared “chat” writing to the focus on grammar in traditional classes. Schultz 

studied the peer-review aspect of the writing approach in respect to sentence-level 

structures. They both had similar results in sentence-level improvements, more sentence-

level grammar changes. Additionally, Ghaleb’s study showed greater productivity in 

writing quantity and quality. However, Schultz’s results were slightly different. Her 

results were negative for the use of CACD for formal writing. She found that in face-to-

face classes, students produced more changes in organization, style, and especially 

produced quantitatively and qualitatively more changes in content than in CACD. She 

stated that this finding is significant because interpretative ability is crucial for improving 

content and producing compositions. She maintains that speaking is best for the idea 

generating process of writing. Three areas assessed, grammar, organization, and style, 

can be relegated to the editing process after ideas have been generated. Her position is 

that face-to-face sessions provide students more opportunities to discuss, edit, and revise 
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their writing. Tuzi (2004) studied the relationship between electronic feedback (e-

feedback) and its impact on L2 writers’ revisions. He focused on how L2 students 

responded to their peers and what kinds of revisions they made as a result of the 

feedback. The results of Tuzi’s study suggest that students preferred oral feedback, but e-

feedback had a greater impact on revision than oral feedback, implying that e-feedback is 

more useful. The literature shows that using CACD for language production and 

proficiency is more advantageous because it is instantaneous than using it for just 

sentence-level structures.  

E-mail, listservs, and bulletin boards 

Some of the researchers, Fitze (2006), Gousseva (1998), Knoy et al. (2001), Wang 

(1993), and Weasenforth et al. (2002), examined the writing process using asynchronous 

tools such as e-mail, listservs, and bulletin boards for electronic communication. 

Gousseva (1998) looked at collaborative writing, writing groups, and peer reviews in the 

writing process. In her study, she had her students use e-mail and listservs for electronic 

dialog journals. She examined the interaction of the students while writing and found that 

the collaborative cooperative activity for writing was effective. The students also found 

the context of e-mail and listservs for writing meaningful because the audience was their 

peers, and the assignment was especially enjoyable. Wang (1993), like Gousseva, used e-

mail in his study, and was interested in process writing using dialog journal writing. He 

found that students wrote more per writing session than they did using pencil and paper. 

Even the instructors provided more feedback to students. Wang found that through e-

mail, interaction was increased among students and instructor. He also noticed that the 
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students focused more on grammar and vocabulary. One more consequence of using e-

mail for writing was the positive attitudes of the students toward e-mail for writing, and 

the students were not affected by computer experience or typing skills. Knoy et al. (2001) 

and Weasenforth et al. (2003) both used bulletin boards for peer reviews to observe 

student interactions, editing abilities, and critical thinking. Knoy et al. focused on peer 

assessment using the bulletin board to improve writing skills, and Weasenforth et al. 

focused on responding and interacting with classmates while using collaborative writing 

activities, and having students develop critical and analytical thinking skills. The method 

of using a bulletin board for this activity had a positive impact on their attention as well 

as their critical and analytical skills. One research study by Gonzaléz-Bueno and Pérez 

(2000) was similar to Wang’s because they both used e-mail for dialog journal writing. 

However, they compared pencil and paper versus e-mail use in writing journals, and they 

examined the sentence-level structures, such as grammatical and lexical accuracy as well 

as quantity of writing. They found no significant difference at the sentence-level 

structures between the pencil and paper students and the e-mail students. In fact, e-mail 

did not facilitate improvement in vocabulary and grammar accuracy at all, but more 

language was produced. E-mail is best used for communicating thoughts and ideas. 

However, Gonzaléz-Bueno and Pérez as well as Wang found positive results when the 

focus was on language production. Similar to Knoy et al. (2001) and Weasenforth et al. 

(2003) who used bulletin boards for the peer-review process, Fitze (2006) conducted a 

quantitative study on face-to-face and written electronic conferences via discussion board 

in WebCT. He compared both forms of communication for lexical features and student 
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participation in prewriting activities. His analysis of the data showed that there was no 

significant difference in the amount of participation (number of words produced) by the 

students in both face-to-face and electronic conferences. However, similar to Wang, Fitze 

found that there was a statistically significant finding of increased lexical range in 

electronic communication. Fitze also recognized that group dynamics in the face-to-face 

conferences may have influenced the results of his findings.  

Multiple technologies 

Al-Jarf (2004) and Kubota (1999) employed a variety of technologies, such as 

word processing, software programs, Web-based programs, bulletin boards, and Web 

publishing, to support the writing process in her writing class. Kubota (1999) used dialog 

journaling for collaborative writing activities and peer editing in an authentic context. 

She also wanted to increase motivation during the writing process. She had the students 

use word processing and bulletin boards for their initial writing and then published their 

projects on the Web. The results of her quantitative and qualitative study showed positive 

motivation and high excitement when projects were combined with the writing tasks. 

Journal writing helped them improve their grammar and vocabulary. Kubota validated the 

use of certain technology tools for process writing, and the value of using another tool 

such as Web publishing to make the writing experience authentic and meaningful. Al-Jarf 

(2004) compared the effect of word processing, supplemental programs, conferencing, 

computer-based instruction, and Web page design on writing achievement of EFL female 

college freshmen who received combined technology-enhanced and in-class writing 

instruction to students who received in-class instruction only. She found that the 
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experimental group who was taught using a combined method of instruction scored 

significantly higher than the group who was taught using just the traditional in-class 

writing instruction.  

 

POST-PROCESS/SOCIOCULTURAL  

Word processing or other computer applications 

None of the researchers examined the use of the computer alone for written 

communicative language proficiency in social contexts.  

CACD 

Several researchers used CACD (chat) for written communicative language 

proficiency. Chun (1994), Kern (1995), Sullivan and Pratt (1996), and Kramsch et al. 

(2000) used Daedalus Interchange for chat capabilities. Their analyses were based on 

function, not syntax, and writing was informal. These researchers, unlike Gonzaléz-

Bueno, Pérez, and Wang who looked at sentence-level structures, were interested in 

proficiency and language generated during chat sessions. The data for Chun and Kern 

showed that students used more language in discourse management, speech acts, requests 

for clarification, conversations, and leave-taking utterances. On the other hand, Kramsch 

et al. and Sullivan and Pratt investigated the affective factors, attitudes and writing 

apprehension during written discourse in their writing classes. They showed that the 

learners enjoyed the authentic medium of writing to peers. In fact, Sullivan and Pratt 

showed that the students’ writing quality improved because comments during CACD 

sessions were more focused; however, there were more numerous discussions in face-to-
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face class meetings. Warschauer (1996a) also used CACD to study written 

communicative language proficiency, and the formal and complex use of language. He 

examined the equality of student participation based on factors such as shyness and 

learning cultures and found that there was more equal participation among students using 

the computer mode. He also found that writing in CACD was more formal and more 

complex in language use, lexically and syntactically, than in face-to-face discussions. He 

noted that his findings are significant for acquiring more sophisticated communication 

skills. The use of networks for building a sense of community and collaboration 

definitely has its advantages for writing. However, I find it difficult to see its application 

for evaluating sentence-level structures, particularly in formal and complex use of 

language.  

E-mail, listservs, and bulletin boards 

Bloch (2002) and Hertel (2003) used e-mail in their studies of written 

communication. Bloch focused on language use and had the students employ a wide 

variety of rhetorical strategies to interact with the instructor. He categorized and analyzed 

e-mail messages and determined that the students exhibited a good ability to switch 

between formal and informal language, depending on the context. On the other hand, 

Hertel focused on attitudes and written conversations in an authentic and natural 

environment and not on linguistics. He used surveys and action research to show that 

students’ attitudes and perceptions were influenced by the experience as well as a 

decrease in perceptions of differences between cultures and recognition of similarities 

between cultures.  
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Multiple technologies 

Pérez (2003) focused on written communication that compared synchronous 

CACD (chat) with asynchronous (e-mail for electronic dialog journaling). She found no 

significant difference between e-mail and chat on language productivity. However, both 

modes of communication enhanced the language acquisition process. Warschauer 

(1996b) also focused on written communication as well as academic writing, and he 

compared synchronous (chat) to word processing for writing. He also added another 

variable, motivation. Using quantitative research methodology, his findings were all 

positive for attitudes toward using computers; motivation was tied to the desire to 

communicate and to the goals of computer-based projects; and students believed that they 

could write better with computers. Al-Jamhoor (2005) conducted research for his 

dissertation using a courseware platform he designed for an Online Writing Collaboration 

Project (OWCp). This course delivery system platform included an integrated Web 

interface with synchronous (chats), asynchronous (threaded discussion forums and e-

mail), and word processing capabilities not unlike integrated learning environments such 

as WebCT and Blackboard (communication tools with course management), or TeachNet 

(a communication tool by First Class) or other similar ones, but his platform interface 

also included tutoring and online exercises plus a number of other instructional functions. 

The premise of his platform was to promote collaborative learning with students from 

different countries. The OWCp included students from the United States, Egypt, Saudi 

Arabia, Bulgaria, Japan, China, Korea, the Gulf States, and countries in Africa. However, 

for the purpose of his research, Al-Jamhoor closely examined the Arab EFL (AEFL) 

students from Egypt and Saudi Arabia in advanced writing courses and American college 



 
 
 

 67 
 

students. The goal of his study was to investigate AEFL students’ attitudes of using the 

OWCp for intercultural communication to foster critical thinking and to improve writing 

skills. Al-Jamhoor used both quantitative and qualitative methods to examine the 

attitudes of these students in the computer supported collaborative writing project. Al-

Jamhoor’s findings showed strong positive attitudes toward online collaborative writing, 

but some other findings produced both positive and negative results. He also showed that 

the AEFL students increased motivation, increased self-esteem, and developed 

confidence due to the interaction with online peers and tutors. The students in the study 

learned how to provide feedback, and they became more aware of audience. They were 

motivated by writing directly to an active audience and by receiving immediate feedback. 

As a result, the students read their postings habitually. Their ability to critique their own 

writing errors improved from the inter-collaborative writing in the OWCp forums. The 

less competent writers were motivated to write because they received more comments of 

praise and compliments. The AEFL students experienced some difficulties in regards to 

sharing writing online, attitudes toward peers’ and tutors’ feedback, exposing writing 

errors, and the form of feedback given. Because of the public nature of writing, the 

students in the study exposed many fears related to self-confidence including: fear of 

being graded by the instructors for all the mistakes they made online, fear of exposing 

their identities, fear of exposing writing errors and public embarrassment, fear of 

offending online peers and of being offended, fear of negative and deconstructive 

criticism, fear of rejection by group members and conflicts online, and fear of crossing 

religious boundaries. Praise was seen as inadequate to help students think critically; 
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however, socialization and interpersonal relationships prompted students to give praising 

comments. The AEFL students rejected informal and non-academic comments as valid. 

Non-academic comments pertained to content and personal expressions of liking or 

disliking. The AEFL students wanted comments on grammar and structure that facilitated 

writing development. The students indicated that it was impossible to keep track of all the 

information posted in the OWCp, and the multiple-voiced feedback caused confusion. In 

spite of the AEFL students’ fears and concerns, Al-Jamhoor’s data showed that the 

students benefited from the intercultural experience and developed a global 

understanding of their target audience.  

 

GENRE 

Multiple technologies 

A variety of writing purposes was examined in a study by Warschauer (2000). He 

examined four writing classes using technology. The technologies these classes used 

were CACD, word processing, WWW projects, and keypals (e-mail). Class 1 focused on 

sentence-level structures using drill and practice exercises on the word processor, online 

quizzes, WWW grammar quizzes, and some process writing activities using the network 

and key pals for peer reviewing of paragraphs. The students writing experiences were not 

good because there was no connection between writing, and it was neither meaningful 

nor purposeful. However, Class 2 had a positive writing experience. They wrote for 

authentic purposes using listserv discussions, got detailed feedback from peers, and 

finally created home pages on the WWW for a wide audience. Class 3 also had a positive 

writing experience. The students responded positively to the WWW writing projects and 
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Web assignments because they were contextual. However, the results were mixed in 

regards to using the network activities, and it was extremely positive for Web 

assignments and Web projects. Class 4 showed mostly positive results because the 

students had an authentic purpose to write. They participated in service learning projects 

via computer-based projects. The Web pages they created were very motivating, but the 

brochures they created for an agency were not used. As a result, motivation decreased.  

SUMMARY 

In viewing the research from a chronological perspective – the earlier research 

factored in students’ familiarity and experience with computers which influenced 

research results. The later studies focused more on content, context, and 

motivation/affect, and computer skills were not an issue of importance. Later, research 

focused on network capabilities in asynchronous and synchronous environments. The 

research compared the two modes of network use, LAN or WAN. They explored the use 

of network environments as though they were word processors as well as the 

effectiveness of their use. Researchers examined the use of networks for communication 

purposes alone. Also included was research on language production and 

motivation/affect. Web page publishing was included in writing research and language 

use because of its authentic real world appeal. Lastly, technologies were compared to 

each other in regards to ESL writing and language production.  

Continuous review of literature has revealed no research on Web page publishing 

alone for ESL writing. Additionally, there are new technologies that have not been 

researched such as voiced activated software for ESL writing, which has been looked at 
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for English (L1) writing. Another technology application that is new is blogging for ESL 

writing.  

Overall, current research indicates that experiences with technology can help 

teachers extend their educational goals, allowing for new definitions of literacy, new 

forms of collaboration, and even new notions of teaching and learning.  

Advanced technologies also offer students the opportunity to reflect on their 

ideas, receive feedback from distant audiences, rehearse their responses, and work at their 

own pace. It also allows students from vastly different backgrounds and cultures to teach 

each other, read and write through engaged practice for real audiences, and find 

communities with whom they can discuss issues and learn communication conventions 

and styles. Another point, advanced technologies also provide a forum for social 

interaction, collaboration, negotiation of meaning, and dissension (Harrington, Rickly, & 

Day, 2000a; Swaffar, 1998; Swaffar, Romano, Markley, & Arens, 1998).  

 
 

Blogging 

DESCRIPTION OF BLOGS AND BLOGGING 

Weblogs (a.k.a.) blogs have become popular in the last few years. During the 

infancy of blogs, they were nothing more than updated HTML sites.  Now they are 

supported by “Blogware” which create, host, and update blogs easily. Dave Winer (2003) 

describes Weblogs in “Weblogs at Harvard Law” as having a “hierarchy of text, images, 

media objects and data, arranged chronologically, that can be viewed in an HTML 

browser” (p. 2).  
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Stephanie Holinka, presenter on “Using Weblogs for the Classroom and 

Research” at the Conference on College Composition and Communication (CCCC) in 

San Antonio, 2004, pointed out that there are several characteristics of a blog. Blogs are 

Web sites for asynchronous discussions. Like bulletin boards, people can submit their 

discussions directly to a Web site as postings. Blogs are searchable and archivable, and 

provide a physical space online for discussion, links, and downloadable documents. Like 

a listserv, they can serve as hosts for group conversation or a journal-style single 

participant conversation, but they host that conversation in a permanent and linkable 

format. Blogs also allow a reader to see immediately how recently the blog has been 

updated and to search the archives by keyword, by date, or by category (Holinka, 2004). 

 

AN HISTORICAL OVERVIEW 

The inception of the idea of “Web logs” began in 1993. The term was coined in 

1997 and, it was shortened to “blogs” in 1999. Blogging served a few genres in the 

beginning, such as journalism, diaries, and knowledge-work. It was not a unified genre 

for writing (Ward, 2004). According to Ward (2004), knowledge-work deserves the 

greatest attention because blogging, as a means of social-networking and knowledge 

sharing, has only recently come into focus in current research. As the blog became a 

practical form of communication, it was launched into academia. A number of educators 

used blogs as a central Web site for their courses instead of other commonly known 

courseware packages, such as WebCT and Blackboard. Blogs provide a full content 

management system (CMS) for the classroom including a calendar, pages for news, 
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projects, syllabi, and more (Kennedy, 2004b). Different types of blogs were developed 

for group and individual use, from free to paid, from online to download programs, from 

simple to complex (Blood, 2002; Hawkins, 2002; Winer, 2003).  

BLOGS VERSUS TRADITIONAL WEB PAGES 

 The advantages of blogging over the traditional method of creating Web pages 

include simple software and minimal training. The traditional method of creating a Web 

page involves using an HTML editor or Web site programs such as Microsoft FrontPage, 

Dreamweaver, or Microsoft Word Web page. Some online Web site programs are less 

complicated such as Geocities. In addition to designing Web pages, a user needs a file 

transfer program (FTP) to load the Web files. For a student to create a Web page by the 

traditional method, he or she would need access to a PC with an HTML editor and FTP 

program. With group projects, a student with full access to the Web page file could write 

over the Web page with another file or an empty file and cause other students’ work to be 

lost. There are potential problems to managing Web page files; for example, students 

might modify the Web page file with incompatible editors, work on the wrong version of 

the file, and transfer the file to an incorrect server directory. The alternative is for the 

instructor to receive work from each student and insert it into the Web page. This creates 

a labor-intensive process for the instructor. Additionally, the students’ attention will be 

on Web page design such as the layout, background, fonts, and color. What is published 

is a final product of a project (Blood, 2002; Johnston, 2002; Stauffer, 2002) . 

The blogging way, on the other hand, allows students to independently contribute 

to a class Web page with minimal training. The tasks of appending student work to the 
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blog file, and publishing it to a host server, are distributed among the individual students. 

In other words, once the blog is initiated and team members are enrolled, the class Web 

page “manages itself.” The instructor does not upload the class Web page; the students do 

because they maintain their own blogs (Johnston, 2002). In summary, the blog method of 

posting student work online is easier to initiate, train, maintain and revise than the 

traditional method. Publishing work online enables students to make visible contributions 

to the class, promotes peer learning, and encourages quality work because it is an 

ongoing practice. Learners work individually, in small groups as well as in virtual 

international classrooms (Johnston, 2002; Lowe & Williams, 2004).  

 

BLOGS VERSUS DISCUSSION BOARDS 

Similar to discussion boards, Weblogs are interactive. Readers respond to any 

given entry with a comment, and ongoing threaded discussions can take place both within 

classroom settings, across other classrooms, as well provide access to other learning 

environments and resources. However, they are different from discussion boards in that 

self-publishing encourages ownership and responsibility for online content. Blogs are 

attached to an individual who has ownership of his or her discussions and reader 

contributions whereas discussion boards do not have such ownership. Discussion boards, 

for example those in Blackboard and WebCT, are part of a class and belong to the 

instructor of a particular course. Such electronic spaces as Blackboard and WebCT are 

“gated communities,” and discussions take place only within the confines of virtual walls 

that are password-protected, and the students are “sequestered from the discourse 
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community of the Internet” (Lowe & Williams, 2004, p. 7). Blogs, on the other hand, are 

open to the community and anyone can come in.  

Additionally, blogging places emphasis on content, speedy feedback, working 

with both words and images, and links one post to another which benefits students’ self-

expression and interaction with peers.  

 

APPLICATION TO EDUCATION 

 Weblogs have been an effective source to disseminate new and relevant 

information by journalists. They are outlets for the exchange of information such as 

cutting news, current war updates, political views, and by other types of groups with 

professional or personal interests. Other purposes include company uses for team 

members to post links, files, quotes, and commentaries; personal uses for keeping up with 

friends and family and public accounts of life events (Nelson & Fernheimer, 2003). In 

fact, general uses include articles, papers, applications, and disputes that would appear in 

Weblogs in order to keep readers abreast of current news and developments in specific 

fields or disciplines of interests. A network of Weblogs is usually formed into a set of 

interlocking communities. Because of this, their use is now spreading rapidly in 

education and among other disciplines. Consequently, educators have quickly seized on 

the potential use of Weblogs for education.  

As a result, numerous articles are now being written on blogs and education, 

teaching, and writing. Presenters and writers posit that blogs can be used for online 

journaling, electronic compositions, e-feedback, a community of discussion and debates, 



 
 
 

 75 
 

international exchanges, a forum for collaboration, and more. They also assert that blogs 

are good for online personal journals for students, for writing and reflection. Particularly, 

students can upload and link files, and even add visual associations to communicate 

ideas. Stauffer (2002) asserted that the commenting feature of blogging is good for 

feedback, critiques, participation, and discussions for educational purposes. He 

emphasized that “a blog can be a strong tool for collaborating online” (p. 324). Kristen 

Kennedy stated in her article on “Writing with Web Logs” (2003) that, “unlike most web 

sites, which generally combine static and dynamic features, a blog is produced with an 

active writer in mind, one who creates in an online writing space designed to 

communicate an identity, a personality, and most importantly, a point of view” (p. 2). 

Educational uses of blogs evolved to apply to classroom learning because they 

were depicted as an ideal platform for student writing. SchoolBlogs.com was created for 

teacher resources and information as well as a soapbox for children to have their own 

voice and because it fosters communication between children (Downes, 2003). The next 

educational use of blogs was as an academic tool in K–12th grade, community colleges, 

and universities. A report in the Chronicle of Higher Education, “Community College 

Official” (2001), mentioned that academics are finding that publishing to a Web log is a 

good way to share aspects of their research with a broader audience. It has been used for 

the distribution of learning content, an ideal medium for the distribution of professional 

development, and other learning resources such as best practices, and technology 

recommendations (Austin, 2004; Bay, 2004; Downes, 2003; Kennedy, 2004a; A. Olson, 

2004; Spangenberg, 2004; Winer, 2003). Some initiatives have already started at Harvard 
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University with Dave Winer’s (2003) “Weblogs at Harvard Law” for educational 

purposes and The University of Florida’s First-Year-Writing Program’s Writing Blogs 

site. In the area of learning resources, educators used blogs to provide students with a 

space to access useful information as well as discuss issues in their programs of study. 

Typical uses of blogs for teaching would include: (a) links to Web sites, (b) observations 

on learning content, (c) discussion forums, (d) learning resources, and (e) syllabi (Ly, 

2004). Oliver Wrede (2003) presented a paper on Weblogs and Discourse at a conference 

in Vienna, entitled “Weblogs as a Transformational Technology for Higher Education 

and Academic Research.” He stated, “Weblogs are not special because of their 

technology but because of the practice and authorship they shape” (p. 2). 

This perspective on blog use is posited in Sara Kajder and Glen Bull’s (2003) 

article in Learning and Leading with Technology entitled “Scaffolding for Struggling 

Students: Reading and Writing with Blogs.” Kajder and Bull discuss the problems of 

learners who struggle with reading and writing skills and how blogs are a helpful tool to 

improve those skills. They contend that scaffolding occurs when students work on small 

chunks of texts that are archived in blogs. This allows teachers to examine text that 

progressively increases in difficulty throughout interactions and across a span of time and 

to make comments to help the learner.  

 Campbell (2003a, 2003b) and Nelson and Fernheimer (2003) contend that 

blogging is a powerful tool for building classroom community. Blogs promote classroom 

discussion, and that the continuous postings create an ongoing document of the learning 

process and a resource for others. They suggest that learners could work individually, in 
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small groups as well as in virtual classrooms. As Weblogs are interactive, blogs create 

classroom community by linking to other blogs and creating groups with common 

interests. Blogging opens up personal thoughts and ideas and public issues and opinions  

to a wider audience. Campbell’s model (Figure 4) demonstrates the community building 

nature of blogging and its interconnectedness of blogs with the teacher, students, and 

readers outside of the classroom. Students can share their blog, not just with teacher, but 

with other class members, or the entire class, and potentially with any interested reader 

on the Internet. 

Figure 4: Campbell’s (2003) Student-Community Blogging Interaction Model7 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                 
7 The large blue circles represent blogs of the course participants. The smaller blank circles represent 
outside participants. The center is the moderator of the activity. Adopted with permission from author. 
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Campbell’s model is an example of building an online writing community where 

students’ writing takes center stage and involves inviting audiences to read and reflect on 

their published work. Additionally, students would benefit from having outside readers 

critique and encourage their work. Kennedy (2002, 2004) states that because blogs are 

part Web sites, part journal, part free-form writing space, they can have the “potential to 

enhance writing and literacy skills while offering a uniquely stylized form of expression” 

(p. 1). A number of scholars recognize the potential of blogging for writing development 

and improvement (Austin, 2004; Barrios, 2003a; Bay, 2004; Brooks, Nichols, & Priebe, 

2004; Downes, 2003; Gurak et al., 2004; Holinka, 2004; Johnson, 2004; Johnston, 2002; 

Kajder & Bull, 2003; Kennedy, 2003, 2004a; Love, 2004; Lowe & Williams, 2004; Ly, 

2004; Miller & Shepherd, 2004; Nelson & Fernheimer, 2003; A. Olson, 2004; Packwood, 

2004; Spangenberg, 2004; Ward, 2004; White, 2004). For L2 learners, Campbell (2003a) 

and Johnson (2004) assert that learner blogs have great potential for enhancing second 

language and literacy skills. Basically, Barrios (2003) says that it could also be a space 

for students to post thoughts on a common theme assigned for homework. For example, a 

class reading assignment can be followed by blog postings on the thoughts of each 

learner or group of learners. Furthermore, the act of constructing the blog may encourage 

the use of search engines and net surfing in English or another language to find the 

appropriate sites to which links can be made. For that reason, a number of conferences, 

such as the Conference on College Composition and Communication (CCCC), Popular 

and American Culture Associations, NCTE/CCCC Mobile Technology Center, and 
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TESOL to name a few, are now featuring presenters and panel discussions on the 

application of blogs in teaching writing.  

Barrios (2003) says that blogs can develop reading and writing skills, empower 

students to become better researchers, writers, independent learners, and develop 

international Web communities. Blogs for writing can be used in various ways; for 

example, learning journals, learning logs, thinking journals, reader response journals, 

reflective journals, and visual learning logs. If the journaling is to be collaborative then 

blogging would be an effective use for it. Practitioners also assert that the assessment of 

writing is facilitated by the use of blogs because it combines the best elements of 

portfolio-driven courses, where student work is collected, edited, and assessed, with the 

immediacy of publishing for a virtual audience. The content management platforms on 

which blogs are built make the entire process of assessment efficient (Kennedy, 2003, 

2004a). 

 

BLOGS AND WRITING PEDAGOGY 
 
 Scholars and researchers see Weblogs used as a means of building grammar and 

writing skills (product and process writing), representing and expressing self and forming 

identity (process), facilitating student-centered learning, contributing to collaboration and 

social interaction, creating and building community, disseminating information (process 

and post-process), and recognizing audience and context (post-process and genre); and 

lastly, as a means of writing for audience, situation, and various purposes as well as using 

types of text for those specific purposes (genre) (Barrios, 2003a; Bay, 2004; Brooks et al., 
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2004; Gurak et al., 2004; Love, 2004; Lowe, 2004; Lowe & Williams, 2004; Nelson & 

Fernheimer, 2003; Spangenberg, 2004; White, 2004). Lowe and Williams (2004) value 

the use of blogs for the writing process. They have found that student writers can solicit 

comments from readers during all stages of the writing process because it facilitates a 

collaborative learning environment. They have found that “extending the discourse to a 

large community outside of the classroom, [their] student bloggers regularly confront 

‘real’ rhetorical situations in a very social, supportive way” (Lowe & Williams, 2004, p. 

2). 

Lowe and Williams cite Bruffee (1984), who has written about collaborative 

learning and writing, as stressing the importance of the public nature of writing in order 

to share drafts and receive feedback. He maintains that writing for the public allows 

students to view writing as a social activity. Lowe and Williams have their students use 

blogs for personal reflections, drafts, reading responses, and other writing assignments. 

Like Lowe and Williams (2004), Barrios (2003), Love (2004), and Olson (2004) also use 

blogs for writing assignments, such as group discussions, research, thematic writing, 

diaries, reflections, reading responses, and more. They strongly believe that blogging 

fully enhances their instructional goals of getting students to write and participate in blog 

projects, either individual or collaborative.  

 Nelson and Fernheimer (2003) also indicate blogs are an effective tool for 

collaborative writing projects for small groups. They point out that because blogs consists 

of brief, frequent posts, they can be very useful in helping students work through the 

writing process. They also indicate that a writing group blog is useful for students to 
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share individual work because it facilitates revisions that can be negotiated between 

writer and readers. Instructors can see the writing projects evolve and follow along as the 

writer makes changes based on collective feedback from readers. Blogs inspire self-

reflection because students can post their observations, and thereby provide a source of 

evidence for students’ self-assessments. Lastly, they maintain that blogs help students 

develop a sense of audience.  

Ann Miller, a genre theorist, collaborated with Dawn Shepard (2004) to examine 

blogs as a new genre. They address the relationship between blogging and its use in the 

particular cultural contexts of the early 21st century. They acknowledge that using blogs 

raises a number of rhetorical issues such as the private and public nature of writing where 

writers may feel uncomfortable writing their personal thoughts for an unknown audience. 

However, they feel that a genre analysis of blogs would answer their questions on who 

are the writers, what motivates these writers, who are the readers, and what rhetorical 

work do blogs perform. Nelson and Fernheimer (2003) also discuss the relevance of 

blogging to rhetorical genre. They point out how instructors could design activities “in 

which students use blog content for a basis of rhetorical analysis to determine the ways in 

which bloggers write for a specific audience and employ certain techniques and strategies 

to build ethos within a community” (p. 7).  

 Several scholars acknowledge the potential of blogging for ESL/EFL students 

(Campbell, 2003b; Dieu, 2004; Godwin-Jones, 2003; Johnson, 2004). Thorne and Lantolf 

(2003) point out that blogging would be appropriate for advanced L2 proficiency levels. 

It increases the production of language by students, so it enables students to maintain and 
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augment their proficiency through writing and dialog. Godwin-Jones (2003) considers 

blogs as the second generation of the Web and sees the opportunities for online 

collaboration and learning because ESL teachers have already embraced other 

collaborative tools such as e-mail, chat, discussion forums, and so forth. Campbell 

(2003), who first presented blogs for ESL/EFL, points out three practical uses of 

blogging for ESL: a tutor blog which provides reading practice and responses, a learner 

blog run by individual or collaborative groups of learners for ESL students to get writing 

practice, and a class blog which involves one blog for a whole class. Johnson (2004) sees 

blogs as having a great potential for teaching L2 writing. He sees ESL students using 

blogs for writing online journals and teachers using them to provide feedback on writing, 

create and store supplemental materials, and post class notes. Additionally, in his case, 

ESL blogs are used for genre writing, graduate-level science writing. Dieu (2004) 

recounts her experiences of teaching EFL writing with blogs. She feels that blogging 

should be a long-term assignment in order for students to develop language proficiency 

and competency. She does not focus on teaching the language but on using the language 

in context.  

 Another issue of blogging for educational use is assessment of writing. Kennedy 

(2003) points out that blogs combine the best elements of portfolio-driven courses where 

student work is collected, edited, and assessed, with the immediacy of publishing to a 

virtual audience. She suggests using rubrics that evaluate quality, not just quantity. The 

students would be assigned two grades, one for grammar and one for style. Other criteria 

for determining a student’s grade includes the use of evidence, engagement with text, and 
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whether or not a student responded thoughtfully. She also suggests book marking well-

written blogs to serve as models for writing and helpful reader responses.  

RESEARCH ON BLOGGING 

The Weblog is a growing area for research interests because of its impact on 

writing. Research approaches range from personal reflections and experiences, to 

community building, to critical analysis of segments of blogs, to discourse analysis, to 

quantitative and qualitative studies of blogging activity. Building on each other by 

offering both in-depth descriptions and broader pictures, these articles provide a wide 

ranging look at the rhetorical implications of blogging.  

 Brooks, Nicoles, and Priebe (2004) present the results of an empirical study of 

students’ perceptions of blogging. They examined remediation, genre, and motivation as 

key concepts for teaching with Weblogs in order to determine if motivated and engaged 

Weblogging would result in stronger writing. They needed more specific ways to address 

the pedagogical problems of teaching goals, forms, and styles and strategies for writing. 

They saw blogging as a repurposing of familiar print genres, in other words, a 

remediation of already familiar forms. They interviewed upper-level college students to 

see how they preferred to use Weblogs and found that they preferred the personal and 

expressive aspects of Weblogging but saw the value of Weblogging for academic 

purposes. These students were surveyed on familiarity with Weblogs, use of Weblogs for 

journaling and note taking and how they felt about it. Based on surveys and observations, 

they concluded that Weblogging as a general writing activity in college courses is worth 

pursuing.  
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 Xie and Sharma (2004) presented findings of a phenomenological study on the 

use of Weblogs to identify and explore students’ feelings and their experiences using a 

Weblog for reflective journal writing. The participants in the study were graduate 

students in a program for instructional systems design. Their initial findings were 

grouped into positive and negative (hesitant) feelings about the use of Weblogs. The 

initial data supported the proposition that Weblogs could be used to support reflection. 

The positive perceptions were that blogging helped thinking and learning, offered a sense 

of community, and offered exploration of new technologies. The negative or hesitant 

perceptions related to the uncertainty of correct usage of Weblogs because it was a new 

tool, the role of prior experiences, and concerns of privacy. After they identified an initial 

set of themes, Xie and Sharma realized additional relevant themes that needed to be 

examined.  These included the students’ perceived comparison between Weblogs and 

learning environments such as WebCT, discussion boards, and listserv postings. Still 

other themes emerged for future study related to students’ Weblogging and responding 

patterns, students’ interpreted purposes and their own usage of Weblogs, motivation, and 

learning curves of students’ using Weblogs.  

Cole (2004) analyzed Weblogs as a tool for response to literature in the middle 

school language arts classroom for her dissertation. Additionally, she examined the 

attitudes and perceptions of teachers and their students toward the implementation of 

blogs into the curriculum and their perceptions regarding their views of using technology 

in the classroom. The results of her qualitative study revealed that blogs provided a 

motivating environment and enabled students to have an audience for their writing as 
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well as to read their peers’ writing. She found that blogs fostered quality responses to the 

literature through higher levels of discussions. However, the data did not show the quality 

responses of struggling readers participating in the blog environment. Overall, Cole 

found that blogs appeared to have a positive impact on teachers and students’ attitudes 

toward using technology in the language arts classroom as well as on their perceptions of 

using blogs as a tool for responding to literature.  

Campbell (2004) investigated learner attitudes toward a Weblog that he developed 

and set up for EFL college students. He examined the effectiveness of using a class blog 

to disseminate and discuss assignments, communicate ideas in order to prepare for 

conversational topics as well as post reading explanations of assignments and materials. 

Based on quantitative and qualitative data from surveys and interviews of his combined 

face-to-face class and online learning with Weblogs, he found that students enjoyed 

learning with Weblogs, their attitudes toward learning English improved, and there was 

significant interest among learners to create their own blogs to accompany writing classes 

in the future.  

Campbell (2003a) conducted another study, a phenomenological case study, on 

computer supported cooperative learning using Weblogs in a university class. For this 

study, Campbell used American students at a Japanese university who were enrolled in a 

face-to-face class enhanced with Weblogs for online interaction. He examined the 

learners’ experiences in the following areas: cooperative learning, blended structure 

learning environment, Weblog use, and the public nature of writing. He demonstrated 
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that Weblogs were beneficial for constructivist learning in a blended structure learning 

environment and that the public nature augmented students’ interest in writing.  

Based on the accessible research, I believe that blogging will benefit community 

college ESL writing students. For this study, I will be able to determine through 

qualitative research methods how my students respond to using blogs for the writing 

process approach.  

 
Chapter Summary  

 
This chapter began with the theoretical backgrounds of composition studies and 

applied linguistics that intertwined to form the nexus for L2 writing research. Next, the 

pedagogical approaches were discussed in light of L2 research and then followed by the 

section on technology research findings and applications for L2 writing. The last section 

pertained to Weblogs, “blogs,” with a historical overview, current pedagogical uses for 

education and writing, and their potential application for ESL writing.  
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CHAPTER 3 

METHOD 

 
“Through systematic, controlled action research, higher 
education teachers can become more professional, more 
interested in pedagogical aspects of higher education and 
more motivated to integrate their research and teaching 
interests in a holistic way. This, in turn, can lead to greater 
job satisfaction, better academic programmes, 
improvement of student learning and practitioner’s insights 
and contributions to the advancement of knowledge in 
higher education.”  

(Zuber-Skerritt, 1982, p. 15)  
 
 

The purpose of this study was to investigate the use of blogs for the writing 

process approach with ESL students and how students responded to the pedagogical 

application of blogging in a community college high intermediate ESL writing class. This 

chapter deals with the research methods and procedures used in the study as well as the 

data analysis. It includes eight sections: (a) the research approach, (b) researcher as 

human instrument, (c) research site description, (d) participants, (e) data collection and 

procedures, (f) data sources, (g) data analysis, and (h) assuring credibility of the findings.  

Research Approach 

This study was situated in a constructivist paradigm. Research processes are 

derived from research paradigms. Research paradigms direct research and are the basic 

set of beliefs that guide the researcher; it is how he or she sees the world and acts in it 

(Denzin & Lincoln, 2000; Guba & Lincoln, 2000; Lincoln & Guba, 1985, 2000; Patton, 

1990).  The research paradigm that reflects my beliefs and my set of ideas about the 
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world is constructivism. The assumption in this paradigm is that there are multiple 

realities, knowledge in research is actively and socially constructed, that is, influenced by 

culture and history, and inquiry is value-bound. The knower and the subject are 

interactively linked and create understanding in the world, and as such, findings are 

created in the investigation (Guba & Lincoln, 2000).  

 
ACTION RESEARCH  

 
Action research is the strategy that was used to conduct research from the 

constructivist paradigm. Action research assumes that multiple realities are socially 

constructed in context specific settings. The foundations of action research began with 

the writings of John Dewey, American educational philosopher of the 1920s and 1930s, 

who believed that professional educators should become involved in contributing 

knowledge to their fields. These are reflected in his statement that “the fundamental 

issues of how experience, thought, and action need to relate to each other in the 

educational processes of democracy” (in Wallace, 1998, p. 2). Put simply, action research 

is “learning by doing,” knowledge is derived from practice, and practice informed by 

knowledge.  

Kurt Levin first coined the term action research in 1946 to describe a particular 

kind of research model using a process of a spiral of steps, each of which is composed of 

a circle of planning, acting, observing and reflecting (Kemmis & McTaggart, 1988; 

McNiff, 1988; McNiff, Lomax, & Whitehead, 1996; Mills, 2000; Mingucci, 1999; 

Wallace, 1998). Stephan Cory and other educators at Teachers College of Columbia 

University introduced the term action research to the educational community in 1949. In 



 
 
 

 89 
 

fact, other names of those who are landmarks in the field of action research today are 

Lawrence Stenhouse, John Elliott, Dave Ebbutt, and Stephen Kemmis (McNiff, 1988). 

They established action research as an educational tradition. These researchers offered 

structured schemes of action research with step-by-step guidelines, and their cyclical 

models address one problem at a time. On the other hand, Jack Whitehead prefers to use 

statements or guiding questions to tackle practical educational problems (McNiff et al., 

1996). Examples of such statements are: I experience a problem; I imagine a solution; I 

implement the imagined solution; I evaluate the outcomes of my actions; and I modify 

my practice, plans, and ideas in light of my evaluation (McNiff, 1988).  

Action research is used in real situations rather than in contrived, experimental 

studies, because the primary focus is on solving real problems. It entails defining a 

problem, making a plan of action, implementing that plan of action, reflecting on the 

results, and revising as a basis for further planning. In order words, this cyclical process 

alternates between action and critical reflection (Hubbard & Power, 2003; Kemmis & 

McTaggart, 1988; McNiff et al., 1996; Mills, 2000; Mingucci, 1999; Wallace, 1998). 

Action research involves a systematic collection and analysis of data related to the 

improvement or change of some aspect of professional practice (Hubbard & Power, 

2003; Kemmis & McTaggart, 1988; McNiff et al., 1996; Mills, 2000; Wallace, 1998).  

Action research shares the same basic qualities of all good research, but it also has 

its own special qualities. The strength of action research is that it makes action possible. 

According to McNiff, Lomax, and Whitehead (1996, p. 14), action research shares the 

following characteristics with other research:  
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• It leads to knowledge.  
• It provides evidence to support this knowledge. 
• It makes explicit the process of inquiry through which knowledge 

emerges. 
• It links new knowledge with existing knowledge. 

Additionally, the authors indicated that action research is different from other 

research because: 

• It requires action as an integral part of the research process itself. 
• It is focused by the researcher’s professional values rather than 

methodological considerations. 
• It is necessarily insider research, in the sense of practitioners 

researching their own professional actions.  

Contrary to all of these action research pioneers, Jean McNiff (1988, 1993) 

disagrees with their models because they only consider one problem at a time. She 

theorizes that action research is not so simplistic and that action researchers should 

realistically take into account spontaneous episodes of other problems that may arise in 

an educational situation. She believes that teacher-researchers should be able to address 

more than one problem at a time and still focus on the main issue. 

There are different types of action research; a few varieties of action research are 

critical, practical, participatory, educational action, collaborative, and teacher. Teacher 

research is a process in which teachers investigate classroom issues of particular concern 

or introduce an intervention, collect information, and report on their processes and 

results. Additionally, it is research designed to help a teacher find out what is happening 

in his or her classroom and to use that information to make wise decisions for the future. 

Teacher-researchers are guided by the notion of understanding learning from the 

students’ perspectives (Hubbard & Power, 2003; McNiff, 1988). Teacher-researchers 
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have battles to fight, such as coping with the increased emotion and time demands from 

being part of the teaching process. In addition, teacher-researchers might feel that they 

should refrain from intervening in their classes, but that defeats the purpose of conducting 

the research. It is precisely this intervention and its documentation that is central to 

teacher-research (Mohr & MacLean, 1987). The validity of teacher research is promoted 

by “the frequency and consistency of observations, the reflections on and interpretations 

of data, a broad database from which to choose a specific focus, the careful scrutiny of 

other teacher-researchers who challenge the analysis and interpretation of the teacher-

researcher, [and] the variety of data that is collected” (Mohr & MacLean, 1987, p. 63). 

Even though there are many models of action research, generally, the focus of action 

research inquiry is in an educational setting which includes the following: (a) it is defined 

by the practitioners themselves, (b) the inquiry topic centers on a looping process or cycle 

(Figure 5) (McNiff, 1988; McNiff et al., 1996; Wallace, 1998). 

Figure 5: Action Research Spiral8 

 

                                                 
8 Model adapted from Stephen Kemmis, John Elliot, Dave Ebbutt, and Jack Whitehead (in McNiff, 1988) 
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Planning involves the determination of the question that needs to be answered and 

the strategy to be used in answering it. Acting pertains to trying out the strategy. 

Observation includes recording data on the results of the strategy, keeping records and a 

journal on thoughts and reactions to the entire experience. Reflection involves 

conclusions and then the original plan is revised so that a new cycle can begin (Kemmis, 

1988). 

 

ACTION RESEARCH AND ESL 

Action research as it applied to the field of teaching English to speakers of other 

languages was defined by Mingucci (1999) in TESOL Matters as “inquiry teachers 

undertake to understand and improve their own practices” (p. 1). I will use an action 

research model for this study because action research is “practitioner research aimed at 

improving one’s own practice” (McNiff, Lomax, & Whitehead, 1996, p. 7) and because 

for “adult English as a Second Language (ESL) literacy education and staff development, 

practitioner inquiry has emerged as a powerful approach toward improving practice” 

(Drennon, 1994, p. 1). According to Cohen and Manion (2000), action research is “a 

small scale intervention in the functioning of the real world and a close examination of 

the effects of such an intervention” (pp. 226–227). As Kemmis and McTaggart (1988) 

put it, “The linking of the terms action and research highlights the essential feature of the 

method: trying out ideas in practice as a means of improvement and as a means of 

increasing knowledge about and/or improving curriculum, teaching, and learning” (p. 9). 



 
 
 

 93 
 

Action-based research is appropriate for this study on using blogs to support 

writing process activities because the focus of inquiry seeks to explore how a new genre 

for writing (blogging) assists the process approach for ESL writing students. It provides a 

way for me to systematically investigate what works or does not work for the students in 

my class, what I learn about myself in the process, what students find more or less useful, 

unrealistic, difficult, pleasurable, and so forth. By engaging in inquiry, I can learn 

something new to advance knowledge through my practice.  

The action research process of inquiry described by Hubbard and Power (2003) 

and others has encouraged me to address my “wonderings.” There are guiding questions 

that a teacher-researcher needs to ask himself/herself when conducting action research. 

These questions are: What is your concern? Why are you concerned? What do you think 

you can do about it? What kind of evidence could you collect? How do you plan to 

collect evidence? And how would you check to see if you made a fair and reasonable 

judgment?  

This study seeks to describe how blogging transforms my teaching practices for 

teaching ESL writing and how it affects ESL student-writers. Based on their experiences 

and my reflections and changes, implications for teaching will be examined. Action 

research unites theory and practice, takes academia out of the ivory tower, not just 

thinking about the world but also doing something about it.  

 
Researcher as Human Instrument  

As is true with all qualitative studies, characteristics of the researcher are critical 

in contextualizing the details of data collection and analysis. This is particularly true for 
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action research. Because the inquirer is a full participant in the research, knowledge and 

biases of the researcher need to be revealed in order to understand the perspective of any 

action research study. I am an upper middle-class American woman in my 40s with an 

African, Native American, French, and English background. My ethnicity is sometimes 

hard to determine; therefore, I am perceived to be from a Latin country such as 

Colombia, Nicaragua, the Dominican Republic, Puerto Rico, or Cuba to name a few. 

Besides English, I also speak Spanish and have studied French, German, Japanese, and 

Persian. As a second language learner, I am able to empathize with those who learn 

another language. I have lived and studied in a number of countries. I teach both Spanish 

and English as a second language (ESL). My teaching experiences started in 1980 at the 

community college level in Sacramento, California and continued in Miami, Florida for 

many years. I am now in charge of an ESL program at a community college in Texas. 

My disciplinary orientation is foreign/second language education and technology. 

I have extensive knowledge and experience with computers, ESL, and L2 composition. 

My approach to teaching ESL has evolved from my teaching and learning experiences 

and is embodied in my teaching practices. My teaching style for Spanish and ESL has 

always been focused on student-centered, active, and cooperative/collaborative learning 

even before it became popular. I believe in the notion that teaching is interactive not 

unidirectional. I have always been fascinated with technology and have owned home 

computers ever since they were introduced in the 1980s (e.g., Trash 80).  Also, I was 

among the first Internet and WWW (World Wide Web) users (e.g., Mosaic), the original 

Prodigy, and listservs. Through further education in TESOL, I learned the second 
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language learning teaching and learning approaches du jour, such as whole language 

learning, communicative language teaching, and metacognitive approaches to teaching. 

Also, I found my niche in teaching L2 writing and in using the process approach to teach 

writing.  

My experience with technology in writing continued with my participation in a 

grant project, “Project Synergy” in 1993 (Ojeda, Gross, Benincasa, & Cline, 1995). The 

project allowed me to experiment with a variety of technology tools in a networked 

computer lab because technology, especially word processing, was found to facilitate the 

writing process approach. I wanted to see and evaluate how my intermediate proficiency 

ESL writing students performed and improved their writing skills. I used one of the first 

online chat tools, and my first experience with a synchronous (real-time) communication 

tool was “Real Time Writer.” I also used word processing and other software selected for 

writing. I serendipitously found that students were writing more and more coherently as 

time passed in the semester using the word processor and software. I did not have to 

focus my attention extensively on grammar and error correction. In “Real Time Writer,” 

the students managed to help each other with grammar, content, and other problems.  

 In the following years, technology evolved to include synchronous and 

asynchronous forms of communication. Research would confirm that the positive 

experiences of L2 learners were some of the frequently cited positive effects of 

computer-assisted ESL writing environments (Al-Jarf, 2004; Allen & Thompson, 1994; 

Braine, 1997, 2001; Chun, 1994; Ghaleb, 1993; Gonzalez-Bueno & Perez, 2000; 

Gousseva-Goodwin, 2000; Kern, 1995; Kubota, 1999; Liou, 1997; Pennington, 1993; 
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Sullivan & Pratt, 1996; Wang & Wen, 2002; Warschauer, 1996, 2000; Warschauer et al., 

1996). I was introduced to a variety of these technology tools and used them for the 

composing process and written communication. These technology tools ranged from 

computer-aided classroom discussion (synchronous communication) to asynchronous 

forms of communication, such as e-mail, bulletin board, and listservs. In addition to 

newspapers, television, and discussions, which are highly valuable for L2 learners, the 

World Wide Web provided authentic language resources in the form of multimedia that 

utilize a multi-sensory collection of text, sound, pictures, video, animation, and 

hypermedia to provide meaningful contexts to facilitate comprehension and discussion 

(M. Liu, 1994, 1995; M. Liu, Moore, Graham, & Lee, 2002).  

  I am currently the ESL Program Coordinator and an Assistant Professor at a 

community college in San Antonio, Texas. I have been using interactive and 

collaborative technology to support instructional strategies and learning goals since 1990. 

I constantly keep up to date with new trends in technology and its application for 

language teaching and learning.  

 

Research Site Description  

THE COMMUNITY COLLEGE CAMPUS 

This study took place at a community college in San Antonio, Texas, which 

adheres to the philosophy of students as the center of learning as advocated by the college 

president. The college maintains that all instruction should focus on cooperative and 

constructivist learning and student-centered active learning. The college is also guided by 
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a unifying set of values – community, caring, synergy, diversity, creativity, openness, 

integrity, and joy. These values and goals exist to produce life-long learners who also 

become responsible members of their community.  

The campus, built in 1998, has been designated the “High Tech” college by the 

community college district. This designation means that the college was built to provide 

an educational environment rich in computer-based systems. Thus, the campus has 

wireless Internet access, and many rooms are computerized with 25 computers situated 

around the periphery of the room and tables in the center for student interaction.  

THE ESL PROGRAM 

The ESL program at our college is a credit program designed to develop students’ 

language proficiency in the areas of listening, speaking, reading, and writing in order to 

prepare them for college level courses. The ESL courses are divided into six proficiency 

levels and four skill areas (Listening-Speaking, Reading, Writing, and Grammar). The 

credit curriculum is designed to interface with college-level programs. A student enters 

this program by taking a placement test, the Michigan Test, which is based on listening, 

reading, grammar, and sentence structures. There is also an additional writing assessment 

for students’ placement. Then the students are advised by a specially trained ESL 

academic advisor.  

 The listening and speaking courses prepare students to communicate orally in 

both public and academic environments by developing language functions, 

pronunciation, listening skills, and social and intercultural communication skills. Upon 

completion of the ESL curriculum, students take college-level courses.  
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 The writing courses are designed to help students increase fluency and build 

confidence in writing. The courses focus on writing as a process. Through inventing, 

drafting, revising, and collaborating with peers, students write for specific audiences and 

purposes. 

The reading courses engage students in reading material from daily experience 

and prepare them for college reading tasks. Each course teaches students reading skills, 

vocabulary development, critical thinking skills, and the use of resources, printed and the 

Internet. 

The grammar courses are designed to complement speaking and writing. They 

provide instruction and practice with discrete grammar points necessary for effective 

writing and speaking. 

THE ESL HIGH INTERMEDIATE WRITING CURRICULUM OBJECTIVES 

The course being used for this study was a high intermediate writing course in the 

Spring 2005 semester. The students placed in the high intermediate writing course scored 

between 70 and 84 on the Michigan Test.  

The goal for this college-level ESL writing course is to develop paragraph 

construction skills and begin to learn the essay format. One emphasis is on planning and 

generating expository paragraphs and essays. Students also learn appropriate 

capitalization, punctuation, spelling, correct word order, and appropriate transition words 

as well as focus on errors that occur as students develop their abilities. Another emphasis 

is on proofreading as well as editing paragraphs and essays. Classes are offered 2 days a 
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week for 3 hours (1 hour and 15 minutes per meeting) during a regular academic 

semester of 16 weeks in the fall and spring and shorter terms in the summer. 

The learning objectives for the high intermediate writing class that I taught are 

outlined in Appendix A. The syllabus for this course is also in Appendix B. The 

following is a list of the learning objectives from the high intermediate writing syllabus:  

• The student will recognize and produce the types of academic/expository 
paragraphs and essays that a writing task requires. 

• The student will plan and develop paragraphs and essays (5 paragraphs) 
using a variety of sentence structures and vocabulary appropriate to the level. 
The paragraphs and essays will be written with clarity, coherence, substance 
and Standard English. 

• The student will proofread and edit grammar and sentence structures 
appropriate to the level. 

• The student will use reference tools to edit writing. 
• The student will continue to refine computer word processing skills and 

internet use. 
• The student will execute other academic writing tasks including: simple essay 

responses to test questions, written responses to reading selections, 
summaries, written records of observations and experiences, and e-mail. 

  

THE ESL HIGH INTERMEDIATE WRITING COURSE  

In the writing class, the students usually have eight writing assignments, seven 

different paragraph styles (personal narrative, spatial description, personal description, 

comparison or contrast, process, cause and effect analysis, classification), and one essay 

(evaluating the effects of an innovation or invention). The class was conducted with 

presentation of new material first, and then the students were engaged in a recursive 

process of peer responding, editing, revising, and publishing their drafts. My operational 

terms for the aspects of the writing process approach are:  
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1. Peer responding: (sometimes referred to as feedback or commenting) for 
students to collaborate and discuss their writing and provide feedback in 
specific formats; such as, face-to-face (F2F) oral critiques, F2F written 
critiques, and computer-mediated-communication (CMC) through blog 
comments;  

2. Editing: for students to read and analyze input from their comments and 
incorporate into their papers; 

3. Revising: for students to make changes based on the feedback they received 
from their comments; and lastly,  

4. Publishing: the last step when students produce their final draft. 
 

 
Additional exercises were given to the students to help with certain grammar or 

writing points. The students used http://www.MySkills.com and two Web sites I created 

for my classes http://www.accd.edu/nvc/areas/esol/grammar.html and http://www. 

accd.edu/nvc/areas/esol/WritingAssignments.html.  

 
BLOGGING IN THE HIGH INTERMEDIATE WRITING COURSE 

 Blogs were used in this study for several aspects of the writing process approach. 

I examined eight free blog sites: Blogger, Blogs.Free-ESL.com, Livejournal, MO’TIME, 

Tabulas, tBlog!, SchoolBlogs, and Xanga because they had all the features that I required 

to support writing instruction, such as the commenting tools, a time-date feature, and 

access to archived entries. I decided on www.motime.com because MO’TIME is very 

similar to a word processor. It has editing and deleting features accessible to the writer, 

and it also has a preview window to see the blog at the same time as writing an entry. As 

a writer, I felt comfortable with the word processing features because I use Microsoft 

Word. I also had other people evaluate the selected blogs and use the commenting feature 

to see if the blogs were user friendly. The consensus from the evaluators was the Weblog 
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MO’TIME because of its ease of use for commenting. I maintained a blog as the central 

location with all the students’ blog sites listed. The students and guests accessed the list 

from my blog, www.profjones.motime.com. Students received instruction in creating and 

using a blog as well as feedback training in order to provide meaningful comments to 

their classmates. 

INSTRUCTIONAL PLAN FOR USING BLOGS  

I had the students create individual blogs so that the students would be able to 

maintain ownership of their blogs, instead of having one blog for the entire class, that is, 

a class blog. The goal was for the students to present their writing assignments on the 

blogs and have peers give meaningful and critical responses to their writing. I used the 

Campbell (2003) model as shown in Figure 4 for student interaction with the blogs.  

The students used their blogs for several writing tasks (peer responding, editing, 

revising, publishing) and writing assignments (narrative, descriptive, process, 

comparison/contrast, cause or effect paragraphs, and one essay on evaluating the effects 

of an innovation or invention). They used blog features such as posting to publish their 

papers (blog entries) that were composed in Microsoft Word or composed directly in 

their blog entry space. They used the commenting feature to provide feedback on their 

peers’ writing. They also used commenting to read their peer feedback and audience 

reaction; reflect on their own writing from the comments and questions posted; and they 

used the editing tool to make changes on their drafts.  

To be specific, blogging was used for certain aspects of the writing process 

approach as illustrated in Figure 6.  
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Figure 6: The Integration of Blogging into the Writing Process Approach 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Peer responding:  the students posted their drafts of their writing assignments as blog 

entries. They were assigned a partner to work with on the blog list, and they provided 

feedback to their classmates using the commenting feature. I invited readers, an outside 

audience in addition to their classmates, to provide feedback on their student-authored 

work. This outside audience included three English classes: (a) one advanced English 

composition and (b) two advanced English Internet classes. In addition to the English 

classes, two classes at universities in Korea for English teaching were invited; and lastly, 

one developmental reading class also participated. The comments were supposed to focus 

on content, organization, style and then on the mechanics of writing.  
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Editing: the comments were to help support the students’ developing thought processes 

as well as point out mistakes that should be corrected. The students reviewed, analyzed, 

and evaluated the critiques they received from their audience. Additionally, the students 

accessed Web sites I created for grammar and writing practice. The Web sites were 

linked to the main blog page so that the students could read about grammatical 

constructions and usage; do practice exercises in grammar, punctuation, correct usage of 

idioms and expressions, and new vocabulary.  

Revising:  the students made changes on their blog entries based on the assessment of the 

comments they received as well as from their understanding and awareness of their own 

mistakes.  

Publishing:  the students re-posted the final version of writing to their blog site so that 

their audience could read, comment on, and/or add their experiences. The students were 

instructed on using other features of MO’TIME in order to add pictures, images, and 

music as well as add links to other Web sites of interests in order to express their ideas.  

 
For the exact blog assignments, the students were required to write a minimum of 

seven entries during the semester. Students were also required to read all of their 

comments and respond to their classmates’ blog entries once a week. The feedback they 

received was used to edit or add to their entries. Others outside of the class also provided 

feedback and comments on the blog entries to help with revising. The college’s advanced 

English classes and the classes at the two universities in Korea for English teacher 

training participated. Because of the pedagogical purpose of having a particular audience 
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provide critical comments for editing, I maintained limited participation by opting to 

have our blogs sites not listed on the MO’TIME host site home page and directory.  

The requirements for the blog assignment are presented in the course syllabus 

(Appendix B). 

Participants 

SELECTION PROCESS 

The selection of the participants for the study was based on purposive sampling 

which maximized my ability to identify students in my ESL writing class to participate in 

the use of blogs for the writing process approach. It was an effective way for me to select 

information-rich participants for in-depth study. The students in my class at the 

community college came from diverse nationalities, and are residents, U.S. citizens, or 

international students. The students were over 18 years of age. Lastly, the participants 

typically came from a broad range of socioeconomic, educational, and career 

backgrounds.  

There were 18 students enrolled in my Spring 2005 writing class (5 males and 13 

females). The class consisted of students from the following: one from Cambodia, two 

from China, two from Colombia, one from Jordan, one from Korea, seven from Mexico, 

one from Panama, one from the Philippines, and one from the United States. All the 

students enrolled in the class were allowed to participate and be interviewed so that 

participation would be fair and equal. All the students were given a consent form to 

participate and of the 18 students enrolled in the class, 16 agreed to participate in the 

study. Of those 16 students, 11 agreed to participate in the in-depth part of the study if 
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they were selected. Further, of the 11 students that agreed, I selected 5 students to 

participate in the in-depth study. The students who did not agree to be interviewed were 

not penalized for not participating and received their grades on the criteria established in 

the syllabus (see Appendix B). None of the students received extra credit for their 

participation.  

The selection of the participants for the study was based on several factors in 

order to get a representative demographic sample size from my class. These factors were 

determined from a survey and a writing sample. The survey (Appendix C) pertained to 

age, nationality, educational experience, technology ability, writing ability, and English 

proficiency. The writing assignment in the form of an open-ended questionnaire 

addressed their background with writing in English and their native languages; their 

background with technology such as word processors, e-mail, Internet, and software; 

their thoughts and feelings about using technology for writing; their thoughts about using 

blogs when they were told on the first day of class; and their thoughts about their 

experience with blogs for writing after their initial use. As their teacher, I also used my 

judgment of their writing ability because I found their opinions of their skills were 

sometimes not the same as mine. From these factors, I evaluated students’ facility with 

technology (experienced, average, and novice) and their relative ability based on the 

range of placement between 70 and 84 (high, average, and low) on the Michigan Test.  

After examining the surveys and questionnaires, I took into consideration gender, 

nationality, and language background. I then developed a matrix identifying students in 

terms of their ability in technology and in writing. See Tables 3.1 for criteria:  
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Table 3.1: Class Technology and Writing Abilities 

 Writing (Hi) Writing (Ave) Writing (Lo) 
Technology (Expert) 1 1 0 
Technology (Ave) 6 8 1 
Technology (Novice)  0 0 1 

 
The line graph (Figure 7) provides a spectrum of the whole class as it relates to 

technology and writing abilities. In identifying the students in the class for the in-depth 

study, I found one student to be an expert with technology and an excellent writer. I also 

found one student to be a novice with technology and to have a very low ability to write; 

however, she chose not to participate in the in-depth part of the study. The rest of the 

students in the class exhibited the skills that fell more or less in the middle of the line 

graph.    

Figure 7: Range of Technology and Writing Skills 

Technology and Writing (18 students) 
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The selection of the students for case studies was based on having a diverse 

gender representation, diverse nationality and language backgrounds, and a cross 

spectrum of technology skills as well as their attitudes/feelings about technology 

(positive, average, negative) and attitudes/feelings about writing (positive, average, 

negative). There were five students selected for the in-depth study (pseudonyms are used 

throughout). Tables 4.1 and 4.2 show the selection of the participants who have the 

profiles of the diverse composition of students in my class. Table 4.1 shows the writing 

and technology abilities of the selected participants. Table 4.2 shows the attitudes and 

feelings of these students toward writing and technology.  

Table 4.1: Participants’ Writing and Technology Abilities 

 Writing (Hi) Writing (Ave) Writing (Lo) 
Technology (Expert) Mei-Li Elsa  
Technology (Ave) Nestor Rahila Manette 
Technology (Novice)     

 

Table 4.2: Participants’ Attitude/Feelings toward Writing and Technology 

  Writing (Positive)  Writing (Ave)  Writing (Negative) 
Technology (Positive) Mei-Li Elsa & Rahila  
Technology (Ave)  Manette  
Technology (Negative)  Nestor   

 

PROFILES OF PARTICIPANTS  

Elsa was a 45-year-old Spanish-speaking woman from Mexico, with average 

writing skills. She started learning English in middle school in Mexico, but just the 

basics. She had one class in high school for learning speaking/listening and pronunciation 
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skills. Her informal experiences were minimal since she had very little contact with 

English speaking people in her town in Mexico. Her writing skills were good for 

scientific papers in Spanish, but her skills to write in the American academic style of 

writing needed improvement.  

   Elsa was married to an American of East Indian descent who did not speak 

Spanish, and she had one young daughter who speaks some Spanish. She came to San 

Antonio after she got married, and then she studied English at an adult center. She got a 

job at an outreach service center and only worked with English speakers. She attended 

college to improve her English and get a degree in computers. She had a graduate degree 

in Chemistry, and she was a chemical parasite bacteriologist in Mexico. 

   Elsa had a high aptitude for technology, even though she had had no formal 

training on how to use the computer. She owned a computer, installed hardware on her 

computer, and loaded new software programs. She had a working proficiency of a variety 

of software programs, such as Microsoft Word and Excel, the Internet and e-mail. She 

learned many Microsoft Word features such as inserting pictures. In her first writing class 

at this college, she was introduced to word processing since it was a requirement for all 

writing assignments.  

   In Mexico, Elsa’s writing experiences did not include learning methods, such as 

working in groups, multiple drafts, and reviewing papers with classmates. Students wrote 

assignments individually, and the teacher corrected the assignments without giving the 

student any input on how to improve the quality of the work. Working in groups and 
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working on multiple drafts was a new method of learning for Elsa, and she enjoyed this 

aspect of the learning process.  

  Elsa had a background in math and science, had average skills in writing, and a 

strong desire to learn to write well. However, she became frustrated sometimes at the 

difficulty of perfecting her writing skills, but maintained a positive attitude that she 

would master that ability. As the semester progressed, Elsa developed a good 

understanding of the organization and writing styles of American English.  

   Elsa’s opinion about the use of computers and technology was very high. She 

wanted to learn everything about the advances in technology and was open to new and 

different innovations in the field. In addition to computers, Elsa liked working with 

digital camcorders, digital camera, printers, and scanners.  

 As her instructor, I enjoyed working with a student like Elsa because she was 

excited and motivated about using technology to improve her English and writing skills. 

Many of her classmates requested her help on their assignments or with technology 

questions about their blogs. Elsa was always ready to share her understanding about 

computers with other students. She had a happy personality and was always a joy to have 

in a class, although she was sometimes very sensitive.  

Manette was a 51-year-old woman from Mexico, who spoke Spanish, French, 

Hebrew, and some Italian, and had low writing skills in English. Before coming to the 

United States she earned a college degree in elementary education and therapy and was 

an elementary school teacher and therapist in Mexico. Contrary to her writing skills in 
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English, she was considered a good writer in Mexico. She once wrote for the “Revista,” a 

magazine in Mexico, using a typewriter instead of a computer.  

Manette had no English learning experiences until she came to the United States 

in 2003. She attended an intensive English program at the nearby university. A year later, 

she enrolled in this community college after a bout with cancer. Her goal for learning 

English was to become a learning therapist for children with special needs since that was 

what she did in her country. She had a low writing ability in English because she had 

many problems with sentence structure, organization of ideas, punctuation, and grammar.  

Manette was divorced and had two grade school children. One son was autistic. 

Her mother was Italian and her father was French, and she was outspoken about being 

Jewish as well as being a breast cancer survivor. Most of her family lived in Quebec, 

Canada. She grew up in a home with a big library located in the middle of their house. As 

a result, Manette was an avid reader.  

Manette had an average aptitude for technology. She owned a computer, and had 

some experience working with a word processor. She had no formal training on how to 

use a computer before she came to the United States. She taught herself how to operate a 

computer and how to use e-mail because she wanted to send messages to her sons.  

Manette’s writing experience in English consisted only of her attendance at this 

community college. She had never worked on a group project, participated in the group 

discussion of individual assignments, or edited multiple drafts of an assignment. In fact, 

Manette did not like working in groups. Her attitude for writing was average because she 
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only took writing classes as a prerequisite for other courses she wanted to take at the 

college. 

Manette’s opinion about the use of computers and technology was average. She 

felt comfortable using computers for tasks, but she felt that people should read more 

books and not rely on computers so much. However, she did see the value of technology 

for learning because it saved time and made writing and other tasks easier.  

As her instructor, I found Manette to be acerbic. She lacked a sense of humor 

when the class laughed and joked about things. She commented harshly on the work of 

other students, and alienated herself from other people. Few students felt comfortable 

around her. She made people feel like they were walking on eggshells because no one 

could predict her mood. With the exception of seeking help from Elsa, she seldom 

interacted with the other students in the class. Amazingly, she agreed to participate in my 

study. 

Mei-Li was a 20-year-old woman from China, who spoke Chinese and English 

with the colloquial expressions of her generation, and had high writing skills. She had 

learned some English in China, but only the basics. Mei-Li had come to the United States 

as a sophomore and attended a private high school, where she was placed in the ESL 

program. In her senior year, she took regular classes with other American students.  

Mei-Li had an extensive English learning experience throughout her education. 

Her writing ability was high because she learned how to write the American way from 

high school, but she still had problems with language interference from Chinese. She was 

not interested in perfecting her writing skills in Chinese, only in English.  
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Mei-Li’s experiences with writing assignments in China consisted of writing the 

paper and turning the work into the instructor without receiving any comments or 

feedback. She had participated in writing groups and the drafting of course work in high 

school classes in the United States. She really did not like working in groups that much, 

but understood the benefits of learning from other classmates. However, at this college, 

she loved the way we taught the students to use the multiple drafting method, and that 

helped to refine her papers. Mei-Li had an extremely positive attitude toward writing, and 

her motivation to write was very high as long she could use technology and computers.  

Mei-Li had a superior aptitude for technology. While in high school, she had to 

prepare writing projects as well as other class projects using power point. She saw fully 

the advantages of using technology, she had a substantial amount of technology 

experience and considered herself an expert. She knew the basics for using a computer, e-

mail, Internet, Microsoft Word, Excel, and Power Point. She also knew how to use digital 

camcorders, digital camera, scanners, and Webcams. She liked to experiment with 

technology and had no fear of ruining a program or breaking the computer. She liked to 

try to read the codes that are used to write Web pages, for example, HTML. For Mei-Li, 

technology was very important, and she had a very positive attitude toward technology 

because she thought it was cool. The use of a computer allowed her to connect with 

friends all around the world, especially to participate in chat rooms with them. In fact, she 

communicated with her mother via Webcam and microphone every night at 10:00 CST, 

which was 12:00 noon in China when her mother ate lunch.  
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   Mei-Li was single and her family lived in China. She lived with a relative in San 

Antonio who helped her get her residency, and she worked in a Chinese restaurant part 

time while she attended college. After graduating from the community college, Mei-Li 

planned to transfer to the university and get a degree, but did not yet know in what field. 

After attending the university, Mei-Li wanted to return to China and get a good job 

because she felt that she would be able to make a lot of money speaking two languages 

and using computers.  

As her instructor, I saw Mei-Li as a very confident student. She felt that she knew 

more than most people in the class because of her age, and her experiences from learning 

English longer than most of her classmates. She easily got bored with regular 

assignments and completed them quickly, but she lingered on work that involved 

technology. She was always cheerful and was my willing assistant in class when students 

had computer problems or writing problems.  

Nestor was a 40-year-old man born in the United States and raised in Mexico, 

and had expert writing skills. Nestor came to San Antonio as a child, and therefore, spoke 

TexMex (a form of Spanish with a Texan dialectical influence) and English. He learned 

English for the first time when he went to elementary school and from television. 

Nestor had studied freshman composition and advanced composition, but 

counselors advised him to take some ESL classes to help him with language problems. 

He took two ESL writing classes at this college because he felt the classes clarified 

certain aspects of writing such as the mechanics of writing, grammar, and parts of speech. 

He enjoyed writing, and had an extremely positive attitude toward writing.  
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Nestor wanted to take additional writing classes because he admired writers such 

as William Faulkner who wrote his novels by hand at a table. He admired other writers 

such as Elmore Leonard who wrote “Get Shorty” and “Jackie Brown,” who, according 

to Nestor, did not use a computer. He loved to see old movies where the author in the 

story typed his work using an old manual typewriter. However, Nestor did not use a 

manual typewriter but an electric typewriter because he said that it inspired him to write. 

Nestor was single and had one daughter. He worked as a chef at a hotel in the 

downtown area. He wanted to continue his education, and earn an associate of art (AA) 

degree in humanities, English, or literature. He had studied at other community colleges 

before entering the culinary arts program. He was not sure if he would continue his 

education after community college.  

Nestor had an average aptitude for technology. He learned how to use the 

computer in middle school, 7th grade, and after that, had no experience with technology 

until he was required to use computers in college classes. His classes in culinary arts and 

in psychology required that he use Microsoft Power Point. He also used word processing 

for writing assignments and the Internet for research on class projects.  

Nestor’s attitude about technology was negative. According to Nestor, he hated 

technology, and he even dropped a humanities class because the textbook was in 

electronic form. He did not care to use e-mail, and he only listened to music on the 

computer with his cousin. Nestor did not own a computer, and did not want one. 

However, he understood the need for computer literacy and would use it if he had to, but 

preferred to avoid computers.  
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Nestor had an expert ability for writing, and thought the computer was useful in 

order to edit and save papers, but he preferred to go to the library and read books to do 

research. Nestor did not care for group work. He preferred to work alone, but would 

engage in group work if it was required.  

As his instructor, I thought Nestor was an ambitious, conscientious student. He 

was a loner and talked more to me than to his classmates. He did not attend the end of 

school party because it was not required. Nestor did only what was required of him, and 

nothing more. He often talked to me about grammar clarifications and about many other 

topics of interest to him. I was fortunate that he agreed to participate in my study past the 

semester.  

Rahila was 34-year-old woman from Jordan who spoke Arabic, and had average 

writing skills. Her family moved to Kuwait because they had better schools, and the 

materials they used to learn English came from England. She began to learn English in 

the 5th grade in Kuwait, and she learned the English alphabet there. Rahila moved to 

Egypt where she was a homemaker and worked in the service industry. She worked for a 

travel agency for a while, and then got a job as a tourist agent in Egypt. Rahila had to 

speak English with her customers, but she did not speak it very well. She came to the 

United States in 1998.  

Rahila was married to a Jordanian, and they had one 12-year-old son. Her son 

came to the United States in 2004 and he did not speak any English. The family only 

spoke Arabic in their household. Rahila considered herself a modern woman, and she did 
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not wear traditional head coverings or attire. However, she did pray five (5) times a day, 

as was the practice of her religion.  

Rahila was frustrated with her English abilities, so she decided to go to a 

community college to learn English, meet people, make friends, and maybe get a degree 

in computer administration. She wanted to work for a travel agency again, or in any 

business that was not with her husband who owned a car dealership. Rahila had an 

average ability to write in English since she had had little practice before coming to 

college. Her first formal class to learn English was at this community college. She also 

took writing classes and reported that the classes were very different from the way they 

learned to write in Kuwait. There students wrote papers, turned them in to the teacher for 

a final grade, and did not receive any input on how to improve the quality of their work. 

They did not work in groups to share ideas, and there was no chance to write multiple 

drafts of assignments. Rahila liked the way students learn at this college because they got 

a chance to share ideas, improve their writing, and learn from their mistakes.  

Rahila’s opinion of technology was average. She used computers in Egypt in her 

jobs, Microsoft Excel at her husband’s car dealership, e-mail to stay in touch with her 

sister in Jordan, Microsoft Power Point on her son’s school projects, and Microsoft Word. 

However, she did not have enough experience with word processing to use all the 

features of the program, and she did not have much experience with using the Internet.  

As her instructor, I felt Rahila was a good student because she worked hard. She 

wanted to learn, and told her friends that she learned to write by steps, and that made it 

easier to improve her skills. She had a positive attitude about using technology in writing 
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classes, especially since it made writing assignments easier. She often sought help from 

her classmates on using the spell check, copy, and paste commands to improve her work. 

Rahila thought that the computer had helped her to become skilled at many things. She 

was always pleasant and was eager to learn.  

 
Data Collection and Procedures 

Qualitative research methods were used to collect data. I used six methods of data 

generation in order to include multiple sources of evidence and to increase the strength 

and validity of the study. These methods included: (a) maintaining a researcher’s journal; 

(b) tape-recording students’ interviews using open-ended, semi-structured questions; (c) 

examining relevant documents of writing assignments, blogging entries, analyses of 

comments received and given, and of blog sites; (d) requesting responses to periodic 

open-ended questionnaires; (e) administering a closed-ended survey at the beginning and 

end of the semester; and (f) examining students’ reflective journals. The variety of data 

was used to answer the research questions and fulfill the purpose of the study.  

RESEARCHER’S JOURNAL 

I kept a journal, an introspective record of my teaching experience. The journal 

included all my ideas and thoughts, experiences, feeling, changes, surprises, fears, 

mistakes, successes, and confusions (cf. Merriam, 1998). Examples of the reflective 

question prompts were: What did you do in class today? What happened? What went well 

and what did not go well? What did you learn? What did your students learn? How did 

you know the students learned? What could you have done differently? What are the next 
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action steps? I also chronicled the research methodology (the cycles – implementation, 

evaluation, reflection, and change). I wrote entries in the journal on a regular basis that 

consisted of methodological notes, field notes, theoretical notes, and personal notes (cf. 

Hubbard & Power, 2003). Following the suggestions of Harris (1999), I recorded my 

ideas on the possible directions that the study took. I also recorded all decisions made 

about my research study and all the actions taken in the context of the research study.  

PARTICIPANT INTERVIEWS 

Five students selected for the in-depth study were asked to participate in three 

interviews (Appendix D) designed to be open-ended and semi-structured. The interviews 

would be tape-recorded and participation was voluntary. I informed the students that their 

grades would not be affected by their participation or failure to participate. The 

interviews were conducted in English and a little Spanish based on the students’ need for 

clarification of my questions or for their comments. I conducted interviews at the end of 

February, the beginning of April, and the middle of May using techniques advocated by 

Seidman, (1999), Merriam (1998), Berg (2001), and Patton (1990). I developed an 

interview guide of questions (Merriam, 1998) using a three-interview structure, and then 

included follow-up questions as necessary (Seidman, 1999). The first interview was 

designed to establish the context (history) of the participants. The second interview was 

designed so that the participants reconstructed the details of the experience 

(contemporary experience). Finally, the last interview had three parts. First, the 

participants read their previous interviews and then elaborated on anything discussed 

from the first two interviews; second, I reviewed the responses from the previous 
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interviews with the participants, and then related their responses (previous and current) to 

what they actually did in practice on their blog entries (writing assignments) and 

comments. Lastly, the participants responded to questions that reflected on the experience 

and meaning of the experience (Seidman, 1999). Four of the participants’ interviews were 

recorded and transcribed for accuracy and authenticity. One participant did not allow me 

to use a tape recorder, so I took detailed notes of our sessions. The questions were posed 

to get an in-depth insight into participants’ experience with previous writing and 

technology experiences, current experiences with using technology in writing, how they 

felt about the assignments and blogging, what they liked and disliked, what happened 

during specific aspects of the writing process approach, and what the experience meant to 

them, thereby unraveling some factors that may or may not have encouraged them to 

write or motivated them to write.  

SURVEYS AND QUESTIONNAIRES  

A survey (Appendix C) and open-ended questionnaires were used to determine 

the diversity of the students in order to select participants and as part of class work to 

determine students’ perceptions, thoughts, and feelings about their experiences with 

writing, ESL, technology, and using blogs for writing. A survey was given at the 

beginning of the second week of class to get a demographic make up of my class in 

regards to nationality, age range, educational experience, technology ability, writing 

ability, and English language proficiency. A questionnaire was given to all the students at 

the beginning of the fourth week of class. The purpose of the questionnaire was to 

establish the criteria for participants and to get an entire class perspective of their 
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experience. The questions were: (a) What is your background with writing (English and 

native language)? (b) What is your background with technology? (c) What are your 

thoughts and feelings about using technology for writing? (d) What were your thoughts 

about using blogs when I told you about it the first days of class? and (e) What are your 

thoughts now about using blogs for writing? The students responded to the surveys and 

questionnaires in English. The questionnaire also served as a sample of their writing 

ability since they viewed their writing ability differently from how I viewed their writing 

ability. The last week of the semester, I gave the participants another closed-

ended/opened-ended survey in order to assess their experience during the entire semester 

(Appendix E).  

DOCUMENTS  

I collected relevant documents such as the course description, course objectives, 

syllabus, and materials used in class by the instructor (handouts, reading materials, 

writing assignments, photos, etc.). I also collected materials from the students (writing 

assignments, drafts, critique forms received from their face-to-face peer-review sessions, 

a log of comments given to peers, writing portfolios of all collected work, blogging 

entries, etc.) as well as the responses I downloaded from their blog sites (comments 

received and blog entries). The comments received on the blogs were categorized as 

critical and non-critical because the goal of instruction was to provide and receive critical 

comments for feedback in order to make changes on their texts. The critical comments 

were defined as specific comments on areas for revision which included content, 

coherence/cohesion, style, organization, development, grammar, punctuation, and 



 
 
 

 121 
 

spelling, vocabulary, and sentence structures. The non-critical comments were 

nonspecific comments, not related to the above, emphasizing reader responses to the 

topics, for example, prayers, sympathetic and emotional support and understanding, and 

combative replies, clashes of ideas. The responses were categorized by readers from 

Korean English Teachers College and were labeled KETC, Advanced English 

Composition classes were labeled AEC, and the ESL students in the class were labeled 

ESL. A few of the comments were by the instructor from one of the AEC classes and me. 

Those responses were classified as OTHER. The comments were analyzed in depth 

according to levels of responses and critical thinking. The documents were used to 

confirm, negate, and support the data collected from interviews.  

STUDENTS’ REFLECTIVE JOURNALS 

The students also kept a reflective journal for the semester. For each class period, 

(14 entries) they responded to the following questions:  

1) Describe briefly your mood, feelings, and motivation as you began your class 
today?  

 
2) Describe your activity in class today. Indicate any problems/thoughts/feelings 

(bad or good) you had with today’s activities/tasks that may include the 
following: (a) using technology, (b) writing, (c) blogging, (d) peer responding, 
(e) commenting, (f) editing, (g) giving and receiving comments, (h) 
interacting with classmates, and (i) and interacting with instructor.  

 
3) For the activities listed above that you did not have problems with, or you did 

not have strong feelings about, please describe what you think contributed to 
your positive responses, comfort, and ease in doing these tasks.  
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The journals were collected at the end of the semester along with all of the 

required documents for their portfolios. Figure 8 was created in order to see how each of 

the sources was used to support each of the areas under investigation in this research. 

Figure 8.1: Writing Process Approach Organizational Diagram of Data Sources 
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Figure 8.2: Writing Process Approach Organizational Diagram of Data Sources 
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information in the cases and make decisions whether or not the themes that emerged 

could be transferred to their own situations (Figg, 2000). The data were analyzed for 

categories, patterns, and themes that are related to all areas of the phenomenon under 

investigation.  

Data collection and analysis were ongoing as it was part of the cyclical process of 

action research. The ongoing process enabled me to reflect critically on the instructional 

process, the implementation of a teaching phenomenon, learning outcomes, and 

intervening changes (Hubbard & Power, 2003; McNiff, 1993).  

I depended on the guidance of such qualitative methodologists as Hubbard and 

Power (2004), Lincoln and Guba (1985), Strauss and Corbin (1998), and Yin (2003) for 

their analytic processes. More centrally, I used Miles and Huberman (1994) as the main 

source for the analytic steps used for this study. Miles and Huberman suggested starting 

with data reduction which includes the analysis process of using an initial coding system 

with perhaps marginal notes as a coding aid. Then large amounts of coded data are 

reduced into smaller analytic units. They suggested creating categories for pattern coding. 

After that, the data are regrouped in order to identify themes and trends in the overall 

data. Next, propositions are developed and tested to construct an explanatory framework. 

Then tentative findings are cross checked to see if the propositions hold or are checked 

for rival explanations. Miles and Huberman advocated using data display formats to 

organize, compress, and assemble information. Data displays include many forms such as 

matrices, graphs, diagrams, and charts to conceptually order categories, patterns, and 
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themes. Lastly, Miles and Huberman maintained that it is important to draw and verify 

conclusions.  

 The analysis process for this study employed two major types of data sets for 

analysis: (a) primary documents contributing to the case studies and (b) blog entries. The 

primary documents – interview transcripts, journals, and other documents associated with 

the case studies were coded for categories, patterns, and themes.  

The actual procedures of data analysis of the five participants began with the 

recording and immediate transcription of the first interview which underwent an analysis 

process of coding with categories, subcategories, and examples. This procedure 

continued for the two subsequent interviews. The categories that emerged from the first 

two interviews provided a framework for the last and follow-up interview which included 

a student-teacher conference. In this last interview, the student-teacher conferences had 

three basic components. These were (a) a review of the revisions the participants had 

made on their assignments based on the feedback they had received, (b) a discussion of 

the inclusion or exclusion of specific feedback they had received, and (c) a comparison of 

their interview statements about blogging for editing and revising with their actual 

treatment of feedback. 

First, the data analysis of primary documents involved line-by-line and section-

by-section coding of interview transcripts, journals, questionnaires associated with each 

case. To be specific, the interview transcripts were line numbered and coded using 

Microsoft Word’s commenting tool and then by hand. The comments were color coded in 

order to organize the small segments that represented categories. The patterns that 
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emerged were clustered and labeled by categories. The categories and subsequent themes 

that emerged were crossed checked with a debriefing group in order to identify other 

possible clusters. The new clusters were again checked for consistency.  

I then began the cross-case analysis by clustering interview answers of the five 

participants. The responses of the participants were assigned different color fonts in order 

to assist with analysis. I then determined clusters by grouping together similar categories 

in order to discover the relationships among these that would be applicable to the specific 

context under investigation. I also analyzed the participant case studies to look for 

categories, patterns, and themes. I then created outline displays of clustered categories, 

subcategories, and classifications from each participant.  

Second, the blog entries were analyzed by classifying them by types of comments 

and sources of feedback for each participant’s blog entry. The information then was 

quantified and displayed in charts and tables for qualitative interpretation. The blog 

entries were separated into categories of types of feedback, critical or non-critical, and 

sources of feedback on each participant’s blog entry, and then tabulated. Additionally, the 

comments received were listed and numbered for each participant’s blog entry. The 

comments were compared to the final written assignments to see if the feedback 

corrections were included in or excluded from the participants’ final draft. This method 

was primarily used to help me see the number of comments received and comments 

provided. It was also useful to see how the documents (blogs and blog entries) matched 

the participants’ perceptions and practices of using blogs for the writing process 

approach. The analysis of the critical and non-critical blog entries were used to evaluate 
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the inclusion or exclusion of feedback provided on writing assignments. The blog entries 

were checked with the final written products and coded to present to the participant in 

student-teacher conference.  

As the semester proceeded for the study, data generation procedures were 

continuously adjusted as additional data were generated and tested against evolving 

categories and themes. The data collection and analysis for this study were triangulated 

from multiple data sources and multiple strategies. Lincoln and Guba (1985) describe 

triangulation as crucially important and that “no single item of information should ever 

be given serious consideration unless it is triangulated (p. 283). In other words, the 

combination of two or more research strategies validates each against the other source 

and leads to credibility.  

 
Assuring Credibility of the Study 

An essential element of constructivist research is establishing trustworthiness. 

Lincoln and Guba’s (1985) criteria for trustworthiness are the combination of credibility, 

confirmability, dependability, transferability, and authenticity. To assure credibility of 

this study, certain aspects were considered and operational techniques were implemented. 

I used prolonged, persistent observation in this study because I was with the class for a 

full semester. Member checking is an important component of credibility; thus the 

selected participants were allowed to verify the content of the interviews as well as check 

the categories, conclusions, and interpretations of the data collected. A debriefing group 

of fellow doctoral candidates was organized for an audit trail in order to provide evidence 

of credibility. I met with this group, not only for emotional support but also to review and 
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examine my processes for data collection and data analysis. We outlined the processes 

and checked on the established goals and progress of the research. Additionally, we kept 

detailed notes of the meeting for audit purposes.  

Credibility was also established by having an outside researcher code transcripts 

from the first interview for inter-coder reliability. I used the reliability formula 

demonstrated by Miles and Huberman (1994, p. 64). According to Miles and Huberman, 

reliability is equal to the number of agreements divided by the total number of 

agreements plus disagreements. I found that there was a 95% agreement between the 

outside researcher’s identified categories and examples and those I had identified. The 

coder came up with a category for one participant that was in addition to the categories I 

had identified.  

Other measures of credibility included having the debriefing group review my 

established categories and themes of the overall data to determine if they were valid. 

After a thorough review, the debriefing group ascertained that the categories and themes 

were valid identifiers.  

The final findings were verified with the debriefing group and outside assistance 

for a validity check as they looked for evidence to dispute my findings (Lincoln & Guba, 

1985; Miles & Huberman, 1994; Patton, 1990).  

 
Chapter Summary 

The study was situated in a constructivist paradigm. Action research was the 

strategy used to conduct the research from this paradigm. Action research was 

determined to be appropriate for the study of the use of blogs in support of the writing 



 
 
 

 129 
 

process approach activities for ESL students. The study took place at a community 

college and blogging was introduced to students in a high intermediated ESL writing 

course. The selection of the participants was based on purposive sampling, and five 

participants were selected for in-depth study. The five participants were depicted as 

individual cases, and a case study format was used as a vehicle for providing thick 

descriptions. Data were collected from five sources, and the analysis consisted of coding, 

categorizing, locating, patterns and identifying themes. Trustworthiness of the findings 

was established by assuring the credibility and validity as well as counter checks and 

balances to verify findings.  
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CHAPTER 4  

DESCRIPTION AND ANALYSIS 

 

The purpose of this study was to introduce blogging into an ESL class and to 

examine the significance of its use for the process writing approach. The study also 

sought to examine ESL students’ perceptions as well as perceptions of the teacher 

regarding the implementation of blogs in the ESL writing class. Therefore, the research 

questions were as follows: 

Main Question: How would ESL students respond to the use of Weblogs (blogs) 

as a pedagogical tool for the writing process approach in an ESL writing class? 

Sub questions:  

1) What aspects/characteristics of blogging are useful for the writing process 
approach?  

2) What are my ESL writing students’ perceptions/reactions and experiences 
using blogs (Weblogs) for writing tasks?  

3) What are my perceptions and experiences using blogs (Weblogs) to teach 
writing?  

 

The students in this study used blogs for four specific aspects of the writing 

process approach – peer responding (feedback), editing, revising, and publishing their 

writing assignments. This study was conducted during the Spring 2005 semester at the 

community college in southeastern Texas where I teach.  

Several components of a qualitative research model were involved in this study. 

The study required rich and detailed data from students’ interviews, in-depth analysis of 

types and sources of blog responses, in-depth analysis of writing assignments and 
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inclusion of feedback to make corrections, in-depth analysis of student-teacher 

conferences, in-depth analysis of teacher journal documenting the process of instruction 

including documenting observations and changes in practice, and open-ended surveys of 

all students.  

I profiled each of the five selected participants as different cases and provided a 

thick description of their perceptions of blogging and experiences in terms of the process 

of writing. These profiles were developed from the participants’ interviews, student-

teacher conferences, analyses of blog entries and comments, journals, surveys, 

questionnaires, and researcher journal. Seidman (1998) mentioned that “crafting a profile 

or a vignette of a participant’s experience is an effective way of sharing interview data 

and opening up one’s interview material to analysis and interpretation” (p. 102). I also 

provided a descriptive case study of my experience as a teacher researcher using blogs to 

teach ESL writing and how it impacted my teaching.  

 

The Writing Class  

OVERVIEW 

The instructional setting is described in order to understand the learning 

environment. The students came from Cambodia, China, Colombia, Jordan, Korea, 

Mexico, Panama, the Philippines, and the United States. The students in the ESL writing 

class were required to write eight assignments using a variety of writing styles and topics. 

The writing assignments included seven paragraphs and one essay. However, due to time 

constraints, the students wrote only seven assignments. Part of their grade was based on 
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commenting on their peers’ writing using critical comments. They also had to read, 

analyze, and incorporate the comments they received into their writing. Finally, they had 

to publish their blog entries to their blog sites. However, the composition of their blogs 

was the author’s decision. To reiterate, seven writing assignments (6 paragraphs and 1 

essay) were assigned during the semester. The following were topics they had to write 

about: (a) their experiences learning how to write in English, (b) a memorable event, (c) 

an important place, (d) a person they admire, (e) how to do something, (f) a comparison 

or contrast, and (g) an essay on evaluating the effects of an innovation or invention. All 

of the students’ written assignments were posted on their blogs.  

The feedback they received came from several sources. Three English classes and 

one reading class at the college participated. These classes were labeled AEC for 

Advanced English Composition. The partnership I had with classes at two universities in 

Korea for English teaching provided feedback. They were labeled KETC for Korean 

English Teachers College. Finally, the students’ own classmates were labeled as ESL. A 

few comments were provided by instructors, some students commented back to their 

audience, and some even received comments from members of their own families. These 

were labeled OTHER. All of the classes participating were advised to provide critical 

comments so that the ESL students could improve on their writing, but many were 

inspired to write non-critical comments based on the topics and comments on the blog 

entries. Critical comments were defined as specific comments (positive or negative) on 

content, style, organization, grammar, punctuation, spelling, and sentence structures. The 
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non-critical comments were non-specific comments, not related to the above, 

emphasizing reader responses to topics.  

BEGINNING SEMESTER REACTIONS  

I gave the entire class of 18 students a survey (Appendix C) at the beginning of 

the semester to ascertain information on their age range, educational experiences, 

technology ability, writing ability, and English proficiencies. According to the survey, 14 

of the students were in the 26–45 age range, 3 students were between 20 and 25 years 

old, and 1 student was over 50 years of age. There were 13 students in the class who had 

college and post graduate degrees from their countries, 4 students who had received their 

GED (General Education Degree) for high school education in the United States, and 1 

student who had graduated from a high school in Texas. Sixteen of the students felt they 

had some experience with technology and two claimed to be novices. Half of the students 

felt they had a “so-so” writing ability to be in the high intermediate writing class, and the 

other half felt they had good or very good writing abilities for the class.  

The students were introduced to the concept of blogging along with the course 

requirements for the semester during the first week of class. In the second week, the 

students examined some blogs in order to see what they were like before being instructed 

to create their own blogs.  

After 3 weeks of the semester had passed, I gave the students a writing 

assignment to get their reflections on their experience in the class. I asked the students to 

answer four questions that pertained to their background in writing in English and in their 

native languages, their experiences with technology use, and their attitudes toward using 
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technology for learning, and particularly, for writing. The last question related to the 

students’ thoughts and feelings about using blogs when they were first presented with the 

concept for writing and what they felt after several weeks of using blogs for writing tasks. 

One question addressed their technology experience in more detail than the initial survey. 

All but two students had some experience with using word processors, especially 

Microsoft Word. For some, their experience began with taking classes at the college or 

from having children who needed to develop computer skills in elementary school. All 

but three of the students had been exposed to programs like Microsoft Power Point for 

the same reasons. Only half the class was familiar with programs such as Microsoft 

Excel, mostly for jobs. All but four students had experience with the Internet and only 

one student had used chat rooms with her daughter. The majority of the students had 

positive feelings about technology although two had negative feelings about it. The 

positive attitudes and feelings about technology were “good support for everything,” “it 

is great,” “it is marvelous,” “it is great for improving my skills,” “good for writing and 

everything,” “helpful for learning,” and “essential for learning.” The two negative 

comments reflected that technology made them feel “scared” and “angry, frustrated with 

learning it, fearful, and discouraged.” Interestingly, one student who had negative 

feelings had no experience with technology and the other who had negative feelings had 

some experience with technology.  

The attitudes and feelings about blogging varied among the students. The 

comments before their blogging experience were that “it was difficult,” and they were 

“worried,” “confused,” “excited,” “frustrated,” “anxious, confused, and frightened,” 
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“emotionally not prepared,” “worried, fearful,” “optimistic,” and “confused.” After a few 

weeks of using blogs with writing activities, they felt “good, fine,” “confident,” “very 

good,” “good, comfortable,” “better,” “fine,” and “it was easy.” One non-technology 

student was “confused” at the beginning and continued to feel “confused’ weeks into the 

semester. 

TYPES AND SOURCES OF FEEDBACK  

After the semester was completed, I analyzed the types and sources of feedback 

the students received. Upon close examination, I discovered patterns, similarities, and 

differences among all of the students’ feedback. An analysis of blog entries and 

comments for each of the students, excluding the five main participants who are 

presented in the case studies section, is presented in Appendix F. It shows the comparison 

between the critical and non-critical comments the students received as well as the 

sources. The section also has a description of each of those students’ reactions to the 

blogging experience. The students are listed by their countries and initials are used 

instead of names.  

These ESL students showed improvement in their ability to provide critical 

feedback to their fellow classmates after a number of assignments. Most of the 

improvement occurred after the first two writing assignments as shown in Figure 9. The 

line graph shows the span of critical and non-critical comments the ESL students 

provided to their fellow classmates by assignments. The critical comments were defined 

as specific comments (positive or negative) on content, style, organization, grammar, 
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punctuation, and spelling, and sentence structures. The non-critical comments were 

nonspecific comments that represented the readers’ responses to topics. 

 

Figure 9: Number of Comments Given for Each Assignment by ESL Students in the High 
Intermediate ESL Writing Class 
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 By the third assignment, a number of students had learned how to comment 

critically on each other’s assignments. It appears that the increased number of critical 

comments coincided with the instructional change that occurred after receiving feedback 

from the students to provide a more corrective approach to their writing. The instructional 

change consisted of reiterating the requirements of providing critical comments to their 

fellow classmates and assigning a peer to review. The increase also occurred when more 

practice and training were provided on how to give constructive feedback. By the sixth 

assignment, the students consistently provided critical feedback for each other. Lastly, the 

critical feedback as well as non-critical comments was significantly less by the seventh 
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assignments, but the ESL students still provided more critical than non-critical comments 

to their fellow classmates.  

In addition to emphasizing to the high intermediate ESL writing students the 

importance of providing critical feedback, I also communicated this need to the KETC 

and AEC instructors who had their students participating. They acknowledged that they 

would reinforce the need for critical comments to their students. A change occurred by 

the third assignment as shown in the line graph (Figure 10). The line graph shows the 

span of critical and non-critical comments all the respondents (AEC, KETC, ESL, and 

OTHER) provided by assignments.  

 

Figure 10: Number of Comments Given for Each Assignment by All Respondents 
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The line graph shows that more critical comments than non-critical comments 

were provided by the third assignment by all respondents even though the overall number 

of comments dropped for the seventh assignments.  
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REACTIONS TO BLOGGING EXPERIENCE 

The students kept a reflective journal on their experiences for most of the 

semester, and, at the end of the semester, they took an end-of-semester survey of their 

experience. The students wrote accounts of their feelings, moods, motivation for the class 

meetings and a description of their class activities and tasks that included: (a) using 

technology, (b) writing, (c) blogging, (d) peer reviewing, (e) commenting, (f) editing, (g) 

giving and receiving feedback, (h) interacting with classmates, and (i) interacting with 

instructor.  

A questionnaire was administered at the end of the semester to solicit responses 

about their feelings and reactions, both positive and negative, to the activities and tasks 

for writing and blogging they experienced during the semester. Then they had to describe 

what they thought contributed to their positive or negative feelings and reactions. Their 

reflections had a few surprising responses. Most of the students had positive reactions to 

learning how to write with the use of technology tools. These students described their 

motivation as “good,” “positive,” “usually high,” “having a good disposition,” “had good 

days and bad days in the class,” “usually good mood, but sometimes frustrated,” 

“sometimes depressed,” “always positive, dedicated to improving” and “usually 

confident, learning to write is nice and easy.” However, one student demonstrated a more 

negative attitude. This student was “always bored,” “always feels bad,” and “doesn’t like 

anything about the class.”  

Most of the students felt that using technology was helpful although some of them 

sometimes found it frustrating because they lacked experience, or they had had 

difficulties with using the technology tools. All the students who had experienced 

difficulties had persevered in their desire to master the tools they had to use for the 

writing class. These same students appreciated the help of their more technology “savvy” 
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classmates. All of the students saw the benefits of using technology in their classes for 

writing and for aspects of learning.  

All of the students were frustrated with their writing. In fact, for some, writing 

was a never ending nightmare. One student consistently admitted even to the end of the 

semester that she had many problems with all aspects of writing from vocabulary to 

grammar, to translating from her language to English which made the sentence 

incoherent in English, and she felt hopeless. Most of the students saw progress and 

improvement in their writing and continued to feel positive about their gains in writing 

skills.  

Blogging, itself, did not present a problem. All of the students detailed the typical 

process for each assignment, such as, writing paragraphs, working in groups, posting 

their assignments to blogs, reading their comments, making corrections and uploading 

their corrected assignments, and turning in their final assignments to instructor. In further 

explanations, some of the students who had problems always received help from their 

classmates. One student did not like posting at all because she did not want others to see 

her errors.  

A few of the students found that using blogs was a challenge because of their lack 

of technology experience. One student wrote that he developed confidence in time with 

the use of blogs. Another student wrote that she felt depressed when she had to post 

because she could not remember her password or how to use the tool; however, she read 

her blogs and comments. Another student, the pessimistic student, surprisingly wrote that 

the one thing she really liked about the class was using technology, especially blogging. 

She stated in her journal:  

 
For my activities that I have a positive response is blogging. I think 
blogging is good for everyone students because it gave more 
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opportunities to express theirselves to use the weblog. Blogs is exciting 
that aid to activities.  

 
Blogging is the best of the activities…that I have a positive responses. 
Blogging for me is very good because it gave more chance to learn 
more for just about everything like how to use more in the computer to 
show ability to the other people my skill in writing. 
 

She was not alone in her feelings about blogging. Many students wrote that they 

enjoyed the experience of using blogs for writing. One non-technology student noted in 

his journal: 

I had a little problem with editing the blogs but the instructor helped 
me. I like the program. It is interesting to see and read many 
experiences of my classmates of different countries. It made me more 
exciting. I learn many things about the blogs, the process of writing, 
culture, history, and grammar.  

 

The students recounted some major issues for them in regards to working in 

groups, peer editing, giving and receiving feedback, as well as interacting with 

classmates and with others. Peer reviews, the giving and receiving of feedback, were the 

biggest issue. In their journals, a number of the students talked about how they did not 

like to work in groups and give comments to their peers in the class because they were all 

students and not expert users of the English language. The one pessimistic person thought 

it was completely a waste of time because they were not helping each other. In fact, she 

also felt embarrassed to ask classmates for help on her mistakes. However, several 

students said that they understood the purpose and value of doing peer reviews and 

commenting on each others’ work. A few students wrote that they accepted the 

suggestions from their classmates and found them to be valuable. Even the one 

pessimistic student, who wrote that she did not like to work in groups, did not like to 

work with a peer, and did not like to edit, realized at the end of the semester that editing 
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each other’s work did help her improve her writing. This same student wrote, “Right 

now, I actually like editing on the others’ papers. I think you [instructor] are right. You 

can be a teacher by editing on others’ papers. Because you can learned different styles of 

how the way they writing, and get some ideas.” The students said they valued my editing 

the most and then the KETC and AEC students. They also mentioned that they lacked 

trust in their fellow classmates’ feedback. 

In regards to group work, a number of students said that they did not like face-to-

face group work because sometimes their partners were too critical; or they were hard to 

please and difficult; or they spoke only Spanish; or they were not on task and not doing 

what they were supposed to do; or the groups were too big with four or five students 

because they preferred smaller groups of just two or three students; or they just did not 

like to do it at all; or the writer felt embarrassed to let others see his or her mistakes. The 

pessimistic student said that some of the students acted like teachers and thought they 

knew everything even when they did not know, so she did not like working with others. 

In spite of these negative views, a number of students liked group work and the task of 

commenting on others’ writing and reported how they found peer reviewing and 

commenting helpful. Some students recounted that their partners were respectful as well 

as helpful, and they appreciated the help of their classmates in their development and 

writing improvement. A few of them liked working face-to-face in groups because their 

partners explained their comments. One student said her peer groups were usually 

friendly, patient, and understanding. She said her group encouraged her to improve her 

writing skills.  
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For the end of semester survey, the students were asked how they felt when they 

received any negative and/or critical comments from their peers. The following is a 

compiled list:  

1) I felt good but insecure, because I didn’t know if it was correct. 
2) I felt bad but not always because sometime this comment helped me. 
3) Well, I believe was very educational. 
4) I feel good but when I have to do it, I don’t feel good, because I need 

learn more English first then do correction to other. 
5) I like it because it helps me to improve my writing and I like 

somebody is interesting to read my paragraph. 
6) I love them because I learned a lot of things from negative comments. 
7) My first feeling a little sad then when I started reading my paper 

sometimes I can see some of the mistakes I have done. So at the end 
I’m happy to know what’s was wrong and correct the mistakes. 

8) For me is ok. I get only which can help me. 
9) Good, no changes in my feelings. 

 

One student in particular discussed in detail her metamorphosis in the writing 

class. This particular student was a non-technology person, had low writing skills, was 

very optimistic, and sought advantages out of every opportunity. She enjoyed interacting 

with classmates because it helped her learn about people from different countries. She 

enjoyed reading others’ paragraphs even though they were difficult to read and 

understand at times. Sometimes, she was not able to figure out what the writers were 

saying, but she persevered. In fact, she said that she saw improvement by reading other 

people’s writing, especially when the blogs were corrected. Then, they were like English 

stories. She wrote this about her experience: 

I started [my class day] very good. I always try to learn something new 
from each class. Sharla explained very well the process to follow when 
an essay is written. At first my feelings were so enthusiastic because 
every time I come to school I enjoy it. Then talking with my partners 
makes me feel so happy because I can see their development threw all 
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this time that we are taking this class and their effort on everything 
they do. That’s motivate me to continue taking classes and everyday 
learn from others.  

 

This particular student wrote about how hard she worked to write and then post 

her assignments. She wrote that she worked on blogs often with posting and giving 

feedback. However, what is unique about this student is that she detailed the strategies 

she used to help improve her writing skills and navigate the tasks involved in blogging. 

She said that she read the blogs twice before giving feedback and then reflected on what 

was wrong and what to suggest for help. With the strategy of reading blogs two or three 

times, including her own, she developed the ability to find errors in her own writing and 

make corrections. She also developed the ability to recognize errors and make 

suggestions on the blogs of others. At the end of her journal, she reported that she had 

finally learned how to edit and correct her blogs on her own without the help of her 

classmates. She exclaimed that her feelings had changed from frustration to confidence.  

  To get an overview of their blogging experience over the whole semester, I asked 

the students what they thought about blogging and if it had affected their reading, writing, 

and confidence in writing. The following is a list of what they said about their blogging 

experiences: 

• Make corrections on my paper and share story with other people. 
• Blogging gives me the opportunity to learn more about other cultures, and 

countries. It makes easy to edit and know about a few mistakes. 
• [It] give me new information using new technology. 
• No really 
• I can understand more and my writing is better. 
• All this help me to improve my English. 
• Make more interesting 
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• Blogging has been improved my reading to comprehend better, writing in 
my daily life and to another’s and be understand what I write having a 
positive response in what I am asking them felling me more confident but 
not completely in writing. 

• Only in good way 
• It not affect  

SUMMARY/ANALYSIS  

 This class’ reactions and responses reveal what they experienced during the 

semester. Even though each student’s experience was different, there were some 

commonalities among the students. The data showed that they all liked the blogging 

aspect of the class for writing tasks. They did what they were supposed to do (writing, 

posting, commenting, editing, revising) and improved in their tasks as the semester 

progressed. The data also pointed out a few of the major drawbacks the students 

encountered that dealt with issues of confidence and lack of trust for peer editing and 

group work. Ultimately, the students survived trials and tribulations with technology, 

blogging, and writing as evidenced by what they wrote in surveys, questionnaires, and 

journals. Additionally, peer-responding skills improved with practice and instruction as 

indicated from the graphs. Overall, it appears blogging was a constructive learning 

experience for the ESL writing students.  

 

Case Studies 

In the following section, I report on the perceptions and experiences of five of the 

students. This section depicts their views of developing writing skills and using 

technology. Comparisons are also drawn between the amount of critical and non-critical 

comments they received, the sources of comments, the effect of those comments on the 
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students’ revising, their actual experiences with using blogs for aspects of the writing 

process approach, and revelations of their learning experiences in the writing class. All 

names used have been changed, and the labels were derived from reoccurring patterns 

that arose from the coding.  

CASE #1: ELSA – COLLABORATIVE LEARNER 

Elsa was a 45-year-old Spanish-speaking woman from Mexico. She considered 

her writing skills as average, and her confidence in her ability was constantly challenged. 

She did not have confidence about correcting others’ paragraphs or her own as voiced 

several times in her journal.  

I still don’t have strong feelings about correct others paragraphs. I will 
like to learn editing and correcting starting with my own ones. 

 

However, Elsa was technology savvy and very enthusiastic about using 

technology as a learning tool. She had been introduced to Microsoft Word in a writing 

course the semester prior to taking the writing course with blogging. Her passion for 

technology made her eager to learn more about technology tools and how the use of them 

could improve her writing. Most of the students in the class regarded her as the teacher’s 

assistant because they were constantly asking her for help. In fact, her only concern was 

that her classmates, including Rahila, were continuously “draining” knowledge from her 

instead of increasing her knowledge. This excerpt from her journal demonstrates those 

feelings. 

My classmates don’t let me do my job because they wants me to help 
them out with things that they suppose to know… They think I know 



 
 
 

 146 
 

much more than any one else in the classroom and that’s not true. I’m 
learning too. 
 
The problem I always or never can start or even finish what I supposed 
to do. I’m getting frustrating, and I start feeling that I’m not learning. I 
will like to work alone and after finish go back to help them. 

 
 

However, Elsa felt that her instructor and one other classmate gave her knowledge of 

writing and technology that she felt she needed.  

Elsa’s greatest satisfaction with the class was derived from the interaction she had 

with people who participated from outside of the class. She did not have a problem with 

sharing her knowledge, but she also wanted to learn from others who knew English better 

than she did. She wanted her learning to be a reciprocal experience, one in which she 

received comments from people who could facilitate her learning. For these reasons, she 

was characterized as a collaborative learner. She believed that students could learn from 

each other and provide mutual support. She said in an interview:  

If we help each other, I’m gonna learn something else… I’m going to 
choose positive to me, or something I need from you, and that I don’t 
need it, I won’t use it if I already know or it doesn’t make sense to me, 
and that’s my opinion. 

 
I understand that is why Andrea, Masha, Ricardo, Maria, Anna and 
others. They like to come to me and ask me because they thought that 
I know too much. No, I don't. Probably, I know a little bit now more 
vocabulary; that's it. But they thought that I know. They come to me 
and I told them early this morning, you [the instructor] and my other 
friend help me, and they don’t. 
 

 
Elsa also remarked to her classmates that they should not always just depend on her for 

everything but that learning should be reciprocal.  

 
Everyone of you are helping me, not bothering me, you come and ask 
me and you never think that you are bothering me. I'm learning from 
you and you learn from me. 



 
 
 

 147 
 

 
Elsa wrote her paragraphs on (a) her story about writing, (b) her mom’s sudden 

death, (c) her favorite room, the bedroom, (d) her admiration of Helen Keller, (e) how to 

play Tetris, (f) the folk art of two countries – Mexico and the United States, and (g) an 

essay on the advantages of digital cameras. She also wrote an extra paragraph for 

assignment 3 on The Park I Visited in My Childhood. An analysis of the blog entries 

(Table 6) shows the distribution of feedback Elsa received by topics and types of 

respondents.  

 
Table 6: Elsa’s Topics and Responses 

Elsa 
Topics ESL AEC KETC Other Total
My Story 2 4 2 0 8
My Mom's Sudden Death 3 3 2 1 9
My Favorite Room–the bedroom 1 2 4 0 7
The Park I Visited in My Childhood 4 2 2 0 8
I Admire Helen Keller 4 0 4 0 8
How to Play Tetris Game 3 1 6 0 10
Folk Art in Two Countries–Mexico and the United 
States 3 0 3 0 6
The Advantages of Digital Camera 1 1 1 1 4
Total 21 13 24 2 60

 
 

She had 669 “hits” (visits) to her blog site. The distribution of responses also 

shows that Elsa received the most comments from the KETC students and then the ESL 

students. Her paragraph on the game, Tetris, drew the most responses, 10 comments, and 

she received the most responses on Tetris from the Korean education students. Their 

comments showed that they played Tetris frequently and enjoyed reading her blog entry. 

Elsa reported in an interview about the responses she received from the Koreans.  

 
How can I say, UNIQUE. Yeah, I never believe that so many people from 
Korea know the game and play it like me. That is my favorite game. 
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In fact, Elsa was so surprised by their attention to her blog entry that she wrote a response 

on her blog site to the Korean students as well as added a Web link for anyone else who 

wanted to learn the game. Figure 11 contains Elsa’s blog response to her audience.  

Figure 11: Elsa’s Reply to Her Readers 

I am so glad to know that there are many like me who loves to play Tetris, 
when I play it makes me feel relax even when you must be focusing in the 
game. In rewards to all of you who loves Tetris, cilck on the link below and 
who doesn't know how to play it will learn fast and will have a lot of fun, 
specially this Animate-TetBlox game is exquisite. Enjoy it! By my side was 
a pleasure to share with all of you my favorite game. 
          Thanks and my best whishes to you all. 
 
 http://www.topshareware.com/Animate-TetBlox-transfer-1549.htm  
 
  

An in-depth analysis of blog entries illustrated in Table 7 and Figure 12 also show 

the comparison between the critical and non-critical comments Elsa received. She 

received 60 comments total of which she received the most critical comments from her 

classmates. KETC provided the most non-critical because of their interest in the Tetris 

game. She received only non-critical comments of sympathy and understanding for her 

story on the death of her mother. She received one non-critical comment from an AEC 

instructor on the death of her mother, and one critical comment from me, her ESL 

instructor. The distribution table and chart provide an overview of the participation by 

sources and types of feedback.  
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Table 7: Critical and Non-Critical Comments by Respondents 

Elsa 
  Critical Non-Critical Total 
AEC 6 7 13
KETC 9 15 24
ESL 12 9 21
Other9 1 1 2
 Total 28 32 60

 

Figure 12: Distribution of Critical and Non-Critical Comments by Respondents 
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Elsa provided 10 comments to others’ writing of which all were critical, very well 

detailed and both positive and negative. In addition, her remarks were also mixed with 

non-critical comments to sympathize with the authors as well as her thoughts on the 

issues being discussed, but most importantly, she looked for ways to help her fellow 

                                                 
9 Other: ESL professor provided one critical and AEC professor provided one non-critical comment 
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classmates refine their writing skills. Below are a few of the suggestions she offered her 

classmates. 

24 April 2005 - 03:04  
 
Hello Sandra, what you say unfotunately happens in most of the 
countries in Latinoamerca. Mexico has a lack of programs for all kinds 
of necessities for those who dosen’t have any health services and they 
are who most need to be protected at least with basic health 
programs. In my opinion you need to change in the title “Differents” by 
“Differences,” also you can say everybody in USA even the inmigrants 
can get help and just correct the word necessity by necessities. You 
have very good and clear organization. 

 
 

29 April 2005 - 18:10  
 
Hi Nestor, I think you have a unique sense of writing. I read you 
paragaph and I like it. Change to process instead processs, remeber for 
remember,cosins for cousins,htis instea this,wehter instead wether, I 
like you story, just you need to work more with your spelling. 

 
 
Elsa’s interviews and journal entries indicated that she disliked the face-to-face 

interaction of having group members critique each other’s work orally because her 

classmates harshly criticized others’ writing and did not offer “good” suggestions for 

improvement.  

I’m not going to learn because I don’t feel happy because some, you 
know, you know everyone and some of them you make the team’s in 
the first time and they never want to give me the papers. I have to do 
them, and then the first thing they did, read it then habla, stand up 
and laugh and “you did a mistake,” “you did a mistake” like a little 
child, and that make me feel, not down, no because I know what I'm 
doing. Of course, make mistakes. I didn't expect from them to make 
fun of my homework. Just because one mistake and I thought, who 
they are and who I am. We are in the same situation. We are here to 
learn and to study, and the only one can tell me and will never be 
unrespectful with me and my work is my teacher. So I can stay like 
that, and then another team happened the same. And then I started, 
ugh… you know… 

 
…we are really more, como te diría en ingles… concentrated in one bad 
mistake, but never looking at each other. And I like always look at the 
other person and listening, but not just to see [the paper]. 
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In group feedback sessions, Elsa felt that because she offered constructive 

feedback to help others with their writing, then she should receive constructive criticism 

as well. Her comments from interviews reflect her feelings about working in groups and 

receiving feedback from peers.  

I don’t even receive any constructive critique, anything good, so I feel 
like to empty, like my work go to trash can, yeah, so…. I’m glad you 
changed how we do critiques. 
 
Because they don’t say any opinion, just criticize and make fun of 
people. That’s what can I feel. They are not taking seriously my 
homework. And just in bold print letters my mistakes. That’s the only 
thing, the rest it doesn’t exist. So I don’t feel happy or well, you know. 

 
Because she was not receiving enough constructive criticism on her writing, she 

considered what she received on her blogs at the beginning of the semester as not useful. 

Additionally, the feedback from her classmates was sometimes too global, too nebulous, 

so she did not know how to use that feedback. An example of a response was, “I think 

your paragraph is good, but you could check your spelling and maybe add more to your 

paragraph.” This type of example did not provide Elsa with any indication of where she 

had to make changes, as she stated in her interview: 

 
I have been reading many, and I’m not too satisfied, why? Because 
most of the comments, even is not all of them from our classmates. It’s 
the same, hey… “you are doing great! I like the way you write, and I 
like your vacation or the way you did a cake!” And, is not useful. To me 
the critique, the real comment is when they are helping you in a way 
like, “you are doing this and it’s good, but you can do more like this, 
and you need to expand more your skills and punctuation or vocabulary 
or how to the words.” For me, that’s useful commenting or critique 
because from them that way I can learn but if I just, I’m going to 
receive good comments, and I know that it’s not everything correct, 
how can I…? [shrugged shoulders] 
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Even though non-critical comments were gratifying to Elsa, she did not view 

them as a part of learning. However, Elsa confessed that she enjoyed receiving non-

critical comments. She boasted about the compassionate comment she received from an 

AEC instructor, and she mentioned how an AEC student, a policeman, made her feel 

stimulated:  

Chris, the policeman, I like the way he wrote, “Elsa that I love your 
English”… And then I keep reading, “I like the way you write an express 
Spanish words and English.” I like it the way he said, and in that made 
me feel bad, down, NO, that make me laugh. And I wrote him “thank 
you.” The way you’re telling me and makes me estimulo. Stimulated to 
keep doing better and better [laughter].  

 

After an assessment of how students provided feedback, the instructor issued 

explicit instructions and worksheets on critiquing that the students had to follow. Elsa 

indicated that the new peer-responding process was better in that she could learn 

something from her mistakes and have her classmates appreciate her suggestions as well. 

As a result of the new instructions for providing feedback, Elsa felt that the students 

improved the way they wrote comments, and she became comfortable with their 

feedback.  

Elsa deduced that blogging provided her with an audience with whom she could 

interact and from whom she could learn. She also believed that they could learn from her. 

She appreciated the feedback that she received from individuals outside of the class more 

than from her classmates because she said that the students in the class did not know any 

more than she did. According to Elsa, the students wrote only superficial comments 

instead of giving in-depth feedback, and because they were students too, they did not 

provide feedback in a timely manner. Elsa contended that:  
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I’m going to be very honest. I have not making just a few comments, a 
few, but the rest of the comments of my blogs especially from my 
classmates are very, o sea, there is no really critique, no correcting. I 
don’t consider like it, critique. They say, ‘it’s nice, and you have a 
good organization and this and that.’ But that's not help me at all. 
 
Yes, it [blogging] is useful, but sometimes, you know, we don’t know, 
no one of us know too much. So, for some of us take too long to 
critique, especially writing… it take us a long time, long time for each 
other. 

 
She believed that the outside audience facilitated her learning more than her classmates 
did. She stated:  

 
 

[Blogging] It was a good idea. I’m very happy… so, in this case, it’s the 
first time for us to use the technology in writing in the Internet where 
everybody can see what we write. And that makes me feel, even don’t 
write well, important, yeah, very important. 
 
I like it because you improve a lot your writing because you learn more 
about vocabulary, word order, and spelling, tenses and punctuation. 
You learn. I would like to receive comments, but NOT from my 
classmates, from someone that really knows more English. I will be 
more happy because they really know more than us, so they can make 
very straight comments.  
 

 
During the student-teacher conference, we reviewed Elsa’s blog entries and her 

revisions made from the other students’ feedback and editing of her work. Elsa had read 

all of the comments and was very receptive to some of the feedback she received and 

made many revisions. Elsa valued the feedback she received from the Koreans most of 

all. She felt that many of the Korean students, even though they had problems with 

English, were more knowledgeable about English and recognized things that her 

classmates could not. They provided concrete suggestions. She said, “I like it [feedback] 

because sometimes you need to add more, and that way the audience can understand 

better.” However, she was skeptical and did not follow some of the suggestions provide 

to her by some of the American students because some of their feedback was conflicting.  



 
 
 

 154 
 

If I agree with some of them, I will write. If no, if I agree with my… the 
way I write, I will leave it like that. And, then my teacher is gonna 
check, and she has the last peer review. After she looks, I need to 
again edit, correct, post and publish finally. After that, I go back and 
check my blogs and see the comments and many of them I like, and 
especially from Korea. I like the way they think very clearly. I like it, so 
many of my blogs are correct. And, one blog, especially one blog that 
Jackie [American] correct me, and she told me that I was using wrong 
words, and the word was “perceive” and she said “no.” Then I read a 
comment from a Korean student, and he said, “you’re right… 
perceive.” So, then I correct it. Because, to me, I always say, 
perceive.”… “Which Jackie said no, it’s the wrong word that I’m using, 
so I changed, but I wasn’t happy. But when I read the comments from 
him [Korean], Ay, someone thinks like me. Then I put it back.  

 

Consequently, Elsa used an analytical approach in making decisions to revise her work. 

She looked at the types of comments, who they came from, if there were similarities 

between the types, and if her “gut feeling” overruled the suggestion. She had this to say 

about feedback: 

 
The only way I can say I completely agree is if my peer review is going 
to be done from someone who really knows English. That’s my main 
concern. If is going to be reviewed by someone that doesn’t know 
English, I don’t listen.  
 
They [classmates] might help me, but just a little bit. But it’s not the 
same like someone that really knows English, writing English. That is 
able to correct you in many ways in grammar, capitalization, 
punctuation, sentences, everything. Because who doesn’t know enough 
is not able to correct everything, right, impossible. Because there are 
many things that we don’t even know yet. I mean, I accept some of 
them [comments]. But, I read from, not just my classmates, some of 
them really know how to peer critique. And, I love it. Because they 
explain to you everything. Why it is wrong, and how you are supposed 
to write well. They explain everything, step-by-step, and even with 
examples. And, that is what I like most. 

 

Elsa said she read everyone’s blogs and comments because she did not want to 

miss out on a learning opportunity. She said:  
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I have been reading all the blogs of my classmates, and I have been 
learning many things that I don’t even know from their countries, from 
their own experiences, and that I never going through, so now I have 
more experience [pause] to avoid the situation [laughter].  

 
 

The beneficial aspect of blogging that she found most useful was the interaction she had 

with not only individuals in schools and classes with whom we partnered, but also with 

others on other blogs that she found.  

Elsa experienced a wide range of thoughts and emotions about publishing her 

blog entries. Before she posted her paper, she felt, “Excitement! Why? Because I’m 

expecting to read the first comment and from whom and what are they commenting, what 

are they going to correct me?” Then, when she posted her blog entry, she felt, “Ay, feliz, 

happy, very happy when I saw my blog. When I see it, yeah, I feel happy.” When she 

received feedback, she commented, “Hmmm, like a Christmas gift. I’m ready to open 

up.” “That’s what made me happy when someone corrects me or suggest me, ‘You can 

write, or you could change to this way.’” Elsa recognized that she had autonomy over her 

own text and could make her own decisions to accept or reject feedback. 

Elsa’s opinion of blogging was that everything was easy. In fact, she was a key 

technology resource in the class along with Mei-Li. She believed that having had 

experience with a word processor helped her adjust to using blogs. She said that she used 

Microsoft Word to write her paper, and made corrections such as spelling and word 

order, and finally posted the entry in her blog. She saw her transition from Microsoft 

Word to blogs as comparable because they were the same for her. The only difference is 

demonstrated in her remark below:  
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No, to me, Microsoft Office Word and blogging is the same with 
different name. The difference between both of them is that Word is 
just in your computer and blogging goes to the Internet, and the 
Internet to the world. That's different, the big difference.  

 

Elsa was one of the most inquisitive and innovative students in the class. She 

attempted to apply every available technological feature of the blogs. For example, she 

added emoticons, Web links, and pictures to her postings. In fact, she added several to 

each blog entry. She even requested that I scan a picture of her mother to add to her story 

about her Mother’s Sudden Death, Figure 13.  

 
Figure 13: Elsa’s Blog Entry of Her Mother’s Sudden Death 

My Mom’s Sudden Death                    
                             
                             My mom’s sudden death was shocking and confusing for me. My mom  
                            and I were watching TV while my sister was in the kitchen. That day mom  
                            don’t feel so good all day long. She had pain in her back and chest, but I  
                            didn’t believe that it was something more serious. Suddenly she told us  
                            that the pain can’t let her talk then, so I ran to call the doctor. We were  
                            waiting for the doctor when mom told me “Take care of yourself because  
                            my granddaughter needs you a lot. She is just a baby.” After that she  
                            whispered in my ear with a low voice and smiling looked at my sister, my  
                            baby, and me that she didn’t feel more pain anymore, after saying this, 
she died. She laid her head on the back of the couch, I closed her beautiful eyes. At that 
moment the doctor arrived. He checked her vital signs, when he finished, he just moved 
his head side to side and he said that she was gone. There wasn’t time to cry for me. I had 
to get the death certificate, find a funeral home, and buy the urn, and so on. My mom was a 
great human being, and she was an unconditional best friend to me. I’ll always need her, 
love her, and miss her. In my personal experience, I’ll never forget that day for the rest of 
my life and I’ll never relieve my sorrow, because she left a big empty place in my life.    
 

 

 Elsa demonstrated that she was a visual thinker. She believed that pictures attracted 

peoples’ attention to her work and aided in understanding the stories being presented. Her 

feelings are expressed below: 
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The most of the people don’t like too much to read. So, I tried to think 
like a child, when I was a child. So, the first thing I like to see in a book 
is pictures… So, the people, the first thing they see is a picture and 
that’s the first impression that you see, and then they start to reading. 
It’s like to attract the reader, the people. Because sometimes you 
think there is no pictures no nothing, you don’t even read the first 
sentence, so it’s boring. So, the people really need something to be 
attract and start reading and then hey “this is interesting.” “I don’t 
even know that this happen.” “Or it could happen to me.” And that’s 
why I use pictures. For me, I am completely satisfied.  

  
  
Elsa had these comments about using blog tools such as, “I love it! Because, I love to 

learn.”  She added that it helped her writing to add them.  

 
OK, because as a human being, we like always if something must be 
attractive to catch our attention, must be attractive. If it’s food, how 
it looks, the smell the taste. OK, in the blogs, first of all, you can’t 
smell, but you can see. And if I add pictures about what I'm talking 
about, so oh, to me the first thing my attention will be in the pictures, 
and then second to read the paragraph. What’'s about and who was the 
person, so that’s why I like to use pictures, emotions, and I would like 
soon, I need to learn to add music on my blogs and videos.  

 

Elsa selected a greenish gray color background for her blog. She also learned 

some HTML codes to add bold and italic words in her personal description for the 

“ABOUT ME” section. An example of her blog site is Figure 14.  
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Figure 14: Elsa’s Blog 
 

 

Overall, Elsa saw blogging as more than just an opportunity to improve her 

writing, but as an excellent way to promote her own personal growth. The following 

except from an interview demonstrates this. 

 
Excellent, to me it’s excellent.” “I’m learning from the school or from 
you, I’m learning from out of this country. Because I’m reading blogs 
from Paris and Spain, Portugal? [laughter] I like reading. Also Monica 
one day we just send e-mail in Poland and I see the little hand that I 
click it and I get so excited. It was a commercial so tender and funny. 
So I send back another one to her. 
 

Elsa saw her experience in using blogs as a wonderful learning experience for 

writing. She said, “Mostly, I learned from the comments on my blogs.” She developed an 

ability to spot her own mistakes in her writings by reading the abundance of peer 

feedback that helped her notice problems. As a result, she learned to discriminate among 

the types of feedback and to decide which to incorporate in her revisions. She exclaimed 
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that the comments were, “very useful because you receive help from many people.” She 

also added, 

That doesn’t mean everybody right. No, because sometimes you [the 
writer] are right, the way you write, the way you use your words are 
better than the peer critique. That’s why it is useful because you start 
learning to recognize what’s wrong, what’s right for you, and then 
decide if you change your paragraph or your blog. You learn more.  

 

In addition, she gained confidence in herself, her writing, and her development as a 

learner.  

From this experience, I feel confident. [laughter] it doesn’t mean I feel 
superior or anything like that. I just feel proud of me because I’m doing 
many things that I never thought that one day I will realize. That’s 
why. It’s not to show anyone else that I know more. No, no, no, it’s for 
me. It’s the only reason. It’s the main reason. 

 

She was very disappointed that she did not continue to receive blogs after the 

semester was over. She continued to check every day for a month. I had to tell her that 

the AEC classes were over for the semester and that I had told the KETC professors that 

our semester was over.  

Summary/Analysis 

So, what are the advantages and disadvantages of using blogs for the writing 

process approach for Elsa, and how did she respond to using them? Elsa had a positive 

attitude toward technology from the beginning of the course and had experimented often 

with software and computer related appliances, such as digital cameras, and so on. She 

liked blogging because it was a new technology software tool for her. She believed that 

technology could help her learn, which accommodated her learning style as a visual 
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learner. Blogging gave her a way to express her ideas because it gave her access to 

various tools such as graphics, links, etc. for writing in hypertext.  

As for the writing process approach, blogging provided some benefits and 

drawbacks for Elsa. She liked the listing format of comments in blogs for peer 

responding so that she could read and evaluate them easily. She was excited and 

motivated by the quantity of responses she received on her blog entries as well as the 

sources of feedback. However, Elsa had different feelings regarding the types of peer 

responses she received for editing. She preferred critical comments to non-critical 

comments because she believed that the critical comments were valuable for learning, 

and that they helped her with her writing skills. The types of critical comments she 

preferred were the ones that focused on sentence-level errors. She believed that the non-

critical comments were not valuable for writing improvement, but recognized that they 

affected her motivation and feelings. In fact, the non-critical comments gave her 

incentive to write more. An added benefit of blogging for Elsa was that she developed a 

sense of community with the class and peer-response partners from diverse cultures. Her 

learning experience was global and not confined to the classroom environment.  

Elsa also improved her ability to write critical comments from the examples of 

reading her classmates’ blog entries and corresponding feedback. She recognized that it 

helped her with her writing as well. She always used a “sandwich approach” for 

providing critical feedback to show that she cared about the author’s feelings as well as 

for error correction suggestions.  
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She preferred the blogging environment to face-to-face peer-responding activities 

because she did not like the behavior of her classmates in group activities. The online 

experience she felt was more reciprocal and she valued those learning opportunities from 

the wider audience interaction. Elsa did not have confidence in the feedback she received 

from her classmates who were also learning English, and she did not like having her 

classmates depend on her for help as often as they did. Additionally, she did not like the 

comments her classmates were giving her because they were often vague. She preferred 

the assistance from the people who knew English or whom she believed were 

knowledgeable.  

As far as revising, Elsa was influenced by the sources of feedback. She respected 

the feedback from the outside audience and incorporated it into her writing. She also 

valued some of the feedback from a few peers whom she recognized as knowledgeable 

enough to provide her with acceptable feedback. One drawback with blogging for Elsa 

was that sometimes she received conflicting feedback that she found to be cognitively 

taxing. So, she had to carefully consider the feedback and make textual changes as she 

saw necessary.  

 Because of the global nature of the audience, Elsa adjusted and revised her ideas 

and content for audience understanding. Her work on blogs reflected her awareness of 

audience, and she strove to produce quality work for her audience when she published. 

She designed her blogs with pictures, graphics, and links to augment conceptual 

understanding of her writing.  
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What aspects of blogging did Elsa benefit from for the writing process approach? 

Overall, Elsa benefited from all the aspects of blogging used for the writing process 

approach (peer responding, editing, revising, and publishing). She also went beyond the 

required activities for the writing class and gained knowledge from unplanned learning 

experiences, such as exploring other types of blogs on her own. She invested time and 

energy into her writing for her audience because it took time to learn how to use the blog 

tools and continuously revise written assignments. As a result, Elsa developed personal 

power and increased self-confidence from the blogging experience.  

CASE #2: MANETTE – INFORMATION DISSEMINATOR 

Manette was a 51-year-old female of French Italian Jewish descent from Mexico. 

She had modest writing skills and an average aptitude for technology. She had an 

indifferent attitude toward writing and technology. At the beginning of the semester, 

Manette voiced displeasure and said she did not like the idea of writing on a blog. She 

said it was difficult enough to write on a word processor, but “to write to the Web looked 

bad.” She said that she was fearful of showing her poor writing to the world. It was 

evident that she was fearful of using technology as a tool to enhance her writing. By the 

end of the semester, she felt comfortable blogging after she gained experience using the 

blog tool. In fact, she discovered that blogging served as a platform to provide 

information to the world on topics important to her. For that reason, she is characterized 

as an information disseminator. This fact is demonstrated in her journal. She wrote these 

observations in Spanish. 
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Siento que con los bloggs pude expresar mis ideas con más facilidad ya 
que con ellos hago que otras personas se enteren de temas que nunca 
antes ha visto en su vida. (I feel that with blogs, I can express my ideas 
easily now that with them, I can have other people find out about 
topics that they have never seen before in their lives.)  
 
 

In an interview, she expressed these thoughts, “I have confidence because I 

believe I am teaching others about my good topics such as autism since my son has 

autism.” One student responded to a question on the end of semester survey that asked, 

“What is the most memorable thing you read on other students’ blog?” The student 

responded that some of Manette’s blog entries were the most memorable.  

Manette wrote her paragraphs on (a) her life, (b) the birth of her child, (c) an 

important place in her life, (d) the person she admired (herself as a cancer survivor), (e) a 

Jewish holiday, Passover, (f) contrasting learning disabilities and autism, and lastly, (g) 

an essay on Methphendate: Concerta (a drug for autistic children).  

Her blog was visited 403 times. Her story as a breast cancer survivor drew the 

most responses (11), and there were an almost equal number of responders between the 

ESL students (15) and the KETC students (16). Table 8 shows the number of responders 

to her topics.  

Table 8: Manette’s Topics and Responses 
MANETTE      
Topics ESL AEC KETC Other Total
My Life 1 4 3 0 8
Birth of My Child 1 1 3 0 5
An Important Place in My Life 4 0 2 0 6
People I Admire–Myself “Breast Cancer 
Survivor”  7 1 3 0 11
Passover: Pessach 0 1 2 0 3
Contrast Between Learning disability and 
Autism 2 0 2 1 5
Methyphendate: Concerta 0 0 1 0 1
Total 15 7 16 1 39
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The responses to People I Admire, the breast cancer survivor story, were mostly 

sympathetic and praised Manette’s strength for surviving such an ordeal. The following 

are a few excerpts from her blog comments. 

 
15 April 2005 - 02:49  

 
I was very impressed by your story. I admire you, too. I was very moved 
how courageously you fought against the cancer. I congratulate you on 
the fact that you got over the cancer at last.  
 
I’m not sure - of course I want me to do that - I could put up with that 
kind of fear and pains of the treatment if I were you. You are the 
winner for your life and it is lucky for you children, too.  

   
 

 16 April 2005 - 19:45  
Manette,  
If I were there with you right now I would have to give you a huge hug 
for being so brave and courageous. My mother has a coworker, which is 
also her friend, who was diagnosed with breast cancer last year. What 
was really hard on her and everyone who knows her is the fact that she 
was only 27. But, I guess we all know that cancer has no age limit. I 
wish you the best luck in your remission and I am sure your children 
know how special their mother is. 

 
 

03 May 2005 - 15:32  
  
Hi! It’s impressional essay. And it touched my heart. I think you are so 
great. If I had a disease, I couldn’t do that like you. I also admire you. 
And your essay is exellent. There are lots of datail informations and 
deep emotions. I can understand how hard to fight against a disease 
trough your essay. And it is easy to understand the terms.  

 

In fact, one student was so moved by Manette’s story that she forgot the goal of the class 

was to practice English, and she ended up writing in Spanish. See the following excerpt 

from her response to Manette’s cancer survivor story.  
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25 April 2005 - 06:53  
 

Sabes Manette, hace 3 años yo perdí a mi madre de un ataque al 
corazón… y apenas cuando empezaba a a aceptar esta decision de Dios 
pues quiero tener plena fe de que mi mami esta con él, hace 1 mes 
pierdo a mi hermana mayor que también a sido como mi madre… 
también de una ataque respiratorio… no se que es más duro cuando tú 
estas deshauciado y sabes que el final llegará o cuando todo llega tan 
sorpresivamente y te das cuenta todo lo que no pudiste dar… lo único 
que estoy cierta es que el hecho de levantarte cada día, de sentir los 
rayos del sol, de mirar al cielo, de ver una flor, de sentir la lluvia, de 
respirar ese aire fresco en un bosque que inuhunda tu cuerpo, de 
decirle a alguien te quiero,o de alamacenar en tu alma una sonrisa…  
eso es algo que es una bendición de Dios, creo que eres una mujer 
realmente con suerte por permanacer viva… sigue luchando y cada dia 
disfrutalo! vivelo!... llora con todas tus ganas, o ríete con todas tus 
ganas o grita con todas tus ganas, pues nunca sabrás si es el último. (Es 
solo un sentir…) 

 
 

Another blog entry Manette wrote, Contrasting Learning Disabilities and Autism, 

caused her to respond to her own blog. One major difference between blogs and 

discussion boards is that the blog responders might not return to the blog to read a 

response, leave another comment, or retain a discussion. Blogs are used primarily to get 

feedback on the writer’s topic. The blog entry (Figure 15) is what Manette wrote. The 

comments that followed her blog posting were from responders who knew individuals 

with children who were autistic, a comment about some sentence structures in addition to 

praise on her good writing, and finally, a comment Manette wrote in response to 

comments on her blog entry.  
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Figure 15: Manette’s Blog Entry 

W E D N E S D A Y ,  2 7  A P R I L  2 0 0 5  

Contrast between Learning disability and Autism 
  
There are several differences between learning disability and Autism. 
One big contrast between both of them is; Autism is a syndrome that can 
occur in any compound and begin during the first years. They have social 
behaviors. It iss a neurodevelopment syndrome which includes: classical 
Autism, Asperger, Pervasive development disorder with autistic 
tendencies. But learning disability is a disorder that affects people’s 
abilities. In the meantime. these are four important differences, for 
example the behavior of autistic children is in the same way like Learning 
disability. Both of them are hyperactive. Some autistics are retarded. But 
learning disability only has problems with their school, and psychological 
process. In fact, at school, both need the same schoolwork. To illustrate 
this behavior, the autistic people cannot have independent life and the 
learning disability have their self live. After that the physical contrast 
between autistic and learning disability children have the same focus 
problems. Some autistic children have different appearances in their 
body. The learning disability appearance looks normal. Immediately, the 
academic skills of both are the same, both need the same visual 
academic skills. The difference is Autistic children learn very slowly and 
some never can to read and write, learning disability, after a short time, 
they can to read, and do what ever. At the beginning, learning disability 
and autistic children has speech problems. With this problems, we 
can notice the beginning problem for them. In consequence, both of them 
require medicine to help them for their focus, hyperactivity, behavior and 
speech. In conclusion, Autistic children and learning disability have big 
difference is that Autistic people, most of them, don’t have an 
independent life.  
 

However, in response to her readers’ suggestions about defining the textbook words she 

used. She said:  

05 May 2005 - 05:29  
 
my dear visitor I know what is autism and I met an autistic kid. is my 
own son. he was diagnosticaded by PDD-NOS autistic since many years 
ago! he is a sweet boy and wonderful son for ever.  

 

Manette took any response that was critical of her work personally, especially 

when the topic was her son. Her last assignment on Concerta, one that her classmates 
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thought were not her original work, did not receive many comments. Her classmates 

decided not to comment on her blog even though they were assigned to do so. One 

student informed me that she was not going to comment because Manette’s blog was so 

poorly written, and it had no organization, no original ideas in any order, and it looked 

like it was copied straight from a book. The student did not know what to write about it, 

so she told me that she discussed the paper with Manette face-to-face. Manette received 

one response from a KETC student who made the following comment: 

 
28 May 2005 - 05:52  

 
Hi. Manette. I’m from Korea. I read your long essay. Tell the true, it’s 
not easy to understand. But I got many thing in your essay. I major in 
elementary education. And I’ll be a teacher. So I’m interested in ADHD. 
I know you are learning therapist. You must be a good learner. You and 
I study hard our speciality for many children.^^ Bye.  

 
 
In terms of to the types of comments Manette received, Table 9 and Figure 16 

depict the comparison between the critical and non-critical comments. She received 39 

comments total of which 25 were critical. Again, she provided one non-critical comment 

(Other) in response to audience comments on her own blog (Table 9 and Figure 16). 

Table 9: Critical and Non-Critical Comments by Respondents 

Manette 
  Critical Non-Critical Total 
AEC 1 6 7
KETC 14 2 16
ESL 10 5 15
Other10 0 1 1
  25 14 39

 
                                                 
10 Other: Manette responded to her audience 
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Manette also provided 33 comments to her classmates. All 33 of her comments 

were non-critical, mostly one-liners, yet caring. Examples of theses comments are the 

following: 

   
 
 

06 February 2005 - 20:12  
good job Josephina continuo to live like that 
 

06 February 2005 - 20:13  
 
learn English is not easy and in our age is more difficult continuo 

 
27 February 2005 - 20:52  

 
which memorable day, have a baby is the things more exiting in the 
world 
 

06 February 2005 - 20:01  
  
have children is a very good experience I have two also 
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07 February 2005 - 01:55  
 
is important what you say when we was children is easer is important 
that but never is late to learn an other language 
 

 
28 February 2005 - 02:41  

 
I know what do you feel, because with it was more or less the same 
with my father I lived in an other country when in USA he felt in the 
street, and the 911 came to help my mother and my father, he was 
realy very seek and an ambulance aireplane neded to take him to 
Mexico and after days I arrived to Mexico he was very seek and then he 
was died after a couple of months when he rejoind his family together. 
I know vbery well the felling is for ever 

 
08 April 2005 - 01:17  

 
also I admir hellen keller she was a very strong woman and I know what 
that because I have at at home something like her in my son, he has 
also special needs 

 
6 February 2005 - 19:49  

 
Ellias when I had my tesis years ago it was the same it is no easy to 
speak front many people 

 
08 April 2005 - 04:58  

 
I think the most important place in our live is where we grow in our 
house, our family. 

 
06 February 2005 - 19:57  

 
you have a good job in your life be paciente and quickly you will know 
English 

07 April 2005 - 19:14  
 
thanks to give me the idea to clean my house in 60 min. i don’t have 
enought time to clean my house and i have two devils at home 

 
 

27 February 2005 - 20:05  
what embarrassed situation it was so diferent  
 

 
 

22 February 2005 - 20:03  
I find your story very interesting, I enjoyed your story, it was a very 
terrible experrience, but you can learn about.  
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Manette said in an interview that: 

I have improved my commenting by seeing others’ problems, how 
people comment. I have gotten better. I can recognize problems. I 
have improved with commenting.  

 

In her journal, she wrote, “Reviso, escribo, vuelvo a revisar y es fácil encontrar 

las errores de los demás.” (I revise, I write, I revise again, and it is easy to find the errors 

of the others.) However, I did not see any improvement in feedback she provided during 

the semester to her classmates as noted from the examples above. In fact, none of her 

comments contained remarks about errors in others’ blog entries.  

Manette’s interviews and journal entries reflected her developing confidence in 

using blog tools. In her journal, she continuously talked about “superando” mastering the 

tool, which was a struggle for her at first. She stated, “Sigo superándome en los bloggs y 

eso me hace sentir feliz.” (I continue to improve myself with blogs and that makes me 

feel happy.) Additionally, she reflected on the difficulty she had with specific aspects of 

writing and hoped to see improvement with blogs. She also realized that she had 

difficulty interacting with her classmates face-to-face, and that through blogging she was 

more comfortable interacting with them. She wrote in her journal, “I use the technology 

in the blogs writing for me is easier interact with all my classmates I like that.” She also 

said, “Siento que poco a poco he mejorada en mi escritura gramática y puntuación en los 

bloggs.” (I feel that little by little I have improved in my writing, grammar, and 

punctuation from blogs.) She finally felt, “Creo no tener ya ningún problema todos han 

sido superados.” (I don’t have any problems now everything has been mastered.) “La 

motivación y superación he estado muy arriba.” (Motivation and progress, I have been 
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very up.) “Aprendí a hacer los bloggs muy bien.” (I have learned how to do the blogs 

very well.) 

In regards to feedback, Manette said in an interview that, “I don’t like critiques, 

but I can learn about writing and improve.” “I prefer small group written [critiques] 

because it is not face-to-face.” She wrote in her journal, “Este día las criticas en grupo me 

sirvió mas que en las otras.” (On this day, the group critiques helped me more than the 

others.) 

Of any type of feedback she received, she mostly preferred to get teacher 

feedback because she had the most confidence in them. She said:  

I prefer to get teacher feedback. Critiquing of others is okay, but they 
don’t know how to construct words, sentences, and paragraphs well. 

 

On the other hand, she did say this about blogging:  

I think blogging is a good idea. I can learn about others’ critiques and 
ideas. 
 
Creo que es una buena idea, hacerlo en esta forma ya que así podemos 
tener un mejor aprovechamiento de nuestros personas. En esta forma 
pude revisar mejor mis trabajos, y mejoré bastante en ellos. (I believe 
that it is a good idea to do it in this way now that we can have better 
attention from our people. In this way, I could better revise my work, 
and I improved enough with them.)  

 

In fact, she wrote in her journal: 

Me gusta leer los bloggings de mis compañeros aprendo bastante se 
editar nuevos blogg y he aprendido a revisarlas mejor. (I like to read 
the bloggings of my classmates. I learn a lot on how to edit new blogs 
and I have learned to revise them better). 

 

This was contrary to what she did because she actually preferred feedback before posting 

her blogs. She did not like getting comments when they were from the readers who wrote 
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opposing ideas about her topic. Manette said that before she posted she felt relief that she 

was finished with her assignment, when she posted she felt emotional and happy, and 

when she received comments, she said, “It depends on the comment. With good 

comments, I feel excited. But, with bad comments, stupid comments, I feel angry. It 

bothers me. No vale. (It’s not worth it).” 

In regards to editing and revising, she received feedback from her classmates, but 

most of her help came from me, her instructor. She wanted her papers to be well written 

before she posted them because she said she was “fearful” and “didn’t want the world to 

see her poor writing.”  

Manette received 25 critical comments, and most of these were praise on her good 

writing, good organization, good grammar structure, and good stories, a few misspellings, 

and vocabulary as well as terms that needed defining. The readers could not find many 

things to help her improve because most of her paragraphs were edited and revised before 

she posted. Some examples of the comments are below:  

 
09 February 2005 - 04:07  

What a nice short story of a memorable event. The idea is very 
original. The writing is fluent and it does have some punch lines that I 
find very refreshing. The vocabulary seems quite knowledgeable and 
the last sentence is intelligent, surprising and witty. I find that the 
writer has talent.  

 
 

18 February 2005 - 04:09  

Hi I like your essay. Your writing flows very well and I can tell that your 
trip was definately a very adventurous and exciting one. I wish you 
would have talked a little bit more descriptive about the 10 hours of 
labor, since that is that is the title of your story.  
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03 May 2005 - 16:02  

Your essay is so intersting. It’s so excited story. I think it is helpful for 
the essay to descibe the happening detailly. It looks like dramatic. The 
happening is suprising. I respect you that try to plan and take 
adventurous trip. Your grammar skill and vocavualry skill are very good. 
The organization of your essay is also good. You write the happening 
according to order of time. It helps for me to read your essay more 
effective.  

 
 

Manette did not change many of the mistakes that other readers found. She said 

that she had already revised them based on teacher feedback, and the feedback she 

received from her classmates. The last two assignments, Contrast between Learning 

Disabilities and Autism and Concerta were difficult for responders to edit because they 

thought that even though she used her original ideas, the content she wrote must have 

come directly from sources. On her last assignment, Manette posted and deleted several 

times because she did not use the correct essay format. She decided to leave it the way it 

was because she had another breast cancer scare and could not focus on making 

corrections.  

 Manette’s knowledge of computers had been self-taught in order to help her son. 

She equated blogs to words processing with respect to the menu, letters, color, and style. 

However, she mentioned that blogs were different because people beside her instructor 

could see and read her work.  

Manette did not use many of the special features that blogs provide such as adding 

links, pictures, and emoticons to enhance her writing because she did not feel 

comfortable or familiar with the technology. However, her final thoughts described some 

of the pros and cons for using special features when writing blogs. Figure 17 provides a 

visual display of her blog. In her interviews, she exclaimed: 
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It is a good idea for presentation. It makes your paper look really good, 
but I think it’s only useful for middle school, high school, for kids, not 
for college and university students. It is not a good idea for writing 
because it is not important with what you say in how to write, the 
topic, and so on. The topic must be interesting for someone to read it. 

 
 

Figure 17: Manette’s Blog  

 

 

Overall, Manette saw blogs as an avenue to disseminate information about topics 

important to her. She loved to read, so she valued and read the comments she received. 

However, as far as editing and revising were concerned, she preferred to make the 

corrections before posting so that her messages would have fewer errors when viewed by 

the public. Even though she enjoyed the experience, she did not plan to continue using 

her blog in the future.  
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Summary/Analysis  

So, what are the advantages and disadvantages of using blogs for the writing 

process approach for Manette, and how did she respond to using them? Manette had 

some experience with using software like Microsoft Word, but overall, she was fearful of 

technology. In fact, she was fearful of blogging initially, but gained confidence with use 

and a discovered purpose for writing. Blogging for her provided a personal space to 

express her ideas and inform her audience on topics that she felt were extremely 

important.  

 From the perspective of the writing process approach, there were several benefits 

and drawbacks for Manette. A benefit of blogging was peer responding because she did 

not have to interact with her classmates personally. She did not like face-to-face group 

activities and felt she did not get along well with her classmates. By and large, she did 

not like critiques of her writing skills, but admitted she learned something from them. She 

did not accept the feedback from her classmates but preferred feedback only from her 

instructor. On the other hand, non-critical responses caused intense emotions in her and 

inspired her to write. She was very enthusiastic about receiving and reading comments on 

her blog entries and looked forward to seeing the number of responses she had received.  

 Manette did not revise much based on the comments from peers, but instead used 

her instructor’s comments to guide her revisions. She did not revise to express and 

develop her own ideas for audience understanding. In fact, a major drawback of blogging 

for Manette was that she did not want to show her writing skills to the world, so she 

preferred to have her writing edited before she published.  
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 The most important benefit for Manette was publishing. She was keenly aware 

that she had an audience that would read her writing and hopefully learn from it. 

Additionally, her audience’s responses emotionally affected her. She even tried to 

provide a reply to a responder, but the drawback of blogging is that it is not a discussion 

board, so a responder is not likely to go back and read a response. Manette did not design 

blogs for audience conceptual understanding because the written message was more 

important than images for her. 

 Manette made no textual changes, as she did not perceive it necessary after 

publishing. However, she spent a great deal of time and energy on researching the 

background of the topics she wanted to publish for audience awareness. Overall, 

Manette’s personal power was enhanced by her goal for writing using the blogs. She felt 

empowered by her ability to use blogging as a platform for presenting issues important to 

her.  

What aspects of blogging did Manette benefit from for the writing process 

approach? Some aspects of blogging used for the writing process approach were useful 

for Manette (peer responding and publishing). From the evidence, she valued the 

publishing aspect the most. She looked at publishing as a means to inform the public of 

topics important to her. She was also eager to get feedback from the public on her blog 

entries. However, she did not use the critical comments to make corrections on her 

writing nor did she learn how to provide critical comments to other classmates. She 

preferred her instructor’s feedback over anyone else’s. The evidence showed that editing 

and revising in blogs was not useful for her because she wanted her writing ready and 

error free before it was published.  
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CASE #3: MEI-LI – TECHNOLOGY ENTHUSIAST  

Mei-Li was a young 20-year-old woman from China. She was very proficient 

with technology, had a high writing ability, a positive attitude toward technology, and an 

average attitude toward writing. Because she was enthusiastic about technology, she was 

fascinated with blogging and wanted to continue to blog after the semester had ended.  

Mei-Li wrote her paragraphs on (a) her English and writing experiences in China 

and the United States, (b) a memorable event about her mom, (c) her grandmother’s 

house in China, (d) admiration of her mom, (e) how to become a smart shopper, (f) 

contrast between colleges in China and colleges in the United States, and last, (g) an 

essay on the advantages of the cell phone.  

She had 593 visits to her blog site. Her first posting drew 15 comments, the most 

of any of her writing assignments. Table 10 shows how responses to Mei-Li’s postings 

were distributed across topics and types of responses. 

Table 10: Mei-Li’s Topics and Responses 

MEI-LI       

Topics ESL AEC KETC Other Total 
Writing Experience 7 3 5 0 15 
Memorable Event 4 1 4 0 9 
Grandmother's House 1 1 4 0 6 
Person I admire-Mom 3 3 1 0 7 
Smart Shopper 2 3 8 0 13 
Contrast of Colleges 2 1 7 0 10 
Cell Phones 2 1 5 1 9 
Total 21 13 34 1 69 

 

Mei-Li attracted the most comments from the Korean English teachers’ college 

(KETC). The greatest number of responses from the Korean English teachers was for her 
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postings on The Smart Shopper and Contrast of Colleges. Looking at the comments from 

those two blog entries, the majority of the responses for The Smart Shopper centered 

around women’s views of shopping and discussed good and bad shopping opinions as 

well as an appreciation of Mei-Li’s shopping sense. The other blog entry (Figure 18) on 

contrasting colleges in China with those of the United States caused impassioned 

responses from the Koreans because they equated Chinese colleges to Korean colleges, 

and they felt that Mei-Li was unfairly attacking Korean colleges.  

Figure 18: Blog Entry on Contrast of Colleges 

T H U R S D A Y 1 4  A P R I L  2 0 0 5  
Colleges in U.S.A. and colleges in China  
Colleges in U.S.A. and colleges in China are different in three important ways. For example, 
they have very different teaching styles. Teachers and students are like friends in American 
colleges, while teachers and students are like enemies in Chinese colleges. Unlike colleges in 
U.S.A., teachers let students feel free to talk. Colleges in China just let students feel nervous 
to talk during class period. And U.S.A. colleges only have 20-30 per one class. So that’s very 
easy to talk and listen. Students in  U.S.A. can ask questions during class. But Chinese colleges 
have 50-80 students per one class. That’s very hard to talk and listen. Sometimes students in 
China can not ask questions because too many people, so teachers can not be able to answer 
them. The most important difference is dress code. Most of American public colleges wear free 
clothes, student may wear whatever they want, and students may put on makeup. However, 
Chinese colleges students only wear shirts and jeans and student must not put on makeup. And 
students in U.S.A. can wear whatever shoes they want to wear, but in Chinese college, 
students can not wear high shoes. Yet, another difference between American colleges and 
Chinese colleges is construction style. American colleges buildings are very new, whereas 
Chinese colleges buildings are very old. American colleges get all the money from taxes, 
government, and the tuitions, but Chinese colleges can not get a lot of money from the 
government. That’s why Chinese colleges buildings are old. American college buildings are like 
business building, and have a lot of computers that students can get online to study. But 
Chinese colleges are like apartments, students only have to use papers and pens to study. Even 
Chinese colleges have computers, but students need wait a long time to use them. As you can 
see, colleges in U.S.A. and colleges in China seem completely different; however, both are 
good for students. posted by: Mei-Li1985 at 13:26 | link | comments (10) | 

 
 
 

16 April 2005 - 01:28 
1) hey-  
happy to know you through on-line.  
I am 21-year-old woman in Korea.  
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your writing about differences between China and U.S.A was a news to 
me!!+_+  
I have never thought of university styles of other countries.  
but I found out that you intend to speak ill of your country. you might 
have envy(!)  
do you know the saying The grass is always greener on the other side??  
I have once thought like you.  
my conditions are always worse than others. but, if we take an 
objective view. we can discover that we are in the passable 
environment.  
dont you think so??^-^*  
our university conditions are similar to yours. therefore dont be so 
pessimistic any longer~~~~@@ 

 
 

17 April 2005 - 01:48 
2) I’m a Korean. 
You are chines. Your country will be stronger than now, soon. 
 

 
17 April 2005 - 09:48 

 
3) I’m Korean. China and Korea are closer I think. So, I’m interested in 
your writing. Colleages in Korea like yours I think.  
It is sad. I’m surpreised that wearing clothes colleages in China. But 
freedom isn’t always good. I think that wearing freely isn’t enough to 
think free. It is hard to explain in English. I must study English harder. 
 

18 April 2005 - 09:52 
 
4) Our country’s history is related to your country’s history. So I have 
learned about China’s history. You know American college’s 
establishment is better. But I think maybe Chinese college has 
something to be better than American college. I wish you find a good 
point of yours and you feel proud of that. I learned many valuable 
lessons here. 

02 May 2005 - 09:01 
 
5) But since China is quickly becoming industrialized as one of the big 
nations of the world I think the things you’ve mentioned above would 
soon turn out to be better. 

03 May 2005 - 09:22 
 
6) I’m very suprised when I reading your essey about colleges in China. 
I think at first, colleges in China is similar colleges in Korea.  
However I read more, that was wrong. Students in China was more 
restricted by teaher or colleges. But I agreed that both are good for 
students. 
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In regards to the types of comments Mei-Li received, Table 11 and Figure 19 

depict the comparison between critical and non-critical comments. She received 69 

comments total, with KETC individuals providing the most comments (34) of all 

comments received. I, her ESL instructor, provided one critical comment on her essay. 

Mei-Li told me that she was ecstatic about the number of responses to her blogs and 

affected by the reactions she received.  

Table 11: Critical and Non-Critical Comments by Respondents 

Mei-Li 
  Critical Non-Critical Total
AEC 8 6 13 
KETC 15 21 34 
ESL 10 8 21 
Other11 1 0 1 
Total 34 35 69 

Figure 19: Distribution of Critical and Non-Critical Comments by Respondents 
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Mei-Li also provided 14 comments to her classmates, 7 critical and 7 non-critical. 

She used sympathetic and understanding sentences for her critical responses such as: 

“Isn’t that right?” “What do you think?” “We can discuss the comments after class, good 

luck and have a nice day!” “Call me if you have a different opinion…^^…lol!” She also 

referred back to the feedback she had given in previous sessions as well as made note of 

the feedback given in the same blog by others, for example, “Somebody make corrections 

for you, all I want to say just read theirs.” Her non-critical comments were also 

sympathetic in nature.  

Mei-Li’s interviews and journal entries indicated that she abhorred the face-to-

face interaction with her classmates. An entry in her journal said, “I hate interacting with 

classmates because usually we do not do anything just waste time.” Her interview 

comment on the same was, “I don’t really like the first one [face-to-face feedback] 

because… don’t really speak real well and then everybody came from different countries 

that accents are different, so when we read it, sometimes, I don’t understand what they 

are talking about, so I don’t like the first one at all.” However, she was fervent about 

technology and blogging, and mentioned that she read all of the comments she received. 

Her journal entries reveal her enthusiasm  

I love everything I do, and I do like the commenting because I learned a 
lot of things from people who gave me comment.  
 
I am doing my work today and I think I am using peer reviewing to 
change my essay…  
 
All I used was peer reviewing, and I saw some comment from another 
country’s friends. I am so happy about it. But I hope we can talk to 
each other, but no one leave their e-mail.   
 
I like using technology for writing. That’s why I like to use computer to 
write, and I like to read people’s blogs.  
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We have to read comments and make change for our essay today and a 
party.☺ 

 

These comments demonstrated her positive attitude and feelings toward the 

feedback/commenting aspect of blogging. Mei-Li experienced a range of emotions when 

posting and receiving comments. She indicated in her interview that she felt excited 

before she posted her blog entry and waited with anticipation for comments to her blog 

entry. When she posted her blog entry, in her own words, she said, “Cool. So cool, like I 

post it and all my paper is online.” When she received comments, she replied, “I feel 

anxious and scared to read comments.” She received some negative feedback that made 

her feel “really bad.” She pointed out an example: 

There’s a guy from Korea, I can’t remember his name, who said that all 
the words in my essay is not that good, but at the end he said that I 
hope you don’t get mad at my words, I just want to help. I was kinda 
nervous and I felt really bad. For me I think that is kinda mean, but at 
the end, he said, I hope you don’t get mad at my words. But that is OK, 
I am glad he gave me comments.  
  
 

She also received many positive comments that made her feel happy:  

All the people say, “That’s cool”…“I like your paragraph for How to be 
a smart shopper that helps me”… and some guy says, “yeah, right, I 
want to go shopping with my girlfriend.” Because I say most of the guys 
don’t want to go shopping with their girlfriends because they [girls] are 
all, like, “I want to buy that.” So they [guys] agree, they don’t say 
yeah, I don’t like to go shopping… like, I don’t know what people are 
going to write, but it still makes feel me feel good, so I, like, can 
change things in my paragraph. 
 

Mei-Li stated during her interviews that in face-to-face small group work, she 

received feedback from her classmates. However, she sometimes considered making 

changes and sometimes not because she did not think that her classmates were correct. 

According to Mei-Li, “I don’t think that they’re right so I just don’t change, but I still, 
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like, OK alright, I’ll change it.” However, when she posted her papers online in blog 

entries, she noted the quantity of revisions she had to make. This is reflected in these 

comments.  

Oh I post and then… Oh people give me uh, um, give me comments 
again online then I have to change again and then after that...  
 
…when it’s up there you people start give me like a lot more more 
comments, people from another group like that.  
 
…then I change again, then I post it again. And then people see my 
paragraph at the last there. Like wow, I think your writing pretty good 
yeah I did it three times.  
 
Some Korean people there given me lot of comments like, “oh you 
need to change this to this, this to this.” I was like, oh my god, that’s 
too much. But I know it help me, but yeah. 
 

Mei-Li admitted in a student-teacher conference on her revisions that she made 

many changes at the beginning of the semester on her papers, but toward the end, she 

focused more on her math class. Her papers had a minimal number of errors, mostly 

grammar. She received 34 critical comments (Table 11) mostly addressing errors and a 

few on a missing thesis statement on assignment number 7, The Advantages of Cell 

Phones. Some of the comments addressed the same problems, for example, the missing 

thesis statement. I told her that even one person wrote a thesis statement for her. Mei-Li 

admitted that she was lost at that point because she was absent from class the day when 

we discussed it, so she had to read the chapter and teach herself. However, for most of the 

assignments, she consistently said she did not make many changes because she thought 

she was right and everyone else was wrong. She maintained in her interview, “You know 

sometimes in the blogs, I don’t really trust them if they’re right or if I’m right. I do that a 

lot.” It did not matter to Mei-Li from whom the comments came.  
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Um, like sometimes I read essay or paragraph, that’s from my opinion 
and then I post it, people can look at it, give me some opinions that 
can make me feel like I should add some more. Of course, I read all of 
them, like if they’re great and I’ll do it. If don’t great, of the 
comments I’ll still read it to, so… 

 

Mei-Li believed she was a good writer, and she had a great deal of confidence in 

her abilities. She did not have many mistakes on her papers, but she acknowledged that 

she paid attention to comments from others and valued them. She stated in her interview, 

“Well, I can always let people read my papers and let them give me some comments, and 

I’ll change it.” On the other hand, she was inspired by the non-critical comments because, 

“They are cool. They make me feel good.” She mentioned that she read all of her 

comments and was aware of the views of her audience. One comment Mei-Li made in an 

interview showed her awareness:  

…like, I write how to be a smart shopper, and they say… oh, if you can 
list all the prices of the... the store prices that can be good because 
the people can look at the price of stuff. Oh, this would really help us. 
yeah, that’s a good… I was thinking that’s a paragraph, is not essay, so 
that gonna be too much if I write like… I can’t write all the prices for 
each store.  

 

We talked about the value of Korean money, and how the Korean students may 

not understand the costs of things in this country. She said, “Yeah, that’s how I read it. 

They say, like, you should list all the prices.” Rather than worry about the length of her 

paper, she needed to add the information so that her audience from foreign countries 

could understand the cost of things in the United States.  

Mei-Li consistently acknowledged that she loved technology and that she was an 

expert. She wrote in her journal, “I am positive for everything now because I am a great 
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technology person.” Writing in the blog site was easy for her because it was similar to 

using a word processor.  

Uhm, you can type on it. Both are the same. You can change the 
letters, bigger or smaller. You can change the form or you can change 
the color. They are pretty simple but the word processor, you can’t 
post, like it’s just for you how private. If you don’t want people see it, 
people won’t see it. And this one I like it every body from the whole 
world, they can see your ideas, your paragraphs. 
 

 
She selected a colorful purple background for her blog and used different font 

styles. An example of her blog site is displayed in Figure 20. 

Figure 20: Mei-Li’s Blog 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

In her interview she stated, she wanted to learn how to use the features of 

blogging so that she could enhance the appearance of her papers online. She inquired 
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about adding pictures and graphics. She stated in her journal, “I didn’t know how to put 

pictures into the blog. So, I asked Sharla about it. I don’t know how to add pictures into 

my essay, anything else I know them.” She learned some HTML codes for sections of the 

blog Web site background in order to add some extra information, and she used tools 

such as emoticons ( , , ). I asked her why she wanted to add pictures, graphics, and 

extras to her blog entry, and she replied:  

THAT’S SO COOL. It’s good just like just like today someone wrote a 
comment and said if you put a picture of the Japanese clothes that is a 
clear because some people like me, I’m Asian that I know like how 
Japanese dress. I saw it. And some people from different countries, 
they don't even know what you’re talking about like how, so to add a 
picture on it. It also is interesting, you know, sometimes when you read 
a book, you always want to see the picture first. Always, if the picture 
is pretty interesting, and oh you wanna read it. So, that makes it 
interesting. 
 
 

Mei-Li enjoyed receiving responses to her blog entries. She valued and read all of 

the feedback she received. Although she sometimes accepted the critical comments, in 

most cases, she thought she was correct. She knew that she wrote well. Most of all, she 

was enthusiastic about the technology aspect of writing and was eager to continue using 

blogs. In fact, she created two Chinese blogs after the semester was over. Because of her 

enthusiasm, she was characterized as a technology enthusiast. She felt everything about 

using blogs was “cool,” and she wanted to continue her experiences with blogs and learn 

more about the using the tool itself. 

Summary/Analysis 

So, what are the advantages and disadvantages of using blogs for the writing 

process approach for Mei-Li, and how did she respond to using them? Mei-Li was 
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enamored of technology and with any type of technological invention such as Webcams, 

digital cameras, and more. She was excited about using blogs for writing because it was a 

new “cool” experience for her.  

As for the writing process approach, blogging provided some benefits and 

drawbacks for Mei-Li. A benefit of blogging was that it allowed her to receive responses 

on her writing from a large audience and not just from her classmates. She liked seeing 

the audience’s reactions to her writing and looked forward to receiving them. On the 

other hand, she did not like to interact with her classmates because she felt that face-to-

face interaction was a waste of time. Often, she could not understand the pronunciation of 

her classmates, and she felt that because they were ESL learners, they did not know more 

than she did. Mei-Li seldom valued the critical comments she received on her writing 

because she had great confidence in herself and felt that she was always correct. Mei-Li, 

however, made corrections when she thought she was wrong. She enjoyed reading the 

non-critical responses especially when they were intense. A blogging advantage for Mei-

Li was that she felt a sense of kinship with the responders because she shared a few 

similar cultural aspects with the partnering classes from Korea.  

Mei-Li provided critical comments to her classmates’ blog entries using the 

“sandwich approach” as she had been taught to do. Subsequently, a major benefit of 

blogging that Mei-Li utilized was that she often referred the writer to prior comments 

received on the blogs in order to aid him or her with understanding suggestions.  

As for using blog comments for revising, Mei-Li did not easily accept feedback 

because she valued her own opinion above others’. She read all of the feedback she was 



 
 
 

 188 
 

given, and if the responses were negative or did not interest her, she ignored them, but if 

they were positive or helpful, she was happy. There was a major benefit and drawback 

for Mei-Li with revising. She was dismayed by the number of editing comments she 

received, so she revised, posted, received comments, revised, posted, and received more 

comments, to the point that her motivation was affected and sometimes deterred her from 

making additional corrections. On the other hand, the benefit was that sometimes she 

made the corrections until she had a perfect paper, and she was pleased with the results.  

Publishing was a benefit for Mei-Li. She was aware of her audiences’ views and 

understood the need to make changes to aid in audience understanding of concepts.  

Even though, Mei-Li was mostly passionate about using the technology for 

writing and using the blog features for publishing her work, evidence showed that it made 

some impact on her writing skills development, especially where audience was 

concerned.  

What aspects of blogging did Mei-Li benefit from for the writing process 

approach? All of the aspects of blogging used for the writing process approach were 

useful for Mei-Li (peer responding, editing, revising, and publishing). Mei-Li anxiously 

waited for responses to her blog, and indicated that she read every response to her blog 

postings. As evidenced, she made some corrections to her writing assignments based on 

her feedback, but she did not consider many of the suggestions for corrections because of 

her high confidence in her own ability to write. She benefited from publishing because 

she wanted the audience interaction and response to her writing. As a final sign of her 

enthusiasm for the blogging activity, Mei-Li expressed a strong wish to continue her 

experience with blogging as a means of communication.  
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CASE # 4: NESTOR – FACE-TO-FACE INTERACTION AVOIDER 

Nestor was a 40-year-old man born in the United States who had also lived in 

Mexico for a period of time. His family came to live in San Antonio when Nestor was a 

young boy, and he spoke both Spanish (with a strong TexMex influence) and English. 

Nestor had a high level of writing proficiency and average technology skills. He was not 

confident about his writing skills, which led him to take more writing classes. He 

exhibited a positive attitude toward writing but a negative attitude toward technology. 

Nestor said he was not comfortable with the use of technology because he did not like to 

do searches, schoolwork, or read on the computer. However, in spite of his negative 

attitude toward technology, he recognized its value and its importance in education. He 

had used a word processor because it was required for classes, but preferred not to use it.  

I do realize the advantages in writing essays on a monitor as opposed to 
writing in pencil, and I also realize the advantage of doing research on 
the internet but when all is said and done, I would rather read a book, 
and I would rather write in the privacy of a room where I wouldn’t have 
a computer. 

 

He had previously dropped a class because it relied too much on the passive use 

of technology. According to his journal remarks, he stated that he noticed the advantages 

of computers and that he liked the interactive nature of blogging. Nestor made a comment 

in his interview about blogging. He said, “I like it. Other people can read it and that’s 

kinda cool. They can make their comments.”  

I like it [blogging]. It is giving me hands-on computer work. Computer 
literacy I know is important, especially in the future… especially if I am 
going to stay in school. I mean I have had some problems with it. I 
dropped a class, as a matter of fact, this semester because most of it 
was on the computer… on the internet.  
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It was a Humanities class. I was like oh ‘where’s my textbook?’, and 
they said, ‘We don’t have a textbook in this class.’ And I said, “What?” 
Enough about that, so I stuck with it as much as I could then I dropped 
it ‘cause I don’t really like this. But unfortunately, if I keep taking 
Humanities at this school, they are not going to have text. 
 
You make it simple, so… I like… the BLOGS are interesting. Like I said, I 
understand a different audience, but now that I got the password into 
it and all of that, it’s kinda cool.  
 

He also added this comment about blogging in his journal: 

I thought it was interesting that you would free write and other people 
could type comments about your writing. Now I still think it is a great 
idea. 

  
Even though Nestor was not a big fan of technology tools, he remained in the 

class and blogged. When he had difficulties with the tools, he would request assistance 

from me. He said in his journal that when he was learning how to use blogs, he 

accidentally added extra blog sites for his writing assignments instead of adding blog 

entries to his blog site. So he noted that I had to sit with him, delete his extra blogs, and 

help him with his blog site. In my journal, I reported that Nestor thanked me for taking 

the time to sit with him. He said one aspect that he appreciated about using this 

technology was that I was there to help him personally. However, he said that after the 

semester, even though using blogs was OK, he did not plan to continue using them.  

Nestor wrote his paragraphs on (a) a writing experience story, (b) a worthy 

influence in his life, (c) an important place – neighbor’s backyard patio, (d) self-portrait, 

(e) process paragraph on using a remote control truck, (f) comparing attitudes about 

school, and lastly, (g) an essay on the advantages of the cell phone.  
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 Nestor had 275 visits to his blog site, a number that disappointed him because it 

was so low. His first blog entry, Writing Experience Story, drew the most comments, six. 

Table 12 shows the feedback Nestor received by topic and type of respondent. 

Table 12: Nestor’s Topics and Responses 

NESTOR      
Topics ESL AEC KETC Other Total 
Writing Experience Story 4 0 1 1 6 
Worthy Influence 2 0 1 0 3 
Important Place–Neighbor’s Backyard 
Patio 3 0 0 1 4 
Self-Portrait 3 0 0 1 4 
Using a Remote Control Truck 1 0 1 1 3 
Comparing Two Attitudes about School  2 0 2 0 4 
Inventions of Now 0 0 0 0 0 
Total 15 0 5 4 24 

 
 

A review of Table 12 showed that Nestor received the most comments from his 

classmates (15) and none from the American students (AEC). The last blog entry, 

Inventions of Now, was posted on the last day of class, so no one had a chance to provide 

him with feedback. I believe several factors contributed as to why Nestor did not receive 

as many comments as some of the other students. For one, he was the best writer in the 

class, and most, if not all, of his classmates could not find anything to comment on. In 

fact, the students in the class wanted to partner with him or seek his advice on their 

papers.  

25 April 2005 - 15:26  
  
hi nestor, I know that you can write better than any body else in our 
class with out lots of troubles. I like the way you write because you 
always use high english words, but the only thing that i want to tell 
you, you should write longer than that bacause i think some readers 
could understand on what you are saying about. But like me when i 
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read your paragraph for me is too short explanation. I know that you 
could expand your paragraph.  J.P. 

 

 A number of comments he received were from grateful students who learned from him 

and appreciated his knowledge of the English language.  

 
04 May 2005 - 05:20  

 
Reading your writing I’ve realized that your backyard was an important 
place to you. Your vocabulary is pretty wide, and also you have some 
expresions that I have never used. Reading blogs have been helping me 
to strenght my vocabulary skills. 
 

05 May 2005 - 07:09  
  
Hi! Nestor, I like your paragraph. It make me to imagine about the 
patio look like, also you discribe your paragraph very well. you are very 
good in writing that you explain to make the reader understanding. 
thank you that I read you paragraph and I learn some new word in you 
sentences. V. 
 

 

I commented three times on Nestor’s spelling in his final blog entry because there 

were no other real problems or areas for improvement. However, I taught the students 

that the blog comments did not have to be grammatically correct with perfect sentence 

structure because it was important for students to get their points across to the writer 

without the burden of writing a perfect comment. From the number of visits to Nestor’s 

blog, he had many readers, but not many comments. Another possibility is that his name 

was last on the blog list of students.  

As far as the types of comments Nestor received, Table 13 and Figure 21 show 

the comparison between critical and non-critical comments. He received 17 critical and 7 

non-critical comments for a total of 24 total, and ESL students provided the most (15) of 

all the comments received.  
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Table 13: Critical and Non-critical Comments by Respondents 

 
Nestor 

 Critical Non-Critical Total
AEC 0 0 0 
KETC 2 3 5 
ESL 12 3 15 
Other12 3 1 4 
Total 17 7 24 

 

Figure 21: Distribution of Critical and Non-Critical Comments by Respondents 

 
 

  

 

 

 

 

Nestor also provided nine comments to his classmates, and all nine were critical 

comments. His critical comments focused primarily on transition words. Most comments 

praised the authors’ use of the transition words. He also added a little humor in his 

remarks. In one of his comments, he singled out some major sentence structure errors. 

                                                 
12 Other: Three critical comments by ESL professor and one non-critical by AEC professor 
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Overall, he used the “sandwich approach” when commenting. Below are a few excerpts 

from his blog comments to others taken directly from his blog site:  

 26 April 2005 - 17:07 

1) I really enjoyed the humor in your “Ha-ha, just kidding!” comment. 
And the transition words like first, second, third, and finally kept your 
paragraph organized. 

 
 

 
 01 May 2005 - 17:07 

2) You have taken this reader through some very simple yet thorough 
steps in making this rice dish. Your “bon appetite” comment added a 
little flair to the end of your paragraph. The words you used like “now” 
“next” “while” and “after that” helped in flow and the contents 
meaning.” 

 
  

 04 May 2005 - 16:56 

3) I really liked the way you used “in contrast” and “on the other hand” 
to seperate the subjects. And I think putting in “Mona was really 
something” at the end of the paragraph was helpful in reminding this 
reader wich one of the teachers you admired. 

 
   04 May 2005 - 10:35 

4) You have given many examples of how two different instituions from 
two different countries are maintained. I think you could have focused 
on transition words to seperate each diference. For example: another 
example, also, and last of all. 

   

  

28 April 2005 - 19:46 

5) You have given great 1,2,3,… steps to being prepared to giving a 
speech. The transition words like next, remeber, after, and then kept 
your thoughts together and kept his reader interested.  
 

 
According to my notes, Nestor gave a great deal of assistance to his classmates 

during face-to-face feedback sessions, but in spite of the fact that the students had 

confidence in Nestor’s writing abilities, on several occasions a few of his classmates 

came to me, the instructor, to review his editing of their work. I had to let them know that 



 
 
 

 195 
 

Nestor’s recommendations were correct and that they needed to have more confidence in 

their classmates.  

Nestor was a loner and was not comfortable talking to many of the students in 

class. In addition, Nestor did not have a favorable opinion about face-to-face peer 

feedback sessions. For this reason, he is characterized as a Face-to-face (F2F) interaction 

avoider. He felt it was not productive, and he was uncomfortable with face-to-face 

interaction as this excerpt from an interview illustrates: 

 
While I was talking about it, I would look at them. Usually, I could tell 
it was bothering them or it wasn’t or they weren’t paying attention to 
me or something like. Then I would just cut it short…. Sometimes, they 
listen and sometimes they don’t. As far as me listening, nobody has 
really given me that much advice besides yourself. Sometimes, they 
listen to me and sometimes they don’t. Sometimes, they are like “Why 
are you writing on my paper?” And I say, “Never mind! Here you go! 
Take it back!” It was just an idea. I thought that is what we were 
supposed to be doing.  
 
Sometimes you can tell by jesters that they would get upset that I 
would write something or… it’s just communication, a little bit of 
communication problems…. I just felt they were upset at the fact that 
of what I said. I don’t like to be assuming, but when they take the 
paper where I was trying to read it. When they took the paper away 
from me, I kinda figure that was enough to say OK. Like I said, that was 
my opinion, so, anyway. That was just one form of it. But, anybody can 
have communication problems. 

 

What he said he liked about blogging is the following:  

…say just like I’m going to write today, I feel like writing something, 
anything whatever you write it on a piece paper and put it up [on the 
blog] and that’s that. I mean, beside yourself, if you’re learning to 
write, why not have people tell you what they think like a teacher, 
other people, readers. 
 
You can agree or disagree. That is what I like about it, even with the 
criticism. At least, I am reading the criticism not face to face… Since 
you showed me how to use the Web log a little bit more, I think I 
prefer that. Plus, we have a computer in the class, so. 
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I wasn’t comfortable just using a computer period. But, since we have 
a computer in class, and you showed me a couple of times. Like I said, I 
kinda like that because the computer is there. You don’t have to 
interact with anybody. That is one of the good things about the 
computer, though. You don’t have to interact. But, that’s one of the 
things I like, if you’re not up to being interactive. 

 
In another interview, he discussed how blogging was similar to using word processors, 

and that with practice, he would get better. 

I am getting better at it [word processing]. I see it… I understand that 
it is different than this [scratching on paper] handwriting. Yeah, I see 
the advantages of it like a if I am rushing, and I just want to write 
without thinking so much, but I still think so when I make a mistake, it 
is a lot easier to go back and correct it on the word processor…. I just 
notice the advantages of it. I don’t rely on it. I try not too. Although, I 
do recognize the advantages. It is a lot easier than erasing and a 
scratching out…. I feel kinda shameful saying those things because I 
don’t want to rely on it. I mean if you are that good of a writer, then 
you won’t need a computer, I think. 

 

He enjoyed receiving comments and was disappointed that he did not receive 

more. He mentioned to me that he felt pleased about the positive wonderful comments 

from his classmates. On the other hand, blogging was a way for him to avoid face-to-face 

interaction because he did not want to be bothered with others.  

Nestor stated in an interview that as far as the results from either editing sessions, 

face-to-face (when he was in the mood) or blogging, he saw some benefits from both 

sources that improved his writing. In an interview, he said: 

…because organization, like I said, I have a problem with it, too 
sometimes. Like, I may be thinking about the same thing but it doesn't 
sound like I’m talking about the same thing, but I… like for instance, 
the last time we had that… who was I with Vanessa and Luz, I believe? 
Rahila and Luz, they were in my group, and they were supposed to do 
that and then write it on the blog and you were gonna check it. Well, 
before I wrote it in the blog, we did that peer group and they said it 
was unorganized, and they were right. Because that was the whole 
problem why I didn’t like it, but I didn’t pinpoint it myself. I would’ve, 
I guess, but I would have rewritten it like I did. And, I ended up 
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rewriting after they tell me that, “You’re talking about two different 
things, and we’e getting confused.” That was good advice then.  
 
…even when I’m done rewriting on the blog, I know that you might see 
something else…. besides Rahila and Luz and other people might see it. 
 

 
These comments show that he recognized the value of learning from others and 

accepted the feedback he received from his peers. He indicated in his interview that he 

felt happy before he posted, and in his own words, “I guess the word would not be 

anxiety but a little bit anxious, and then when I post my paper, a little bit more happy 

because that anxiety went away because I’m done,” as he waited for comments. When 

Nestor received comments, he sometimes felt happy or sometimes upset. In his own 

words, these are his reasons:  

It depends what the comment says. Well, if I don’t agree with the 
comments then. Not that I’m upset but maybe a little bit more 
confused, for one. If I like the comment then, or if I see some kind 
reason for… not that I don’t like it or maybe understand why they said 
it, I have a right to many of my comments…, so. I’m sorry, but the ones 
that I have read if I see where they’re going, it makes me feel good if I 
understand, “Oh you know it, good point.” But if I don’t understand, 
then it just gives me… a little bit more confused. There can be so many 
different comments from so many people, I’ve had those feelings like I 
do agree with you, but I don’t change it.  

 

Nestor admitted in a student-teacher conference to discuss his revisions that he 

did not take the time to revise his blog entries because he was on to the next assignment. 

As a result, he did not go back and make the few corrections that even I pointed out to 

him in a comment. Again, most of his errors were minor, such as spelling errors. As 

noted from Nestor’s interview, “Once I posted them, I posted them. I think I changed 

maybe one, but I do not remember which one. I’m done. The work part of it, I gave it all I 

could.”  
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In the conference, we reviewed some of the comments and why he did or did not 

change his mistakes. He made many corrections on his work before he posted his blog 

entry. However, after posting, most of the critical feedback he received was on careless 

spelling mistakes. He recognized that he had a problem with spelling, but he did not 

make an effort to make the corrections, even though he said he read everything posted. In 

his interview, he states: 

I was already done with the work. Like I said I didn’t read THOSE 
comments, so therefore, I mean, what I put up there, I put up there. I 
figure there wasn’t gonna be mistakes.  

 

A few comments from his first blog entry demonstrate his need to focus 

on spelling errors.  

  14 April 2005 - 05:33 
Hi,Nestor              
You use an expanded vocabulary, so you did a good job I think.  
But I’m sorry to say that you should consider spelling exactly.  
For example btu -> but, wehter->whether  
mehtod->method. If you correct these word, you’ll be better at 
writing.  from Eunjeong Noh 

 
 29 April 2005 - 18:10 

 
Hi Nestor, I think you have a unique sense of writing. I read you 
paragaph and I like it. Change process instead processs, remeber for 
remember,cosins for cousins,htis instea this,wehter instead wether, I 
like you story, just you need to work more with your spelling. 

 

           03 May 2005 - 01:50 
 
I see some errors that need to be fixed. Can you reread your paragraph 
for spelling? All these things, “awayf rom, toher, SanAntonio, further.” 
“Please correct your spelling errors” that was from me, psychologicall, 
realise (that is British English), lifes.  
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 18 April 2005 - 09:50 
 

you misspelled some words – thefore = therefore and “fahion.” “Nestor 
please check spelling errors” from me. And, “I just recommend that 
you check a few spelling errors.”  

 
 

On the other hand, he received positive critical comments such as, “I liked the theme, and 

I believe you focused it well.” 

 Nestor admitted that he did not take advantage of revising his writing assignments 

based on the comments he received. He had a plan to read his comments at the end of the 

semester and ran out of time.  

I just don’t like computer work. I knew we were gonna have to go back 
and check them, so I put it off to the end and didn’t get to it. I wanted 
to knock it out all at one time. I didn’t want to just reread one of them 
and keep going back and forth like that…. I mean, I maybe read a few, 
but there weren’t many anyway. 

 

He also mentioned that this writing class had been a different experience for him with not 

only the blogging, but it was also more interactive than any of his other classes.  

We had peer reviews and group work in other classes like 1301 and 
1302, but I guess it was more interactive in this class than in any I have 
ever had… with the blogs and all…. the ones I wrote in my history class, 
we didn’t have peer reviews like that. I would write it and just turn it 
into the professor. I would revise the paper myself, and then just turn 
it in when I was done.  

 
Because Nestor did not like technology, he did not take advantage of the features 

that blogging had to offer such as adding links to other Web sites nor did he add 

emoticons, pictures, or anything to enhance his blog. His response as to why he did not 

add anything to enhance his blog was, “I’m not computer savvy,” and if he knew how to 

add anything, he said he probably would not do it. He explained, “It’s more computer 

work that’s… it’s computer work that I’m not accustomed to, I guess, or it’s not what 
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really catches my interest.” However, he recognized the value of adding to a blog site. He 

stated, “Yeah, definitely. Especially if someone goes out of their way and put something 

that motivates them, why not.”  

 His selection for the design of his blog site (Figure 22) was a plain white piece of 

paper demonstrating his lack of interest in adding anything to his blog.  

Figure 22: Nestor’s Blog 

 

 

 

 

 
 
 
 
 

 

 

 

 

 

Notwithstanding Nestor’s lack of interest in the appearance of his blog, he seemed 

aware of his public audience when he wrote. He mentioned several times what affect the 

audience had on his writing.  

I write totally different on those web blogs because I know other 
people are going to read it as opposed to your reading it or another 
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professor reading it, or… you know? A group of people will read it with 
different opinions and stuff like that…different biases. So, therefore...  
 
Yeah, basically to the point like that. Well, on those blogs a lot of 
people can look at those, right? I guess when I write on a topic, I think 
about the topic through a different character. Does that make sense? 
This is a blog thing I am writing, so this is the way I am going to write. 
Yeah, and I recognize it more on the blogs because I knew other people 
were going to read it.  

 

Nestor reiterated his dislike for technology, but he recognized the value of it for 

writing and learning in general. He would prefer to live in a world without computers. He 

loved to read and write, and he wrote well. He summed up his experience with blogging 

as follows:  

The blog? As far as my writing, I guess, like I said, I had too many eyes. 
But, that’s how the computer works, so. I take it for what it was. I 
think blogging is good for what we did, like for writing and editing and 
all, but since I didn’t really read my comment, well! Like I said before, 
some people can stay for hours in front of the computer. That’s a great 
way for them to write, for that type of person, anyway, but not me.  

 

Summary/Analysis 

So, what are the advantages and disadvantages of using blogs for the writing 

process approach for Nestor, and how did he respond to using them? Nestor did not like 

computers or anything to do with technology – no e-mail, no Web searching, no 

downloading, no reading, etc. He believed that computers were passive and did not serve 

his needs. He loved to read and write. In fact, he was good at writing but took writing 

classes because of his lack of confidence in his ability. He recognized the value of using 

computers for learning, and he liked using word processors to type his papers. In fact, the 

interactive aspects of using computers such as a word processor were acceptable to him. 
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As a result, he liked using the blogs for the writing class because of its hands-on 

interactive nature and his confidence with using the tool increased during the semester.  

In addition to its interactive nature, Nestor found blogging beneficial for some of 

the writing process approach activities. He indicated that peer responses from a large 

audience were “cool” and that he appreciated having a different audience besides his 

classmates. He was happy to see the list of responses he received on his blog entries, but 

was also disappointed that he did not receive many more. Another advantage for Nestor 

was that he preferred the online peer-responding tasks and not the face-to-face groups. He 

disliked face-to-face groups because of group dynamics and personality issues. However, 

he sometimes accepted face-to-face group work when he was grouped with people with 

whom he felt confident and comfortable. He felt that some people were too sensitive to 

hear feedback or too hostile. A recurring theme for Nestor was that he was more 

receptive to peer responding online in order to avoid people face-to-face.  

Editing was neither an advantage nor a disadvantage for Nestor. The data showed 

that he appreciated the feedback from the audience, and some of the feedback, which was 

mostly accolades, increased his confidence in writing. Although he was happy to get 

responses and read all of his comments, he did not read them in a manner to affect 

changes on his writing. Additionally, he accepted and valued the critical comments he 

received, but he preferred instructor feedback. He provided constructive feedback to 

others using the “sandwich approach” and focused on sentence-level errors. The 

drawbacks for Nestor were greater than the benefits. He was disappointed that he did not 

receive as many comments as other classmates because he read his classmates’ blogs. He 
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also became confused by the amount of feedback listed because there were comments 

from many different people.  

Nestor did not revise after he posted because he revised whatever he thought his 

paper needed beforehand. He indicated that blogging took more time in front of the 

computer than what he wanted to spend. Therefore, revising was not advantageous for 

him.  

Nestor had a strong sense of audience awareness and, as a result, took care to 

write with his audience in mind. He made mention in the data several times that he 

viewed his writing from an audience perspective and that he saw that as a benefit of blog 

publishing. However, the negative side of publishing for him was that there were “too 

many eyes.” Nestor did not use blog features to aid readers with conceptual 

understanding of his writing because he disliked technology, but he understood how 

valuable using such features would help readers understand material.  

What aspects of blogging did Nestor benefit from for the writing process 

approach? Most of the aspects of blogging used for the writing process approach were 

useful for Nestor (peer responding, editing, and publishing). From the evidence, he read 

all his postings, provided critical feedback to his classmates, and edited their writing 

assignments. However, he did not revise his papers based on the feedback he received. 

His explanation was that he did want to take the time and go back and make corrections. 

He felt his papers, once published, were good enough. Although he was pleased to see the 

listed responses to his published work and recognized the benefits for developing writing 

skills, he did not plan to use blogs in the foreseeable future.  
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CASE #5: RAHILA – DETERMINED LEARNER 

Rahila was a 34-year-old Jordanian woman who spoke Arabic. Rahila had an 

average ability to write in English, and her ability with technology was average as well. 

She had a positive attitude about writing and was willing to use technology, which she 

believed would help improve her writing skills. Because she was determined to improve 

her writing, she was characterized as a determined learner. Even though she saw herself 

needing more practice and instruction using technology tools, she believed that 

technology made writing easier for her. She looked to blogging as an avenue to improve 

her writing skills and welcomed feedback from many sources. Rahila said the following 

in interviews. 

It makes my writing easier, and advanced my writing, you know. In 
make it easier, yeah. Because you know when I write my paragraph on 
computer, I go to spell check. It help me. The computer help me to do 
these things and correct my mistakes, you know…. it helps us to find a 
lot of things like, we writing on word processor, writing our articles for 
the teacher, and if she asks about someone we don’t know, we go 
search in the Internet and be use blogs, and these things. 
 
 
It’s good to use it in class, and you add something new for us like blogs, 
like to use it every day in, how to write. This one is like good practice 
and experience for us.  

 

Rahila wrote her paragraphs on (a) her writing experiences, (b) a memorable 

experience with almost being kidnapped by a taxi driver in Kuwait, (c) her favorite place, 

a cabin in Kuwait, (d) the person she admires – Stephen Hawking, (e) how to make rice 

with vegetables (an Arabic dish), (f) comparing two teachers in Kuwait, and last, (g) an 

essay on the disadvantages of cell phones.  
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Rahila had 499 visits to her blog site. Her blog entry on comparing two teachers 

received 15 comments, and the most comments came from AEC students. Table 14 

shows how Rahila’s feedback was distributed.  

Table 14: Rahila’s Topics and Responses 

RAHILA      
Topics ESL AEC KETC Other Total 
My Experience 2 9 1 0 12 
An Almost Kidnapping - Taxi Driver 3 4 2 1 10 
Cabin In Kuwait 2 4 1 0 7 
Person I admire - Stephen Hawking 2 4 1 0 7 
How to Make Rice with Vegetables 4 3 2 0 9 
To Compare Two Teacher 6 3 6 0 15 
The Disadvantages of Cellular Phone 2 1 3 1 7 
Total 21 28 16 2 67 

 

The AEC students were especially interested in her stories. They gave her 

accolades for her accomplishments in learning English and her strong will to learn it. She 

also received comments from responders interested in her country, language, and culture. 

They wrote comments such as, “I hope to go to Kuwait.” Rahila’s blog entry on 

comparing two teachers was especially interesting to the KETC students because they 

were studying to become teachers, and her story inspired them. They provided many 

comments on her story and hoped to become good teachers similar to the ones Rahila 

mentioned in her blog. Most of the comments to her blog focused on her writing, and the 

readers offered suggestions for improvement.  

15 April 2005 - 00:50  
 
I’m a Korean in J. national university of education. I resolved to be a 
good teacher during read your article…. Thank you for your writting^^  
Have a nice day~~^^  
 
Ae-sun Jo 
Unlogged visitor  
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15 April 2005 - 13:50  

Hi. My name is Lee Hun. I’m from South Korea. I attend school, J. 
national university of education. I will become an elementary school 
teacher. Your writing give me that I have a grace mind and love my 
student…. I’m very happy because I see your writing. Good-bye.  
Unlogged visitor  
 

15 April 2005 - 15:39  

Hi,Rahila. My name is Eul-Jin Noh. I’m from South-Korea. Your country 
and my country are in Asia. Nice to meet you. ^-^  
I read your article well. I’m also student of J. National Univ. of 
Education. Someday, I will be a teacher. I think about many tings you 
said. I am determined to be a teacher as ‘Mona’ again.^ ^  

 

 
03 May 2005 - 01:29  

Hi,Rahila 
Wow, many people showed more interest in this essay than any others, 
and I can see some of them are Korean like me.:) The content you 
compared two teachers in your 8th grade was very good. Your story 
must have reminded readers to think of their old teachers in school. It 
also made me to make up my mind to be a teacher like Mona in the 
near future once again.  

 
 

Table 15 and Figure 23 depict the comparison between critical and non-critical 

comments. She received 67 comments total. She received two OTHER comments, one 

from the AEC professor who was curious about Rahila’s kidnapping experience in 

Kuwait, and one from me, her ESL professor, who offered some suggestions for editing 

her work.  
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Table 15: Critical and Non-Critical Comments by Respondents 

Rahila 
  Critical Non-Critical Total 
AEC 17 11 28
KETC 14 2 16
ESL 16 5 21
Other13 1 1 2
Total 48 19 67

Figure 23: Distribution of Critical and Non-Critical Comments by Respondents 

Rahila
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Rahila also supplied 15 comments to her classmates’ blogs of which 8 were 

critical and 7 were non-critical. Her non-critical comments were compassionate, and she 

showed interest in her classmates’ writing. Her critical comments were well written and 

caring as well. In her words from her journal, “I learned the sandwich approach to 

                                                 
13 Other: One critical comment by ESL professor and one non-critical by AEC professor 
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critique.” She provided an analysis of what the writer had to correct. Examples of these 

comments are below.  

 

24 April 2005 - 21:10  
Hi, Maria 
Le me tell you that your English is really good, and I understood every 
word of your paper. But the only mistakes that I see are just a couple 
of misspelled words. Good job. 

 
27 April 2005 - 21:10  

hello my friend;  
It is true gloria you are absolotly right. every thing in our life change 
after sept 11, and i think the people also change. your writing was 
interesting i didn't found any error.  
 

18 April 2005 - 21:25  
hello my friend again.  
your idea to clean house in 60 minutes was amazing because a lot of 
people dont have time to clean there home but now you gave the idea. 
you being helpfull for the people who can't plan the activity.but chang 
word ugly for messy.  
 

27 April 2005 - 20:50  
hi glciela  
i read your writing i enjoy your way how to explain each corner in your 
bedroom,you did good job.But sometime you you use many also you can 
change it and put anther , or so, .  

 
 29 April 2005 - 20:19  

hi luz  
i like the way you explained all details,but maybe it is complicated to 
docorate wedding cakes at home . i like what you wrote but you miss 
spelled the word.  

 
04 May 2005 - 20:14  

hi sandra  
I like your paragraph. It is very intersting and the topic is very clear.  
also, i enjoyed read your essay and have a new khowledge about 
Mohandas Ghandi but you need to add more information about him. 
good job.  

 
04 May 2005 - 20:38  

hi vanessa  
It is very interesting topic since a party always makes people pleasant. 
I enjoy your writing,it is contains a good ideas and is well organized 
with appropriate examples. you are very excited while preparing a 
party. good job  
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Rahila’s interviews and journal entries indicated that she was very receptive to 

working in groups and receiving feedback. She felt comfortable working with groups in 

face-to-face oral, written, or CMC format of blogs. She stated the following in an 

interview. 

 
…like a group and they give me advice all what time writing about, 
maybe something I didn’t put like a connection words or I didn’t put 
like “that” or “comma,” or these things. They give advice for this. It’s 
good to talk to each other face-to-face. I like it. And I feel I’m not that 
this one. I can understand each one of the students. 

 

She also disclosed that she preferred the face-to-face written format to the oral format, 

but she very much valued the blog commenting format because it allowed her to read all 

the comments in a list format. She stated the following in an interview: 

…with comments on blogs, it’s, you know, I learned something new, 
how to put comments in blogs. I like see all the list of comments 
together. I wasn’t know about this things. It's good for me, for my 
writing improvement. 

 

She accepted and considered feedback from others, be they students, friends, 

teachers, family, and people from different countries. In her interview, she discussed her 

willingness to accept assistance and help from all available sources. She talked about how 

she could count on one of her friend’s help with writing if she did not know how to do 

something. As shown in the following excerpt from an interview:  

But here if I need help with something, I am also have a friend, she’s 
American, but her husband is Palestinian. And she is my best friend, 
her name is Karen. And she is always my helper. If I am stuck with 
something, I need to write something, I can’t do it, or you know, her 
way is different about my way. She’s understand what you want, all 
American want, but me I think in my language that’s why she always 
help me. 
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 As mentioned, Rahila was very receptive to feedback. She wrote in her journal, 

“I like my class that day. My friend Elias read my writing and gave me his opinions, he 

like my writing and show me some mistakes in grammar.” She discussed her openness to 

accept comments from others in the following excerpts from interviews.  

If I say something wrong, someone correct me. I don’t feel shy or 
shame no because we all learn. I accept it because she give me advice, 
and I put it in my mind. 
 
Because other people are students like me, and we teach from each 
other. That’s all. If I can’t write, I can’t do something, or something is 
hard, she can explain. You know, in this way, I can know what she 
means, and she know what I mean. 

 
Here, in my writing class, it’s good for me because when my writing 
group, if I say sentences not correct sentences, the other students 
correct it for me. They said no, it has to be like this. It has to be like 
that. You know, we took experience from each other without knowing, 
you know. Just, we talk and correct each other. And it’s good for me, 
and to practice my English, yeah. 

 
 

Not matter how secure she felt working with other classmates or receiving their 

feedback, the one person she looked to the most was Elsa, her classmate and another 

participant for this study. Rahila solicited Elsa’s help on everything from technology 

issues to writing problems. In fact, Elsa’s name was recurrent in Rahila’s interviews, 

journals, and I even made a note in my teacher/researcher journal of her reliance on Elsa.  

Rahila was clear about the kind of feedback she wanted on her blogs. Even 

though she liked and appreciated the non-critical comments, she preferred the critical 

comments to help her with her writing. She appreciated negative comments so that she 

could correct her writing mistakes. She felt that non-critical comments did not help her.  

 
I think what comment I get that doesn’t help me with my writing. Like 
if someone just write for me, “I like your blog,” “it’s good,” “it’s 
nice,” you know. OK, this one doesn’t help me. But, if someone tells 
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me I like how to connect this sentence, I like how to make step-by-
step, this helps me, you know. When someone give me explanation, it’s 
good for me. But if someone gives me like an opinion, it doesn’t help 
me. 

 

In her interviews, Rahila talked about her views of receiving critical and non-

critical comments.  

…like, if someone make a comment on my blogs, like Elsa, when I write 
about Stephen Hawking, she writes for me it’s a good writing, and I like 
your blogs. The connection is good, but I still have a problem with a 
dot [a period] and comma. You know, I feel them for myself, I know 
these things. She give me what I know, but in the other hand, just read 
about my food [she points to her paper] this one.  

 
 
But, I feel sometimes confident when someone tells me you’re wrong in 
this area, and I know this my fault, you know…. I feel comfortable 
because I know myself, you know, they’re right, but I have to learn. 

 
 
Like sometimes they told me I don’t like what you write about. Maybe 
she doesn’t like my blog. It’s okay. I feel comfortable because I, I don’t 
know, you know, everyone has his own opinion, and accept all this. I 
learned from them. If they told me they didn’t like mine, okay, what’s 
wrong with it? Just give me the steps what I have to do first, then when 
we talk to each other and explain for me, I say “maybe he’s right.” I 
had to be more specific in this area. I have to put more explanation in 
this area, you see. 
 
 
…it’s practice for me and you know it helps me because the other 
people when the other people write a comment for you, you know, it 
gives you like a PUSH for you to make it better for next time, you 
know, that’s it. 
 

Rahila said blogging was an emotional process for her. She said that before she 

posted her blog entry she felt:  

I don’t know. I feel, sometimes I feel, oh my gosh, I hope all the 
students when they read mine, nothing wrong with it. You know, I feel 
insecure sometimes but I have to post it because I need someone to 
comment mine because this learn me, my words, my faults, you know, 
and have to correct all these things, yeah. 
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Once she had posted, she felt:  

Comfortable, I feel comfortable, oh finally. I do mine, now I post it. 
Now I’m waiting for someone to read mine and give me a comment, 
yeah. 

 
As she waited for feedback on her blog entries, she felt: 

You know I’m laughing because I like to know what the other people’s 
opinions of mine, of my papers, you know. I need to know because that 
helps me to correct a lot of things all my blogs, yeah, I like it. 

 

 In the student-teacher conference on Rahila’s papers, we reviewed the feedback 

she had received and discussed her rationale for revising her papers. Rahila was 

analytical in the decisions she made for revisions. After carefully considering the 

feedback listed on her blog entries, she read and compared the comments. Then she 

incorporated the changes if she thought the suggestions were correct. Sometimes, she did 

not agree with a suggestion. The following comment demonstrates her reasoning for her 

decisions.  

…when like one student gave a comment for the other, I just read it, 
and you know, I don’t know, it’s her opinion. It doesn’t help me, but 
maybe sometimes. Maybe sometimes if she writes something I like it. 
They say yes she’s right. I need to know and read what her comment 
about, that I have to read the blog for myself and put my comment, 
you know. Yes, it helps me, sometimes. 

 

The following excerpt from the student-teacher conference shows what Rahila thought 

about some of the feedback she received on a writing assignment. 

 
Teacher: someone wrote this about your blog entry, “Your paper is 
very informative, but the grammar is almost perfect except the last 
sentence. You missed a verb in there.” They are talking about the last 
sentence. This is the last sentence. “He is very creative and unique. 
They said you missed a verb in there.” What do you think?  
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Rahila: NO. “He is very creative and unique.” No, I don’t think so. He 
is wrong. You see the comments are NOT always perfect. You have to 
think about it, read it one time and one more time. Then put it in your 
mind and think about it, but sometimes, you see, here I didn’t see “he 
is very creative and unique.” It’s a good sentence. But, he is, I don’t 
know, thinking a different way. 

 

 Sometimes, she would take Elsa’s comments over anyone else’s.  

But Elsa told me maybe this one is stronger that’s why, I changed it, 
but I shouldn’t change it. Yes, some times you shouldn’t listen to your 
students because they are just students. My fault!... No, it doesn’t 
make sense. He is right. I should have listened to him. 

 
In reviewing her papers, Rahila made significant changes based on the comments 

she received. She had no preferences for the sources, American, Korean, or ESL students. 

She changed whole sentences, checked her sentence structure, verb tenses, and 

organization. However, in analyzing her revisions, she concluded:  

This is my fault…. No, he’s right. I had to put capital letters, yes. I 
have to change, yes…. Maybe I forgot. I read maybe all these 
comments, and I forgot this one.”… Yeah, I tried to fix the others, I 
don’t know. 

 

Or, she did not change some of the suggestions because of uncertainties. 

I don’t know. Because I wasn’t sure if this was the right one, I don’t 
know. What do you think? This was correct? coo coo clock?... Because I 
didn’t know if this was the right one…. Because, my teacher told me 
always don’t put and, and, AND. [laughter] You have to think carefully. 
Put periods. That is why I think that if I put AND here and AND there, 
maybe too much. One AND is good here. But, also here?... Yeah, it 
makes sense for me now. 

 
 

 She blamed the computer for mistakes as well.  

You know, sometimes the computer, I change it but the computer 
doesn’t change. I don’t know some problem. Maybe when you make a 
spell check and the computer ask that it should be like that, and I said 
correct. Not my fault, yeah. 
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Several people gave her feedback that she did not write a conclusion in one paragraph, 

How to Make Rice with Vegetables. Unfortunately, she did not revise her paper. She 

acknowledged that they were right but did not make the changes because there were too 

many things to change with that paragraph.  

Rahila felt that publishing her paper to the blog was easy. Of course, she 

sometimes needed Elsa’s or my help. She thought that having experience with a word 

processor helped her adjust to using blogs. She said that she just went to Microsoft Word, 

wrote her paper, then made adjustments with everything such as spelling, and finally 

posted it in her blog. She said the following: 

It [word processor] is similar like in that I can write then check my 
stuff. I check it for the grammar and commas and communication 
things, and same in blogs, I can correct mine like I put in EDIT then I 
put update to correct all things then I post again. I think there’s a lot 
of similarities between them. Yes, it easy to use, now not before. It 
was hard but now I know everything, it’s easy. 

 
Rahila stated in her interviews that she wanted to use emoticons and pictures in her blog 

entries.  

Yeah, I like this one I put a happy one, or not comfortable with the 
other one, I feel, you know, I put another. But not all picture, just 
faces. But, I like to know, you know, I like to know each, everything on 
this blogs because I have a friend, Elsa, she put a lot pictures on hers. I 
told her to teach me and she will. 

 
Rahila saw a value of adding pictures and special tools to her writing. She argued that it 

would make her blogs more interesting. She said: 

No, it’s not help my writing, put in picture, no. Sometimes maybe this 
explains my writing, yes. Like if I put a happy face it explains I like 
what I’m writing here that’s why put happy face. But if I put like a sad 
or something, I like this one but I’m not confident with this one, yeah. 
It explains my writing! 
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Rahila selected a colorful lavender background for her blog site and used different 

font styles. Her blog site is displayed in Figure 24.  

Figure 24: Rahila’s Blog  

 
 

 She said the following about her experience in the writing class.  

But now I feel it’s improved. Before, and no. I feel insecure before. I 
think maybe she’s right, but I’m not. But now, no, I’m confident. I 
know what it has to be.  
 
…I feel strong to use these blogs because I know everything now. I know 
all steps, how to use, it how to post, how to update it, how to do all 
this, yep. 
 
But now I know how to fix my paper in the blogs, how to make these 
corrections, how to go steps, how everything, you know. It was hard, 
but now it’s easy. And now a student asked me, yes I know how to do 
these things. I learned a lot about blogs. 
 
I think, yeah, I think it’s good to use for learning. Because a lot of 
people doesn’t hear about blogs, as something new, and it’s good for 
writing because all the other people on net they will read about what 
to write, you know, it’s makes a communication between the other 
students. It’s good to use. That’s what I think. 
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I’m happy to be in this class, you know, because each day when I come 
to school, I feel today I have to know something new. Coming to school 
and taking this course, it helps me. It makes me more confident. It 
makes me to know a lot of things. 
 
 

From Rahila’s comments and the comments of her readers, it is apparent that she 

is a determined learner. Rahila said she grew to become a stronger writer, and she 

appreciated learning how to use technology, especially blogging.  

 

Summary/Analysis 

So, what are the advantages and disadvantages of using blogs for the writing 

process approach for Rahila, and how did he respond to using them? Rahila had some 

experience with technology software tools, and had learned how to use a word processor 

for writing classes prior to this writing class. She believed that technology tools would 

help to improve her writing skills. She developed confidence with using blogs during the 

semester and also gained confidence in her writing abilities.  

As for the writing process approach, blogging provided some benefits and 

drawbacks. Similar to Elsa, Rahila liked the listing format of comments in blogs for peer 

responding so that she could read and evaluate them easily. Like Elsa, she preferred 

critical comments to non-critical ones because she believed that they would help her with 

writing skills. She was pleased to read the audience’s reactions to her writing. She also 

provided critical “sandwich approach” comments with a great deal of care for her 

classmates. 

Rahila accepted all the forms of feedback for editing, whether they were face-to-

face or CMC; however, she mostly favored the blog format. Because she accepted all 
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forms of feedback, she incorporated the suggestions offered by all sources to revise her 

writing. However, she had more trust in her classmate, Elsa’s recommendations. A 

drawback for her was with some conflicting suggestions listed that she found cognitively 

taxing, and she had to make decisions with whom to agree or disagree, and what she 

thought was correct.  

Rahila was aware of her audience of readers for publishing her writing. She felt it 

was easy to use blog tools, and used blog features to aid with conceptual understanding of 

her writing. Overall, Rahila felt empowered to make changes as she saw necessary and 

aimed for audience approval. 

What aspects of blogging did Rahila benefit from for the writing process 

approach? All the aspects of blogging used for the writing process approach were useful 

for Rahila (peer responding, editing, revising, and publishing). She read and valued all 

the comments whether they were critical or non-critical although she preferred the critical 

to help her improve her writing. Still, the non-critical comments motivated her to write. 

She was faced with some contradictory suggestions that she had to evaluate before 

making corrections to her papers. As evidenced, she revised her writing assignments 

based on the feedback she received from the various sources. She valued using blogs to 

publish her writing for a wider audience and wanted to make use of blogs to their fullest 

potential.  

CROSS-CASE ANALYSIS 

The results of the five case analyses show that the participants responded 

positively to the use of blogs. However, each participant’s experience with blogging for 
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ESL writing was different and included both advantages and disadvantages. However, all 

of the participants found a beneficial purpose for using blogs.  

Elsa’s and Rahila’s purposes were to improve their writing skills, but Elsa’s 

purpose extended to learning from others in the class and beyond. Elsa revealed that she 

did not have confidence in her peers, but had more trust in the outside audience. Rahila, 

however, felt that she gained knowledge from everyone who contributed to her learning.  

In contrast, Manette’s, Mei-Li’s, and Nestor’s experiences were informative in 

that they found purposes that encouraged them to use blogs not related to writing 

improvement. Nestor’s purpose was to avoid interaction because he was a loner and did 

not feel comfortable with the diverse personalities represented in the class. Mei-Li’s 

purpose was the thrill of blogging and communicating in a new way even though she 

exhibited some benefits from accepting feedback from her readers that helped with some 

of her writing assignments. Finally, Manette’s purpose was not to improve her writing 

from the blogging tasks, but to provide information to the world on topics that were 

extremely important to her. Manette, a weak writer, received most of her feedback before 

she posted her blog entries. She did not receive many critical comments to refine her 

writing, but she did receive comments on her topics and, as a result, was enthusiastic 

about communicating in blogs.  

Nestor, the technology “hater” and the most proficient writer in the class, did not 

receive much feedback from his peers because they viewed him as the “most 

knowledgeable” one in the class. He preferred instructor feedback but occasionally 

accepted feedback from peers. However, he preferred not to engage in peer revision 



 
 
 

 219 
 

activities face-to-face and found blogging more acceptable. Nestor reviewed his 

comments infrequently, so he did not make any changes, no matter how minor they were.  

Mei-Li was the most experienced in using technology and had an affinity for it. 

She also was a very proficient writer in the class. Therefore, blogging was more valuable 

as a technology conquest. She was smitten by the interactive and communicative nature 

of the tool, and the technology features it possessed. She seldom applied the blog 

comments to refine her writing because she felt confident in her writing proficiency. She 

did not realize the value of learning from others’ feedback until the end of the semester in 

the student-teacher conference.  

Elsa and Rahila had similar blogging experiences in that they valued and accepted 

the comments they received and used the comments to refine their writing. Because of 

their friendly and sociable demeanor, they both interacted well with others in either face-

to-face or blogging formats. For these two participants, using blogs for the writing 

process approach was useful. On the other hand, these two students would value their 

learning experiences even if blogs were not part of teaching. Blogs gave them 

perspectives from others outside the class that they felt added to what their classmates 

could provide. In addition to refining their writing skills from the peer revision process, 

they were also very motivated to write in blogs because they were excited about using 

new technology and because of the reception they got from an outside audience. For 

them, it was a whole new way of learning.  
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The Teacher’s Experiences and Cycles of Change  

As a teacher researcher, I chronicled my teaching experience during the semester 

because my goal was to introduce my class to blogging to support the writing process 

approach. I described the problems that appeared, the actions that I took to solve them, 

my reflections on the outcomes of my actions, and finally changes that would impact my 

teaching. Throughout the semester, I encountered a few challenges and obstacles that I 

had to overcome, but I also experienced a “the thrill of victory” from expected and 

unexpected results.  

INSTRUCTIONAL PREPARATION 

In preparation for using blogs in my classroom, I took a mini self-instructed 

course on Creating and Using Weblogs for ESL/EFL (http://anvil.gsu.edu/EV/) so that I 

could decide on the best Weblog tool for my students. The mini course helped me decide 

on my teaching goals for using blogs and helped me evaluate blog tools based on my 

course learning outcomes. I evaluated eight Weblog sites and created five blogs. I found 

three to have potential for the writing process tasks. From the user perspective, I liked the 

MO’TIME Weblog because it has editing and deleting features accessible to the writer. It 

also has a preview window to see the blog at the same time as writing an entry. The most 

important feature for me is the WSYWYG (word processor) feature. As a writer, I felt 

comfortable because I am familiar with Microsoft Word. I also had other people evaluate 

the selected blogs and use the commenting feature to see if they were user friendly, and 

they preferred MO’TIME.  
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CHRONICLES OF TEACHING 

At the beginning of the semester, I introduced the high intermediate ESL writing 

class to the concept of Weblogs, “blogs.” None of the students had heard of blogs, so 

they had different reactions to my mentioning it. Many students appeared to be really 

excited about starting their own blogs. However, the fear of writing and technology was 

evident for a few. Nonetheless, from their initial feedback, the students all had similar 

first reactions. They all indicated that they were nervous, scared, and excited about using 

a technology tool they had never heard of before. One student mentioned that she did not 

like the idea of writing on a blog. She said it was difficult enough to write using a word 

processor, but she felt her writing looked “bad” to be shown on the Web. She indicated 

that she was fearful of showing her “poor” writing to the world. I assured her that 

blogging would help her improve her writing.  

At the next class meeting, I had the students look at blog examples from their 

assignment list. One student with advanced technology skills found some attractive blogs 

with pictures and borders. She wanted to know how to get the borders and how to import 

pictures. Overall, there were a number of students I found to be knowledgeable about 

using computers and basic software tools such as Microsoft Word and the Internet. They 

had taken it upon themselves to look at and sign up for blogs before I assigned the task. 

One student had already signed up for E-blogger.com. That really surprised me because 

that was not on my list of blog sites to examine.  

As all the computers started slowing down, probably from heavy use, I went to 

the next activity. I discussed with them the types of writing they would have to do for the 
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semester, and we talked critically about the peer-review process. I told them that their 

goal in peer reviewing was to focus on content first and then grammar and punctuation. I 

also let them know that their writing process was going to be a three-draft process. The 

first draft would be reviewed by their classmates, the second draft would be posted to 

blogs and reviewed by others outside of the class in addition to their classmates, and the 

third draft would be edited by me and again revised on their blog site. I also let them 

know that providing continuous feedback to their peers was crucial for their own writing 

development and progress.  

 In another class session, my goal was to teach the students how to do peer 

reviews and to have them edit each other’s papers as well. The reason I wanted to teach 

them how to do peer reviews and edit was because I have noticed that students have a 

tendency to “chit chat” in synchronous and asynchronous online activities instead of 

focusing on providing constructive criticism to help them improve their writing. From the 

research, I learned that providing peer-review training is important. So, the assignment 

for the day was to type their first journal entry from a set of questions on “Self and 

Writing.” The goal was first to focus on providing feedback on the content and then 

second to provide feedback on editing punctuation, grammar, and spelling. The students 

were placed into groups of four and given a set of questions to use to verbally critique 

their group members’ papers. The concept of peer-response questions for oral critiques 

came from Theory and Practice of Writing by William Grabe and Robert B. Kaplan, 

(1996). The goal was to have one person in each group read his/her paper aloud to the 

members of their group, and the group had to respond to the following questions that 
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focused on content. After the round of group responses to writer’s content, then the goal 

was to focus on editing. The peer-review questions were:  

 
Writing Group Response 

1) Listeners’ Compliments 
• I like the part where… 
• I’d like to know more about… 
• I think your main idea is… 
• You used some powerful words, like… 
• I like the way you described… 
• I like the way you explained… 
• Your writing made me feel… 

2) Writer’s Questions 
• What did you learn from my writing? 
• What do you want to know more about? 
• What part doesn’t make sense? 
• Is there a part I should throw away? 
• Can you tell what my main idea is? 
• Did I use some words I need to change? 
• What details can I add? 

3) Listeners’ Comments and Suggestions 
• What is your favorite part? 
• What part are you having trouble with? 
• Do you need a closing? 
• I got confused in the part about… 
• Could you leave this part out because…? 
• Is this paragraph on one topic? 
• Could you combine some sentences? 
• What do plan to do next? 

 
The peer-response session went well. I went around the room listening to the 

students read their papers and the comments from their peers. However, editing was a 

problem. The students did not have enough confidence in their writing to accept each 

others’ feedback on grammar, punctuation, etc., and I did not want to be the sole editor of 

their writing.  I decided to go ahead and look at their papers during the next class meeting 
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while they did computer work first. I wanted them to be ready to post their first blog 

entries so that the other class (Advanced English) could comment on their work.  

The next class meeting did not go as planned. I was going to have them sign up 

for MO’TIME, but I decided to edit their drafts myself instead of having peer groups edit 

online. I was glad I had done so because, even though the group commenting seemed 

effective, and their papers were outstanding, they had many errors with punctuation, 

grammar, preposition, and word order problems. I decided to have them sign up for 

MO’TIME during the next class period. The professor of the Advanced English 

Composition class and I agreed to have her class respond to my students’ blogs the 

following week. I decided to create my own blog as an example for the students and also 

to provide models of the types of paragraphs they were going to write. I also decided to 

have all the students’ blog sites linked to my blog. In this way, my blog would serve as 

the home page for the class and other classes. I found that I really liked having my own 

blog for the class because I was receiving many comments from them and eventually 

from many others outside of our class.  

 The next class meeting was not a good technology day. The goal for that day was 

to get everyone on a blog, pick backgrounds, and include other information, post a 

comment on my blog, and post their papers to their blogs. Some were successful and 

some were not. From my experience, I knew there were going to be some technical 

problems, so I was not frustrated, but the students were. I had to tell them to be patient. I 

kept hearing my name called all around the room… “Sharla… SHARLA… HELP 

PLEASE!!!” When some of them finally created a blog, I heard excitement, “WOW! I 
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GOT IN!” I then showed the ones that had gotten into a blog how to post their papers. 

They were very excited, and that was evident from comments I received on my blog. 

However, some of the students still had trouble setting up their blogs, so I had to e-mail 

the MO’TIME tech support to get the other students online and to find out why their user 

I.D.’s or e-mails did not work. In fact, I became friends with the MO’TIME support 

person who was based in Italy and who was very helpful and interested in seeing how my 

students would do with their blog tool. I had to e-mail him a few times during the 

semester to get his assistance with tech problems that I could not solve. For example, one 

student forgot her password and was not able to access her blog again. After consulting 

with him, I was prepared to help the students.  

Users had to provide an e-mail address with the MO’TIME blog site, so everyone 

in the class had to have an e-mail account. I knew that everyone did not have an e-mail, 

so I had to help students get free e-mail accounts, such as yahoo.com or hotmail.com. 

MO’TIME sent a confirmation number through e-mail to let the users have access to their 

blogs. From this experience, I would recommend that the students get blog accounts on 

the first day or days of class. It was frustrating to wait for confirmation from the blog site 

in order for the students to create their blogs. 

The class was a little behind in my instructional plans, but I knew I could catch 

them up as soon as I got everyone ready to blog. I talked to the English composition 

professor about when and how to get her English class ready to participate with my class. 

We strategized how her students would respond to my students. Her teaching goal was to 

have her students learn about different cultural perspectives from my students, so she 
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wanted her students to ask my students many questions about their countries and 

experiences. Also, for my purposes, she was going to have her students comment on the 

content of my students’ papers to guide them in their writing as well as indirectly edit 

their work by providing suggestions. The English professor was very excited about the 

class participation, and she even left a comment on my blog.  

We spent the next class meeting getting everyone ready to post their first blog 

entry of their writing assignment. When the students did post, they appeared to be happy 

about their accomplishment. The English professor then had her students respond to my 

students. We continued at the following class meeting with the process of writing, peer 

reviews for feedback, posting for feedback, and then instructor edit. I was very pleased 

with their first writing assignment after one draft even though a few students needed a 

little extra help with editing and revising. To begin the class, I read one student’s paper, a 

very well-written descriptive paper, so that the students could model her paper. It was the 

best first draft I had seen in any of writing my classes. I read it without saying who wrote 

it. The class inquired about the author of the paper because I had not mentioned it. When 

she presented herself, the whole class applauded her for her wonderful paper. By this 

time, the students knew what the expectations were for writing and had become used to 

the routine of instruction in the class. The students were now blogging automatically, and 

when necessary, the high tech students helped the low tech students when they needed 

assistance. Finally, we were able to focus on writing improvement.  

At this point, another problem presented itself. I felt I needed more than just the 

English class for participation. The students were not getting enough feedback from each 
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other and from the English class. Several students asked if the advanced class could give 

a more critical critique of their writing to help them. I contacted the English professor to 

see if she could get her students to comment more critically on their blog entries.  

In addition to the need for getting more critical feedback to my ESL students, I 

also queried the students about the face-to-face oral critique feedback method. So far, I 

had been using groups for oral critiques of their classmates’ papers for the first round of 

peer reviews, but a number of students mentioned to me they did not like the experience. 

So, I decided to change the peer-review process. The students also mentioned that they 

preferred for me to edit their papers and not each other because they did not feel 

confident in their peers’ editing abilities. As this was against what I was trying to teach 

them, I had to come up with a solution for that problem as well.  

INSTRUCTIONAL FEEDBACK AND CHANGE (1) 

The semester was one third through and the students had posted at least two blog 

assignments. I reviewed the feedback from the class and my teaching notes, and I noticed 

the following:  

1) The students like blogging, so I would not have to drop that idea and go 
back to the traditional ways of teaching writing.  

2) The peer-review process (oral F2F group of four) that I have been using 
was not working. Therefore, change was necessary. I would use smaller 
groups of two or three students and change the peer-review process.  

3) They were not voluntarily commenting on each other’s paragraphs posted 
on blogs. So, I changed by assigning the students different partners for 
each writing assignment.  

4) They were not getting enough constructive feedback on their blogs from 
the partnered English class or from each other. I had to remind them that 
providing feedback was part of grade. I also needed to remind the other 
class to post and provide the instructor a printout of who was participating 
for her so that she could give them a grade.  
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5) The students did not like to edit each other because they did not trust each 
other. They wanted me to edit their papers. However, they liked getting 
feedback from the English class. 

 
 

In order to address those problems, I spent the weekend reading Peer Response by 

Jun Liu and Jette G. Hansen (2002). I learned much about commenting and editing that I 

had not thought about. I also conferred with a colleague to get her opinion, and she gave 

me her peer review-critique forms. I modified the forms for my class and changed the 

process (Appendix G). At the following class meeting, I gave a lengthy discussion on 

peer-responding practices and the editing process. The following is the writing cycle to 

which I changed: 

1) First draft: Groups of three were assigned. Students gave a copy of their 
papers to each group member. The students were also given critiquing 
sheets and instructions that covered: (a) content, (b) organization and 
style, and (c) grammar. We also discussed courteous commenting because 
some of the ways they were commenting were too direct and somewhat 
insulting, according to some of the students. The students gave the papers 
back to the owner with commenting sheets. Then, they posted their drafts 
for commenting by peers.  

2) Second draft: Students posted their papers to the blog site. They 
continued with commenting on each others’ papers, and the English class 
continued commenting on their papers, too. However, the students were 
asked to critique an assigned classmate’s posting.  

3) Third draft: Blog entries were given to the instructor for a final edit using 
editing codes. Then, further commenting on blog entries was given.  

 

MORE CHRONICLES OF TEACHING 

Spring break was approaching, and I wanted the students to practice their writing 

skills over the holiday. They were also supposed to upload their drafts for their third 

assignment to their blog sites so that an assigned partner would be able to provide 
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feedback. A part of the process was to return the comment sheets to their group members. 

After the spring break, I had the students select a partner to review their blog entry. One 

student who was a low tech student still had a few problems, so I had to sit next to him 

and help him. He accidentally created several blogs instead of blog entries to his one 

blog. He thanked me for taking the time to help him. Overall, the students seemed to have 

a fruitful day. 

At this point in the semester, the students had written four blog entries for four 

different types of paragraphs. They had commented on their partners’ blog entries, and I 

continually checked and read all their blogs, blog entries, and comments they received. I 

collected their last drafts if they were ready. After that, we moved on to the next 

paragraph style.  

INSTRUCTIONAL FEEDBACK AND CHANGE (2) 

 Half way through the semester, the students became increasingly disappointed 

that they were not getting enough feedback from outsiders. They had been looking 

forward to receiving critical comments from others. We had a class discussion and talked 

about the comments they were getting and how they felt about them. One student 

responded that she received a comment that made her feel good, and she realized the 

value of using blogs. We talked about the different types of comments they were 

receiving, critical and non-critical comments, and how they felt about them. Some 

students mentioned that they liked the non-critical comments, but they did not help them 

change their writing mistakes. However, they made them feel better about writing and 

pushed them to write more. Some students said they did not like the non-critical 
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comments becuase they did not help them at all. Some students were upset because they 

received comments which were not polite. In some cases the reviewers were sensitive to 

the writers’ feeling and some were not. In fact some of the critiques were brutal and to 

the point, such as, “I don’t like your organization…”  

I made some new changes based on the type of feedback I wanted the students to 

receive. So, I decided to teach the class my “sandwich approach” to writing comments. I 

taught them that a comment should begin with something good to say, then something 

critical for writing improvement, and then end with something nice and positive. I copied 

all the comments from the students’ blogs that were “good” critical critiques to distribute 

to the class. We read the critical comments in class so that everyone could see a good 

way to critique papers. The class worked in groups on positive ways to provide feedback 

to each other. All students were given a critiquing sheet in order to provide feedback in 

class. They were finished with their first draft of their fifth assignment, so they had to 

work on their second drafts to be posted on the blogs to be commented on. I decided to 

assign the students’ a partner based on the third name down, or fourth name up, or sixth 

on down or up, etc. from the students’ links posted on my home page, 

www.profjones.motime.com. That way they were responsible for someone else’s paper 

for a particular assignment.  

INSTRUCTIONAL FEEDBACK AND CHANGE (3) 

In addition to the type of feedback they were getting, the majority of the class was 

also disturbed that they were not getting enough feedback. Additionally, they did not 

trust their peers’ feedback and wanted more feedback from outside sources. So, I 
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decided to e-mail all of the instructors in the English department to have their students 

respond to my students’ blogs with critical comments for their fifth assignment. I 

noticed in class that they were constantly checking their blog comments and looking 

forward to new comments, but they were disappointed when they did not see anything 

new. Many students started responding to my students’ blogs and then the excitement 

accelerated among my students.  

 I had made many international contacts at the March 2005 international TESOL 

conference that I hoped would help by providing responses to my students’ blogs. A 

group of Russian educators and program directors were interested in having their student 

teachers and EFL learners respond to my students’ blogs. However, I decided to solicit 

the aid of two friends from Korean universities. Upon their return from the conference, 

they immediately had their classes respond to my students. Once again, my students were 

overjoyed by the amount of comments they were receiving.  

  

MORE CHRONICLES OF TEACHING  

So far, I had tackled several problems that came up – technology problems with 

blogs, writing process issues, and providing feedback concerns. I had solved most 

problems up to this point, except getting the students to comment on each other’s blog 

entries effectively. In order to deal with that problem, I reminded them that they were 

required to comment on others’ entries and that their grade depended on it. I also told 

them that they needed to print out their comments for their assessment portfolios. This 

idea came from reading an article by Jason Ward (2004), “Blog Assisted Language 
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Learning (BALL): Push Button Publishing for the Pupils,” about blogging and L2 writing 

and how he assessed comments from blogs by having the students provide printed copies.  

After my students began printing out their comments, they were able to see and 

evaluate the critical and non-critical comments they received from their readers as well as 

evaluate their own feedback to other students. The non-critical comments were 

expressions of views, opinions, sympathy, and adulations. These non-critical comments 

were basically comments like… “That sounds interesting, I would like to go there,” etc. 

The critical comments that I read were intended to help the writer correct the content and 

grammar, etc. We also discussed the kind of comments they had been getting from the 

Korean universities, which were a mix of critical and non-critical responses. I liked the 

responses the Koreans had provided because they were interested in American culture 

and the culture of my students. It gave my students a different perspective and made them 

aware of their foreign audience. For instance, one student received a comment from a 

Korean student who was confused why she compared Pilipino Lumpia to Chinese eggs 

rolls. Then the student realized that the Korean student did not know that egg rolls were 

common to Americans. So, she added this information to her essay. Another example was 

a student who wrote about Kimonos in her paragraph and a Korean student commented 

that it would be helpful to add a picture so that everyone could see what she was talking 

about.  

Meanwhile, another phenomenon was taking place in the class. A number of 

students learned to add pictures to their blogs because someone in the class figured it out. 

I had previously passed out information on adding pictures, graphics to their blog site, but 
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it was a little complicated. I knew two high tech students would be interested in how to 

add graphics. Nevertheless, to my surprise most of the students in class wanted to know 

how to add pictures, except the students with the lowest technology abilities. The 

students began adding emoticons (happy faces, etc.) pictures, graphics, and even scanned 

photos of family members to express their ideas on their blog entries.  

We were nearing the end of the semester, so the students worked on their first 

essay, which was their seventh and last assignment.  Their topic was on evaluating the 

effects of an invention or innovation. First, we worked on the chapter that dealt with 

essay development and discussed possible topics for their essays. The students had 

already written a paragraph to be expanded to an essay. Then, the class worked on their 

blogs. I reminded them that they needed to comment on someone’s blog entry. The class 

worked on their last essay for edits. As a usual practice, they had to make corrections first 

based on their blog comments before I edited their last drafts. However, because it was so 

close to the final days of the semester, the students slacked off on posting for each other 

and not making as many corrections as they had been previously.  

In addition to my students’ experiences from blogging, I also had an experience 

that was disconcerting and helped me empathize with my students’ reactions. I received 

negative feedback from one of my blog entries. I posted a paragraph about my experience 

in Spain and received some negative comments from two Spanish students in the English 

class. It made me realize and understand how my students must feel when they receive 

negative comments.  
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SUMMARY/ANALYSIS 

As the end of the semester approached, I reflected on my teaching experiences 

using blogs for ESL writing students and the process writing approach. I thought the class 

process of writing, editing, and providing feedback worked out well, even though there 

were a few minor obstacles. These obstacles were connected with technology, peer 

editing, and audience participation. In contrast, there were triumphs that involved 

audience awareness, blog site designing, and positive feelings as a result of receiving 

feedback from outside readers. In spite of the obstacles, I responded to those problems, 

observed the consequences of the decisions I made, reflected on the results of my 

decisions, and then changed accordingly. As a result, I was satisfied with what I set out to 

accomplish, to see if using blogs was a meaningful tool for the writing process approach 

for the ESL students in the high intermediate writing class.  

 
Chapter Summary 

The description of the overall class provided the background for the class’ learning 

experience. The five participants selected for the case studies provided valuable 

information from students’ perspectives. The teacher experiences and cycles of change 

were also valuable from the teacher’s perspective. Furthermore, the studies portray some 

of the potential outcomes and drawbacks associated with teaching writing skills using 

technology tools. The case studies and the teacher’s experiences included an analysis that 

addressed the research questions regarding ESL students’ actions, reactions, and 

experiences as they pertained to using blogs for the writing process approach.  
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CHAPTER 5 

DISCUSSION 

Findings 

After a thorough literature search, I encountered little research on the use of blogs 

for writing. As a consequence, I consulted other research on writing and technology to 

provide the backdrop for my study. I also drew upon some of the sources about the 

potential of blogging for writing from educators, innovators, and researchers as 

supportive evidence for my claims. The findings are discussed in light of the research 

questions in this study which are: (a) What aspects/characteristics of blogging were found 

to be useful for the writing process approach? (b) What were my ESL writing students’ 

perceptions/reactions and experiences using blogs (Weblogs) for writing tasks? and (c) 

What were my own perceptions and experiences using blogs (Weblogs) as a teacher of 

ESL writing? Findings are discussed below regarding the usefulness of blogs for writing 

instruction and my perceptions of using blogs for teaching the writing process approach. 

In addition, themes drawn from the analyzed data related to the second question, the 

students’ use and reactions to the use of blogs, are also discussed.  

ASPECTS/CHARACTERISTICS OF BLOGGING USEFUL FOR THE WRITING PROCESS 
APPROACH  
  

In the implementation of blogs in my high intermediate ESL writing class, I found 

that blogging served as an appropriate vehicle for the writing process approach for my 
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ESL learners. I identified specific aspects of blogging that aided my instructional goals 

such as easy word processing for writing, editing, and revising; tools such as commenting 

as a source for critically thinking through suggestions for editing; public access of blogs 

for a broader audience and reader interaction; a platform to create a discourse community 

and content ownership; and a Web page format for text and visual expression for 

publishing. 

One of the aspects that served the instructional goals for the class was that blogs 

allowed the students to focus on the content of writing and not on creating Web pages. 

Blogging provided easy access for a student to write, edit, revise, and publish papers 

because blogs did not require an HTML editor or any Web page program. The students in 

this study easily mapped their word processing skills to blog writing. Even the few 

students in the class who did not have well-developed word processing skills eventually 

developed better skills that were more beneficial to them in the long run than learning 

HTML codes. This finding is substantiated by Blood’s (2002), Johnston’s (2002), and 

Stauffer’s (2002) claim that blogs differ from Web pages because they do not require 

HTML coding and other Web page programs. They also asserted that students’ attention 

would not be on Web page design and layout if they used Weblogs to publish their work. 

The only problem encountered in this study was that the blog site I used, MO’TIME, 

required an e-mail address for each student so that an e-mail message could be sent to 

verify each individual’s account. Once the students received the message, they could log 

on to their new blog site. Many blog sites have even less complicated methods of use. 
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However, I selected this particular blog site because of specific word processing features 

and, of course, ease of use.  

 Public access and the commenting aspect of blogging supported the writing 

process approach in my class because students provided and received feedback and 

critiques in order to revise their work. The public access made the students in the class 

aware of their audience, which informed their writing decisions. Because of the public 

nature of blogs, the students received feedback from threaded comments not only from 

peers within the classroom, but also the blogs provided a window for comments from 

across other classrooms and other countries. As Lowe and Williams (2004) claimed, 

Weblogs are interactive, readers respond to any given entry with a comment, ongoing 

threaded discussions can take place both within classroom settings, across other 

classrooms, and other learning environments and resources.  However, the feedback for 

the class was somewhat limited because I opted to have the students’ blogs not listed on 

MO’TIME’s host site and directory. The different types and various sources of feedback 

the ESL students received gave the students an opportunity to think and reflect critically 

on their writing and the impact it had on others who read their work. The feedback and 

comments also provided them with suggestions on what corrections, changes, and 

additions to make on their writing assignments. I found that the postings and the blogs 

entries provided models for the students to read, evaluate, and learn from which in turn 

enhanced their critical thinking skills. In addition to critically thinking through responses 

that were provided to make changes on their papers, some of my students also accessed 

other learning environments and resources that enhanced their learning opportunities.  
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However, the experience of blogging was not entirely advantageous; the 

commenting feature did present some problems for the students. Even though blogging 

provided for speedy feedback, sometimes the students were impatient to receive feedback 

when it did not come immediately from other sources. Additionally, the comments came 

in sporadically to the postings, and because the blogs listed new responses as they were 

received, the students had a great deal to read. One last point is when the feedback did 

come and the students received numerous comments, evaluating suggestions for 

corrections, changes, or additions to their papers became difficult and sometimes 

confusing. This caused conflict in the students’ decisions as they made revisions. The 

students had to read current and previous postings, and a few of the students complained 

about rereading their blogs. Such problems as these were not discussed in any of the 

articles on blogging and its potential for writing.  

Despite the problems encountered by students having to read numerous 

comments, blogs did create a discourse community for my students and the audience that 

responded to their work. I created such a community for my students modeled after 

Campbell’s (2003) student-community building interaction model in which I linked all 

the students together on one blog page. In that way, the students were able to read one 

another’s work easily and respond. This is supported by Campbell’s (2003a, 2003b) and 

Nelson and Fernheimer’s (2003) assertion that blogging can be a powerful tool for 

building classroom community. Additionally, the students had ownership of their blogs 

and were, therefore, owners of the content. This is also substantiated by Campbell’s 

(2003b) research on blogging and collaborative learning. I found that most of the students 
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in my class took pride in their blogs and added visual associations to communicate ideas. 

Some of them added links to other Web sites that further promoted their self-expression. 

For all of the students in my class, blogging was an effective source for writing. For some 

of the students, blogging was a viable means for disseminating information through the 

Web.  

ESL WRITING STUDENTS’ PERCEPTIONS/REACTIONS AND EXPERIENCES IN USING 
BLOGS FOR WRITING TASKS  
 

The results of data analysis of the case studies and primary documents on 

students’ perceptions of and reactions to the use of blogs revealed that the major findings 

pertained to two main factors. One factor was clearly related to the students’ thought 

processes and what they did with the newly acquired knowledge. This area of thinking 

pertained to their cognitive and metacognitive skills and became a factor in their 

reactions. The second factor pertained to how the students felt about their experiences. 

This factor pertained to their affective responses and motivation. All of these themes 

influenced the editing, revising, and publishing aspects of the writing process approach.  

Cognitive and Metacognitive Factors 

An analysis of the data revealed that the emerging themes from this study 

pertained to the cognitive and metacognitive skills of prior knowledge, critical thinking, 

learning writing skills from reading and modeling examples, enhanced quality of writing, 

meaningful learning, and purpose.  
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Prior knowledge of technology use helped the students adapt to blogging.  

All of the participants had used Microsoft Word software for prior work and 

educational experiences. They mapped their prior knowledge of using word processors to 

the blogging environment because the “Blogware” had similar word processing features. 

However, two students in the in-depth study, Manette and Nestor, had some difficulties 

based on technology abilities and attitudes. Manette was slow to grasp how to use blogs 

but gained experience with blogging as the semester progressed. Nestor had a negative 

attitude toward technology prior to coming to class that made an impact on his desire to 

use blog tools. This finding can be supported by a qualitative study by Phinney and 

Khouri (1993) who showed that students who had experience with word processing 

focused on content while inexperienced users indicated apprehension about using 

computers. In other words, prior knowledge of word processing skills allowed the 

students to focus on content, and this finding proved to be applicable to blogging. 

Another claim which supports my finding is that blogging is easy to use because one does 

not need to know HTML or other coding in order to use blogs. (Blood, 2002; Johnson, 

2004; Stauffer, 2002).  

 
Blogging facilitated the students’ critical thinking skills. 

The results of the data showed that the nature of blogging promoted critical 

thinking skills as the feedback on the blog entries for writing improvement were 

intellectually challenging. Blogging provided a thread of all the comments received for 

each blog entry, and four of the participants in the study analyzed their feedback and 

determined which ones were useful and which ones were not. However, one of the 
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participants did not read his comments often. The critical comments the students received 

served as a didactic purpose for writing improvement, whereas the non-critical comments 

served to stimulate them to write. After careful consideration of the feedback, the 

students either incorporated or did not incorporate the suggested corrections on their blog 

entries.  

Another aspect of the critical thinking process was related to the students’ 

interaction with readers, and such collaborative participation allowed for scaffolding. 

Four of the participants were guided and helped by their interaction with their audience. 

These four adapted and changed their writing from the responses of their readers. They 

discussed with me the effect the responses had on their views for writing and the changes 

they made in light of their interactions with others. Nestor, to a lesser degree, was also 

affected by his interactions with others and, as a result, made a few changes on his 

writing. However, his learning was limited by the fact that he was considered the expert 

in class by his classmates and thus provided more guidance to them than what he 

received.   

These students engaged in collaborative learning through their interactions with 

others which served as a catalyst for critical thinking. This finding on critical thinking 

and interacting with others is supported by extensive research on learning theory as it 

applies to L1 and L2 writing. Two studies conducted be Guerrero and Villamil (1996; 

2000) on L2 peer revision with particular emphasis on collaboration and scaffolding also 

support this finding. Guerrero and Villamil showed that collaboration on editing and 

revising caused ESL college students to engage actively in the learning process as a 
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reader and a writer and that L2 learners provided reciprocal guidance and support. 

Additionally, they noted the vast array of scaffolding and critical thinking strategies used 

by L2 learners as they worked jointly on revising their written text.  

 

Reading blog feedback and entries provided examples for the students to model and from 

which to learn.  

The participants in the study were instructed to read their classmates’ blogs and 

feedback as examples to follow. Most of the participants’ comments indicated that they 

improved their abilities to provide feedback from reading the examples of others, and the 

blog analysis confirmed that they did improve their abilities to write constructive critical 

comments to help their classmates. However, this was not true for Manette. Although she 

claimed she had improved her ability to write feedback by reading the examples of 

others, as her teacher, I could not see that she had become better at providing critical 

comments to her classmates. Reading blogs entries also proved to be an effective model 

for the participants to follow. They said in their interviews that reading others’ blogs 

helped them see what they needed to write and how to write it. (It is not clear from the 

data if Nestor benefited from reading the blogs of his classmates.) Overall, the blog 

entries and written feedback were sources of examples for the students to model. This 

finding is consistent with research that has established a connection between reading and 

writing. The research shows that reading and writing is an interconnected activity with 

shared cognitive processes that shape each other. Gousseva (1998) pointed out in her 

study that “the act of writing is critical as one learns to write by reading” (p. 1).  
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Blogging affected the students’ quality of writing.  

The quality of writing was manifested in several ways. All of the participants 

clearly stated that they were aware of their audience, and, as a result, wrote with their 

audience in mind. Manette chose to write strictly for her audience’s reading. Nestor 

indicated that his writing was different because he was cognizant of the fact that “eyes” 

were on his papers.  

The feedback the participants received from the various sources as well as the 

different types, critical and non-critical, also affected the quality of their writing. The 

comments from others, especially the sources from other countries, enabled them to 

clarify content and to make changes and corrections. The feedback gave them different 

perspectives that they otherwise would not have thought about. For example, the incident 

in which a student needed to clarify the difference between Chinese egg rolls (a common 

American food) and Philippine Lumpia for the Korean readers’ understanding.  

The participants also enhanced the quality of their writing by adding visual 

representation to their blogs. This helped to clarify concepts for the reader. For instance, 

one reader asked a student in the class to add a picture of a Kimono as an example. Elsa, 

Rahila, and Mei-Li used Web page backgrounds, graphics, pictures, and links in their 

blogs to express their ideas. Manette also selected a Web page design for her blogs. 

However, she stated that writing should not include pictures and graphical portrayals 

because it distracts from the interpretation of reading, and it is not appropriate for college 

students. On the other hand, Nestor did not use visual representation to enhance his 

writing, but he recognized the value of images for conceptual understanding.  
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Visual literacy, visual thinking, and visual learning are concepts related to the 

purpose of constructing meaning (Christopherson, 1997). Multimedia research shows that 

students with visual learning styles can benefit from technology with a multimedia format 

(Smith & Woody, 2000). Additionally, research suggests that visual learning helps 

learners process information in a different mode (Y. Liu & Ginther, 1999; Plass, Chun, 

Mayer, & Leutner, 1998). In other words, adding visual associations to their blogs helped 

the participants express their points of views.  

 

Blogging facilitated meaningful learning for the students.  

 Blogging facilitated meaningful learning for the students because they explored 

other blogs and links to learn more about other countries, cultures, and the people who 

wrote to them. Additionally, Rahila and Mei-Li wanted to create blogs in their own 

languages as a means to communicate and share information with their fellow 

countrymen. Blogging was meaningful for Manette because she wanted to “teach” her 

audience about certain topics and issues. Nestor, on the other hand, did not find blogging 

a meaningful learning experience and used blogging only to expedite course 

requirements.  

 

Blogging gave the students a purpose for writing.  

True to the discussions on genre, writing, and blogging, the participants in this 

study discovered a purpose for using blogs. Elsa and Rahila’s purposes were directly 

aligned with the goals of the class. Mei-Li’s goals were directed by her enthusiasm for 

technology, but she indirectly benefited from the purpose of blogs by using hers to 
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improve her writing skills. Manette’s goals were not related to the goals for the course, 

and she did not benefit from the learning opportunity of feedback, editing, and revising 

through blogging because she wanted her work ready for her audience to read. Nestor, of 

course, had a purpose that was directed by his preference to work on his papers with 

minimal contact from other students.  

 

Affective and Motivation Factors 

The data revealed factors pertinent to how the students felt about their experiences 

and more broadly to their affective responses. The themes that emerged from this study 

were collaborative interaction, motivation, and trust and confidence.  

 
Blogging promoted comfortable interaction for the students. 
 

The data showed that most of the participants in this study preferred blogging 

interaction to face-to-face interaction because it was a more comfortable learning 

environment for them. Mei-Li was very comfortable with the interaction she encountered 

with blogging because she did not like interacting face-to-face with her classmates. She 

indicated that she did not understand the accents and pronunciation of some of her 

classmates when they spoke and read in English, which made her feel that the class 

interaction was a waste of time. Manette was more comfortable with blogging interaction 

because she had some personality conflicts with her classmates that made her feel 

uncomfortable. Nestor was very comfortable with blogging interaction because he did not 

have a favorable view of face-to-face peer-responding sessions. Elsa preferred blog 
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interactions because she disliked the group dynamics of some group members who did 

not respect the feelings of others and spoke with condescending tones. Rahila was the 

only participant who felt comfortable working in groups in any format, whether it was 

face-to-face or blogging, because she believed that the feedback she received from others 

would help her in some way. This finding is substantiated by a body of literature and 

research on CSCL (computer supported collaborative learning), CMC interaction, and 

online courses that has reported that online interaction provides a comfortable learning 

environment for many people who flourish in non face-to-face communication.  

 
Publishing for an authentic audience motivated the students’ writing and interaction. 

 I found that the participants derived a sense of fulfillment from publishing for the 

public, and as such, blogging was a motivating factor for the students in this study. Even 

though the critical comments the students received were valued as important for working 

on writing skills, the non-critical comments evoked feelings of excitement, happiness, 

despair, or resentment. As a result, the comments sometimes motivated the participants to 

write more or offer explanations. Elsa was eager for responses and enjoyed receiving 

non-critical comments to see the audience’s reactions to her writing. As a result, she 

wrote additional comments and information on her blogs. Publishing in blogs motivated 

Manette most of all because she wanted to make an impact on the readers with topics that 

were important for her. Posting made her feel emotionally connected, happy, and eager to 

get audience responses. Mei-Li was motivated by the fact that seeing her work online was 

“cool” and, as a result, she waited with anticipation for comments. Rahila, like the others, 

was very motivated and looked forward to receiving responses to her postings. Nestor’s 
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motivation was spurred by having his paper finished and posted, and not necessarily for 

public viewing. He felt anxious before he posted and very happy when his paper was 

online. However, his motivation was the completion of an assignment, whereas for the 

others, it was the beginning of interacting with the audience. For most students, 

publishing their work proved to be a motivational incentive to write using blogging. It 

especially empowered them because they felt in control of their writing, and as such they 

were “intellectual explorers.” This finding is consistent with Warschauer’s (2000) study 

and Al-Jamhoor’s (2005) doctoral research on writing and technologies for ESL/EFL 

learners. They found that the students were motivated to write more when they had an 

authentic audience and authentic purpose for writing.  

 

Blogging solved some issues of the students’ trust and confidence with editing and 

revising. 

At the core of all the participants’ reactions to writing were the factors of 

“confidence” and “trust.” This was a finding that emanated from the participants’ lack of 

trust or lack of confidence in their classmates because they were ESL students and not 

proficient enough in English. Blogging was found to provide an additional source for a 

variety of feedback from a broader audience, not just their classmates. An additional 

aspect of this finding was the factor of self-confidence and the varying degrees of it that 

influenced their acceptance or rejection of feedback. However, blogging could not solve 

the problem of self-confidence issues that affected their judgment to accept or reject 

feedback.  
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One aspect of trust and confidence pertained to how the participants viewed their 

classmates’ ability to critique their work. The acceptance or rejection of feedback was 

based on the participants’ trust in the reviewer and confidence in their advice, and they 

had the least amount of trust in their own classmates because they were nonnative 

speakers of English just as they were. However, blogging provided the students with a 

broader audience with whom to interact, Americans in an advanced English class and 

students preparing to become English teachers in Korea. The students in this study valued 

the opinions of the outside readers more than their classmates due to their lack of trust in 

their classmates. They believed that they could learn and improve their writing skills 

from those who were more knowledgeable than they were.  

On the other side of the issue, the participants’ degrees of self-confidence affected 

their judgment to accept or reject the comments of others. This is a factor that blogging 

and its ability to reach an outside audience for feedback could not overcome. For 

example, Rahila felt insecure in her knowledge of English, whereas, Mei-Li was very 

secure in her abilities to the point that she felt she was always correct. In fact, she often 

said she did not make changes on her writing because she always thought everyone was 

wrong and she was right. Nestor was an enigma because he did not have confidence in 

his writing skills, but he was the best writer in the class. Several students felt comfortable 

with his suggestions because they recognized his good writing skills. However, he was 

insecure about the advice he was giving to his classmates. Elsa’s confidence wavered in 

that sometimes she was very confident in her abilities and other times she was not. 

However, many students in the class looked up to her for her assistance.  
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MY PERCEPTIONS AND EXPERIENCES USING BLOGS TO TEACH WRITING  

Even though I was a long time practitioner of ESL instruction and used 

technology for teaching and learning, there were some findings that surfaced while 

teaching the high intermediate writing class with blogs to support the writing process 

approach that surprised me. These findings pertained to an awareness of problems related 

to technology use such as getting the students signed up for blogs at the onset of 

instruction. I thought that because of my expertise with technology I could quickly handle 

any problem related to technology use.  

Other findings pertained to academic aspects of the course, for example, an 

awareness of the ESL students’ feelings that related to self-confidence and trust that 

affected students’ judgment on critiques; an awareness of the value of non-critical 

comments for writing improvement; the various purposes the students found for using 

blogs for writing; and a need for sensitivity training in addition to peer-responding 

training. The findings also provided a confirmation for using blogs for my intended 

instructional goals for the writing class.  These included writing for an authentic 

audience, editing suggestions from an audience outside the class, and ESL students 

enjoying the learning experience. Overall, my expectations were justified for using blogs 

as pedagogical tool for the writing process approach.  

 

Limitations of the Study 

This study examined my experience and my students’ experience with the use of 

blogs in a high intermediate ESL writing class at a community college. The study was 
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influenced by the fact that I was the teacher and researcher and used one of my classes. 

For an in-depth study, five participants were selected from a demographic and skills 

matrix which represented the composition of my class of 18 students. Writing and 

technology skills and attitudes were used as the criteria for selection.  

My teaching style, years of experience, and favorable view of technology in 

classroom instruction limit the applicability of this study to other ESL writing classes. 

This study has limitations on generalizability of findings because the context will not be 

the same, but can be transferable to other contexts depending on degree of similarity 

(Lincoln & Guba, 1985). I provided a thick description of the participants, a discussion of 

my experiences, and a description of the context that consisted of the setting so that 

readers who are interested in applying the findings can determine the similarities to their 

own situation. Certain common themes emerged which should have general applicability 

in supporting the use of blogs as an innovative approach to teaching the writing process 

in an ESL writing class.  

Implications for Research  

There are several directions to pursue for future research on using blogs for the 

writing process approach for ESL/EFL. The first area on which to focus additional 

research is the controversy over peer correction, peer editing, and peer responding. In 

theory, L2 writing instruction has followed the tenets of the writing process approach for 

greater learning and understanding opportunities. A long standing paradigm in the 

research on L2 writing has shown that peer responding is a highly effective method for 

teaching L1 and L2 writing students. However, the aspect of peer editing has been 
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problematic for ESL/EFL students because they believe they are similarly lacking in 

knowledge of grammar and vocabulary; and therefore, they have difficulty providing 

effective feedback to their classmates. Several researchers, such as Berg (1999), Dana 

Ferris (2002, 2003), Ilona Leki (1990, 1991), Jun Liu (2002), Jane Stanley (1992), and 

Wei Zhu (1999), have addressed the issues of peer feedback on revising and on peer- 

review training to better prepare students for the eventual task of peer responding used in 

many writing classes. However, in reality, a substantial number of ESL/EFL teachers 

believe that peer editing conducted by ESL/EFL students is not effective because students 

lack trust in their classmates, and instructors lack trust in their students’ abilities to edit 

each other’s writing. I propose that researchers conduct a comparative study to determine 

why some ESL students prefer to use and have more confidence in outside sources 

compared to peer editing conducted by their classmates. Further research is 

recommended to explore the use of blogs for written discourse and language learning. 

Another possible research area could be to compare blogs for writing to using already 

established tools for synchronous (real-time chats) and asynchronous communication (e-

mail, discussion boards, Web courseware).  

Implications for Practice  

Because issues of trust and confidence are a major concern for many writing 

teachers of second/foreign language learners, I suggest that they should consider looking 

beyond the confines of their class and collaborate with other instructors in other 

departments, in my case the English department. In this way, the students would have 

more opportunities to get assistance from native speakers whom they perceive as more 



 
 
 

 252 
 

knowledgeable. This use of blogs opens a window to easy access for participation. In 

addition to coordinating classes on the campus, a teacher could also consider 

collaborating with colleagues at other schools in the area, in other cities, and in other 

states or countries.  

Another source of acquiring contacts for collaborative projects is through 

professional organizations and TESOL affiliates where members have contacts. I made 

connections by attending international conferences, such as TESOL, and asked attendees 

if they could have their students respond to my students’ writing posted on blogs which 

could be easily accessed from my blog site. Additionally, colleges and universities have 

international organizations that have contacts with institutions in other countries. Another 

source of feedback in my case was making connections with professors in universities in 

other countries. Having international collaboration benefited my students in that they 

were given a chance to see their writing from the eyes of people from other countries and 

cultures. It also provided their students different learning opportunities.  

However, not all teachers may have the occasion or finances to attend these 

conferences, so I suggest making contacts by using online world-wide TESOL Affiliate 

directories such as http://www.heinle.com/esl_d/special_features/tesol_affiliates.html and 

http://www.tesol.org/s_tesol/seccss.asp?CID=420&DID=2048. There are a number of 

teachers looking for collaborative projects for K–12, college, and university students. An 

excellent resource for higher education instructors looking for partner classes is the 

Intercultural E-mail Classroom Connections (IECC), and the web site is 

http://ww.iecc.org.  There are also teachers posting online projects and waiting for 
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responses from teachers to have their classes participate. These teachers submit an online 

project for their class by using Web sites such as http://www.gigglepotz.com/online.htm 

or Project iEARN.  

 

Conclusions  

The results of this study seem to be congruent with previous research on 

technology and L2 writing. Blogging was an effective tool for delivery of instruction as 

evidenced in this study by the numerous benefits for its use which outweighed the 

drawbacks. This study showed that educators should be aware of both the advantages and 

disadvantages for the use of blogs as a pedagogical tool for the process writing approach 

for ESL students.  

 
The advantages for the use of blogs are: 

• similarity to word processing 
• text and visual representation (Web page format) 
• easy public access  
• intercultural involvement 
• multiple perspectives for feedback 
• easy format for posting and reading 
• ownership of content 
• discourse community 
• meaningful learning  
• scaffolding and collaboration 
• modeling 
• writing quality improvement 
• audience awareness  
• authentic audience 
• authentic purpose for writing  
• non face-to-face interaction for peer-responding activities 
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The disadvantages for the use of blogs are: 

• problems with technology 
• fears of public opinion 
• fears of exposing writing errors to the public  
• sporadic feedback 
• conflicting feedback 
• one-way contact with responders 
• some purposes for writing not consistent with goals for writing improvement  

These advantages and disadvantages are directly related to the students’ reactions 

to and perceptions of the use of blogs for the writing process approach for ESL students 

in this class. The most pronounced issue associated with the writing process approach 

that blogging appeared to ameliorate was concern with issues of trust and confidence. 

Students preferred the critical to non-critical comments because they felt it was more 

useful to their writing improvement. Their acceptance and rejection of feedback was 

determined more by confidence and trust of peers. The students had more trust and 

confidence in the feedback they received from outside sources. The students had positive 

reactions to and perceptions of the use of blogs because of the benefits they experienced. 

Their motivation was increased by the number and quality of responses they received, 

they cared about their writing and the presentation of their writing for audience view, and 

they felt they improved their writing by reading the examples of their classmates. Some 

of the students became so interested in their audience’s involvement that they wanted to 

meet their responders and/or reply to their messages. Many students also felt that their 

ability to critique each other’s writing improved from reading their classmates’ 

comments. They also felt that their ability to write improved from reading other 

classmates’ blog entries and the feedback they received.  
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Equally, their negative perceptions and reactions were tied to the disadvantages 

presented. The students feared public opinion and public criticism of their writing skills. 

The overload of comments kept the students reading a great deal, something they saw as 

time consuming and cognitively taxing. The multiple-voiced feedback caused them to get 

confused as to which suggestions to accept or reject.  

The purpose of this study was to examine the use of blogs for the process writing 

approach with ESL students. Overall, it proved to be significant because it provided 

evidence of the usefulness of this technology tool for writing instruction. The results of 

the study indicated that the majority of the students had positive reactions and 

experiences during the semester, and several voiced their interest in continuing to use 

blogs after the end of the semester.  

Teachers and researchers are at the stage of using technology “pedagogically and 

effectively” in the classroom and are, therefore, encouraged to use blogs for writing 

instruction. The challenge for all teachers and researchers concerned with L2 writing and 

technology is to gain insight from this study and to venture into uncharted 

methodological and pedagogical territory with blogs and any new technology that might 

prove beneficial for L2 learners.  
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EPILOGUE 

 
Blog Entry January 27, 2006 
Today is my birthday, and we are into the third week of the 
semester. I am teaching the high intermediate ESL writing 
class that I taught a year ago for the research project. I am 
using blogs as it is now a part of my classroom practice. 
However, this time I have learned many lessons and had 
many revelations. I am prepared to encounter any 
problems that the students might have with the technology 
tool for blogs I selected. Again, I am using MO’TIME 
because it is still better than the others I have evaluated. 
Many of the blog sites have improved over the past two 
years since I first started investigating them. Even 
MO’TIME has added more convenient features. I think the 
Webmaster who lives in Italy read my emails and was 
receptive to my request.  
 
The students in this class come from Russia, Bulgaria, 
Mexico, Columbia, Peru, Japan, and Libya. They all have a 
good background with using Microsoft Word, so the 
transition to blogging was not that difficult. They all seem 
to have a good attitude about using the computers for their 
writing assignments, so when I told the students they were 
going to use blogs to post their papers, they were puzzled 
but curious. Some of the young students knew what blogs 
were because they had been using a portal called 
Myspace.com that is somewhat similar. Myspace.com is the 
current communication tool for teenagers and young 
adults. The rest of the students seemed excited, and I felt 
more confident this time around.  
 
Blog Entry February 2, 2006 
The students have created their blogs, and this time I knew 
what to expect. All the students had e-mail accounts, and I 
knew that they had to wait for a verification e-mail from the 
blog site. As soon as they got them a few minutes later, they 
were selecting their backgrounds for their Web page and 
exploring the tabs on the site for editing and writing and 
posting and adding pictures and music and movies. A few 
of the students had asked me right away if they could just 
journal on their sites, but I told them that the blogs were 
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specifically to post their writing assignments, but they 
could create more blogs for their friends to comment on.  
 
Blog Entry February 7, 2004 
The students posted their first assignment after they peer-
edited. Now they are waiting to get comments for other 
classes. I had arranged to collaborate with three advanced 
English courses, a university in Russia with an English 
teacher training program, and with a class at a Korean 
university of English teachers in training as well. I met the 
Russian colleagues at a TESOL conference, and they 
wanted to collaborate on projects with our TexTESOL 
affiliate. The Korean colleagues are the same ones that I 
met for the last blogging project.  
 
Blog Entry February 16, 2004 
The students are excited about getting feedback from so 
many sources. They have made a number of corrections 
from their comments and submitted their third draft to me. 
I, of course, have the last edit, but, at least, I don’t have as 
much to edit on their papers as I used to. Their blogs 
entries are refined, and I am proud of what they have done.  
 
Because of my partnerships with colleagues at these 
universities and even on my own campus, I have now been 
invited to present my experiences about the successes and 
pitfalls of blogging for process writing pedagogy. But, all I 
can say is “It’s all good.” (Ruben Studdard, American Idol 
Winner, 2003).  
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APPENDICES 

Appendix A: High Intermediate Writing 5 Course Objectives 

 
ESOL 0353 - Writing Level 5 (High Intermediate)  

 
Course Description: Students develop the ability to write basic, structured academic 

essays with an emphasis on accuracy and cohesiveness and 
execute other academic writing tasks. 

 
3 credits 
 
Prerequisite: ESOL 0343 or equivalent proficiency  
 
Course Competencies: 
 
Competency 1: The student will recognize and produce the types of 
 academic/expository paragraphs and essays that a writing 
 task requires. 
 
Competency 2: The student will plan and develop paragraphs and essays 
 (5 paragraphs) using a variety of sentence structures and 
 vocabulary appropriate to the level. The paragraphs and 
 essays will be written with clarity, coherence, substance 
 and Standard English. 
 
Competency 3: The student will proofread and edit grammar and  
 sentence structure appropriate to the level. 

 
Competency 4: The student will use reference tools to edit writing. 
 
Competency 5: The student will continue refine computer word 
 processing skills, internet use, and software use. 
 
Competency 6: The student will execute other academic writing tasks 
 including: simple essay responses to test questions, written 
 responses to reading selections, summaries, written records 
 of observations and experiences, and e-mail. 
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Appendix B: High Intermediate Writing 5 Syllabus 

 
ESOL 0353       Professor: Sharla J. ones 
High Intermediate Writing 5   Office:   
       Telephone:    
        Office Hours:  
 
REQUIRED TEXT: Developing Composition Skills 2nd Ed, Ruetten 
Additional material: 3-hole folder & 3.5” disk - formatted IBM or USB flash 
drive 
 
The following are course outcomes: 

 The student will recognize and produce the types of academic/expository 
paragraphs and essays that a writing task requires.  

 The student will plan and develop paragraphs and essays (5 paragraphs) 
using a variety of sentence structures and vocabulary appropriate to the 
level.  

 The paragraphs and essays will be written with clarity, coherence, 
substance and Standard English.  

 The student will proofread and edit grammar and sentence structure 
appropriate to the level. 

 The student will use reference tools to edit writing.  
 The student will continue development of computer word processing skills.  
 The student will execute other academic writing tasks including: simple 

essay responses to test questions, written responses to reading selections, 
summaries, written records of observations and experiences, internet tools, 
and e-mail. 

 
 
After successful completion of the course, you will be able to:  
Write a narrative, descriptive, analytical (reasons and processes), 
comparison/contrast, and classification paragraph;  
Learn the parts of an essay; 
Write an essay with a thesis statement; 
Discuss opinions on world matters. 
 
COLLABORATIVE LEARNING: Much of your activity in this course will involve 
sharing and responding to each other’s ideas and texts. In order to build a class 
community, it is important for you to see writing as interaction with a particular 
audience, not only your peers in this class, but a wider audience as well.  
 
COMPUTER ENVIRONMENT: You will be using a word processor, Microsoft Word, 
and an Internet tool, a Weblog (blog) for writing and communicating.  
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METHODS OF EVALUATION:  
Blog Assignments (posting & commenting)  50% 
Computer Assignments     20% 
Writing assignments (portfolio)    20% 
Attendance/Participation     10%  
 
 
GRADING SCALE: Your final grade is based on your average scores. 
90% - 100% = A  80% - 89% = B 70% - 79% = C 60% - 69% = D 
0% - 59% = F (D and F are NOT passing grades) 
Make up policy: You will NOT be allowed to make up missed tests or turn in 
assignments late. If you have an emergency, notify the instructor as soon as 
possible. 
 
IP grades (credit students) or NC grades (noncredit students): 
If you are progressing through the course but still have not mastered or attained 
the required skills to go on the next level course, or you can’t continue for an 
unavoidable reason, you will receive an "IP" which means In-Progress or “NC”! This 
will require you to retake the course and pass it satisfactorily with a "C" or better to 
go on to other courses. 
 
CHANGES to course schedule: 
The instructor reserves the right to make any type of changes or alterations to the 
schedule for the purpose of enhancing or enriching the academic function of the 
course. This may include additional assignments or any additions and/or deletions 
to the information contained in this syllabus or the content of the course, at any 
time throughout the semester. This may be necessary, at times, for the overall 
betterment of the course and the enrichment of the learning experience for each 
student.  
 

College Policy – The Value of Integrity: 

This college seeks to produce graduates who not only have an academic mastery 
of their subject, but also treasure lifelong learning, diversity, and personal and 
social responsibility. We believe true learning and personal growth is possible only 
in an environment where everyone shares common values. One of our values is 
integrity, which we define as honesty, trust, respect, and fairness. Our values 
facilitate intellectual inquiry, the open exchange of ideas and collaboration, all 
necessary for individual learning and social progress. We expect faculty, staff, and 
students to exemplify all our values. We embrace our values not out of fear of 
consequences, but out of a sense of commitment to families, peers, neighbors, our 
community and ourselves. Cheating on assignments, plagiarizing the work of 
others without proper citation, and collusion through unauthorized collaboration 
are not part of integrity. Penalties for academic dishonesty are serious and range 
from failing to expulsion. Please go to  
http://www.accd.edu/nvc/areas/acadinteg/default.htm  
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and read the complete set of new policies and procedures regarding academic 
integrity. Please note that these replace the policies and procedures on pages 14 
and 15 of the "Student Handbook in the college bulletin. 
 
ADA: 
Disability Statement: As per section 504 of the Vocational Rehabilitation Act of 
1973 and the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) of 1990, if a student needs an 
accommodation, contact Sharon Dresser at 348-2020. 

It is important that, right from the start, you make this class and your education a 
priority and a goal for completion!!  
 

Course Expectations: 

Writing Assignment 
 
Why use a Blog? “Blog” is short for Weblog, an online journal. When you create a 
blog, you write journal entries and publish them on the Web. A blog is a great way 
to think in writing, practice writing skills, interact with an audience, have a 
purpose for writing, and be proud of your accomplishments.  
 
Response blogs, reading responses, and dialogue: Each of you in the class will 
maintain a blog as your online journal to write about your thoughts and ideas on 
assigned topics, to respond to readings and class discussions, and to write draft 
your academic paragraphs. Your classmates, another class, and your friends (in 
other countries, if possible), and I will be giving feedback on your posts and add 
comments after entries. You will be asked to visit and comment on a certain 
number of your classmates’ blogs per week. You will use the discussions, readings, 
and comments/contributions from the blogs to edit your paragraphs/essays. 
 
Requirements 

1. You need to write at least one blog entry a week on assigned topics.  
2. Respond at least once to your classmates’ blogs a week. (You will be in 

groups of three or four.) There will be a Web site listing everyone’s blog URL 
(Web site address). 

3. You will be using the readings, blog entries, comments, suggestions, and 
contributions for your paragraphs/essay.  

4. I will evaluate your blogs based on –  
• the quality of feedback/contributions you make to your 

classmates.  
• the improvement you make on your paragraphs/essay based on 

the feedback you receive.  
 
 
The Guidelines 

1. You need to remember this is a public document. You must remember that 
others will read and respond to the opinions you post on your blogs. 

2. Keep up your blog.  
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Papers: Students are required to write a total of eight papers (seven paragraphs 
and one essay). Students will submit each paper to the instructor on the day 
assigned. All papers must be typed and double-spaced.  

 

Portfolios: Your portfolios, which are due at the end of the course, will have your 
paragraphs/essay based on the topics discussed in your blog, and other required 
materials. You will also keep all your drafts in the portfolio.  

 

 

The emphasis in this class in on   
The more YOU WRITE, the easier WRITING becomes!!  
 
 
 
 

 
 
WEEK    ASSIGNMENTS 

 
1 
 
 

Chapter 1: Introduction to Paragraph Writing 
• Review of structured paragraph, paragraph writing, and peer-

review practice. 
• Keeping a journal 

 
Introduction to blogs (Weblogs)  

• Look at examples of blogs online such as 
http://www.schoolblogs.com/listTheSchoolBlogs 

• http://home.tabulas.com/ 
•  http://free-esl-blogs.com/ 
• http://beeonline.blogspot.com/ 
• http://anvil.gsu.edu/EV/stories/storyReader$24 

 
 

 
2 
 
 

Signing up for a blog (handout) 
• Create your own blog and post first entry about yourself and p. 26.  
• Give the URL to your instructor. 

 
Chapter 2: Narrating – topic: A memorable event 

• Journal writing (blogging) p. 29 
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• Practice writing exercises (group work) 
• Reading and research (homework) 
• Blogging 
• Write a narrative paragraph (due Monday) 
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Chapter 3: Describing – topic: Important Places in your life 
• Journal writing (blogging) p. 52 
• Practice writing exercises (group work) 
• Reading and research (homework) 
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• Blogging 
• Write a descriptive paragraph (due Monday) 

 
Chapter 4: Analyzing reasons (causes) – topic: People and their behavior 

• Journal writing (blogging) p. 71 
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• Practice writing exercises (group work) 
• Reading and research (homework) 
• Blogging 
• Write an analyzing reasons (causes) Paragraph (due Monday) 
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Chapter 5: Analyzing Process – topic: Living with computers 
• Journal writing (blogging) p. 98 
• Practice writing exercises (group work) 
• Reading and research (homework) 
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• Blogging 
• Write an analyzing processes paragraph (due Monday) 
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Chapter 6: Comparing and contrasting – topic: Education 
• Journal writing (blogging) p. 118 
• Reading and research (homework) 
• Practice writing exercises (group work) 
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• Blogging 
• Write a comparison/contrast paragraph 

 
Chapter 7: Classifying – topic: The Media 

• Journal writing (blogging) p. 144 
• Practice writing exercises (group work) 
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• Reading and research (homework) 
• Blogging 
• Writing classification paragraph (due Monday) 
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Introduction to essays 
Chapter 8: Evaluating Effects 

• Journal writing (blogging) p. 171 
• The parts of an essay p. 181  

 
 

13 • Practice writing exercises (group work) 
• Reading and research (homework) 
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• Blogging  
• Write an essay (due Monday) 
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• Catch up on assignments 
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Assessment Week 
 **Turn-in portfolios with all completed 
assignments 
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Appendix C: ESL Writing 5 Student Survey 
 
 

Purpose for studying 
English 

 

       Credit (degree seeking)  Non credit (practicing 
English skills) 

Nationality  
(country of origin) 

 
Fill in: ______________________ 

 
Age range 

 

 
  1 9 – 25           26 – 35         36 – 45         46 – 55            over 55 

Educational 
Experience 

 

Secondary/High school/GED 
College: area of study _____________________ 
Post college: area of study __________________ 

 
 

Technology Ability 

 Novice: little experience or no experience with computers  
 Some experience: word processing typing and using the 
Internet to search, and e-mail  
Expert: word processing, word processing special tasks 
(bullets, boxes, clip art, etc) Internet skills – researching, 
comparing products, shopping online, etc.  

 
 
 
 

Writing Ability 
 

 
After several drafts of writing, I would consider myself:  

Fairly Good: I can write, but with many problems in 
grammar, spelling, and punctuation. 

 
Good: I can write, but with a few problems in grammar, 
spelling, and punctuation. 
 
Very Good: I can write, but with minimum problems in 
grammar, spelling and punctuation. 

 
 
 
 
 

English Language 
Proficiency 

As an intermediate student, I can express myself speaking and in 
writing: 

Fairly Good: I can discuss my writing and my views with 
others, but with some difficulty. 

 
Good: I can discuss my writing and my views with others 
with clarity most of the time. 

 
Very Good: I can discuss my writing and my views with 
others with clarity.  

 
Name: __________________________ (Information will be confidential and will not 
affect your grade)  
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Appendix D: Questions for Interviews 

 
Interview: 1 

1. Tell me about your language learning experiences.  
- When was the first time you started learning the English? 
- What are your formal and informal experiences in learning the English?  
- What is your purpose/goal for studying the English? 

 
2. Tell me about your writing experiences. 

- How do you feel about writing in your language and in English? 
- What kind of writing did you do? 
- did you keep a writing journal? 
- did you write in groups? 

 
3. Tell me about your previous experiences in using technology in a language classroom. 

- Have you ever used word processors, software programs, e-mail, chat 
rooms, and Internet? What have you used them for? 

- Have you used Weblogs (blogs) before this class, if so, for what purpose 
and how much? 

 
4. Tell me about your thoughts and feelings about using technology in your language 

classes? 
- How do you feel about writing using word processing? 
- What do you think about the way technology is used in teaching? 
- Do you like to use technology in your class to learn how to write? Why 

or why not? 
 

5. Tell me your experiences about working with others in a group. 
- Do you like working in groups? If not why not? If yes, why? 
- Have you ever worked in groups to write ideas or a paper? If yes, how 

and when? 
- Do you feel comfortable reading other students’ writing? If no, why not? 
- Have you ever offered advice to another student on their paper? What 

kind of advice? 
- Do you like to get the opinion of others on your papers, if not then why 

not? If you do, then why do you? 
- Do you value the opinions of your classmates? Why or why not? 
- Do you value the opinions of your teacher? Why or why not? 
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Interview: 2 

1.  Peer Reviews – So far, we have done three types of peer reviewing: (face-to-face) FTF oral 
critiques, FTF small group written critiques, CMC (Weblog) commenting.  
• Of the three types of peer reviews we have done, which do you prefer and why? What 

do you think is more useful? 
• What do you like or not like about the peer-review process?  
• How would you describe your comfort level for each type? What made you feel….? 

 
2.  Editing – The class writing process has focused on three steps: Step 1 – FTF small groups, 

Step 2 – posting paragraphs to your blog, Step 3 – teacher edit. Has the editing process 
helped you improve your writing? How? 

 
3. Blogging – What do you think about using blogs as a teaching tool for writing? Do you 

think teachers should use blogs when they teach writing? (Good Idea? Bad Idea?) Do you 
like using blogs for learning how to improve your writing skills? Why or why not?  

 
4. Blogging – As a technology tool, has using the blogs become easier or harder for you during 

the semester? How is it easier? Why is it hard for you? 
 

- If blogging is still hard for you, what do you suggest would have made 
blogging easier for you?  

 
• Do you think using blogs has helped you with your writing? If so, why, or if not, why 

not?  
• Have you tried any of the technical aspects of blogging, like adding pictures, links to 

some Web sites, emoticons (happy faces, etc.) to express your ideas? If so, why? If not, 
why not? 

 
Yes answer 

- If you have used any of the technical features to help express your ideas, 
what have you used?  

No answer 
- If you haven’t used any of the features, why haven’t you use them? 

 
• Writing classes usually require that students use a word processor for their writing 

classes? If you use a word processor, how is blogging similar to using a word 
processor? How is it not similar?  

 
 

5. Assignments – We have had several types of writing assignments and topics, such as 
narratives, descriptive, process, comparison, contrast, etc. You had to write and rewrite your 
paragraph as well as read, review, and edit other classmates’ papers and blog entries.  

 
• Do you think you have improved your ability to write from the comments you 

get from other people?  
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• Do you think you have improved your ability to comment from reading 
comments form other people? Why and How? If not, why not? 

•  
• Do you think you have improved your ability to comment from writing 

comments form other people? Why and How? If not, why not? 
6.  Attitudes –  

• What do you feel before you post your blog entry? 
• How do you feel when you post your paper? 
• How do you feel when you receive comments? 
• How would you describe your confidence using blogs? 

 
 

Interview: 3  

Writing –  

1. Given what you have said about your previous class writing experiences (product 
and process writing), and your experience in this class,  

- How will you continue to revise your writing in the future?  
- Would you continue to use peers to review your writing, to comment, to 

edit and to revise? Yes, why, no, why not?  
- Tell me what you would suggest to other students who have to write 

papers?  
 

 
Group work (Collaborative learning) –  

1. Given what you have said about your previous experience working in groups, and 
your experience in this class with writing –  

- Would you continue to collaborate (work) with other students on writing 
assignments for peer reviews and critiques? Yes, why, no, why not? 

- How will you respond to other students who might ask about working in 
groups for writing activities, such as peer reviews and critiques?  

 

Technology – 

1. Given what you have said about your previous experience with using technology 
for writing, and since we have used technology is this writing class,  

- How will you use technology for writing in your future classes?  
- How will you use technology to work with others to review your writing?  
- Would you recommend using technology for writing tasks to others? Yes, 

why, no, why not?  
- Would you take other classes using technology for writing? Yes, why, no, 

why not?  
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Blogging –  

- Given what you have said about your experience in this class with blogging 
and writing,  

- What does blogging mean for you in the writing process?  
- How do you perceive the impact of blogging for writing and especially for 

ESL writing? 
- Would you continue to use your blog site after the semester? If yes, how will 

you use blogs in the future, for what purpose(s)? 
- Would you continue to use blogs to write so that you can communicate with 

and write for other people outside the class? Yes, why, no, why not?  
- How useful do you think blogs are for you in other writing classes or for any 

class that requires papers and/or communication?  
- How useful do you think blogs are for other writing classes or for any class 

that requires papers and/or communication?  
 
- What do you think about using blogs for other classes for peer reviews, 

commenting on each others’ papers, editing, and revising? Yes, why, no, why 
not? Would you recommend using blogs for other classes to receive feedback 
from an outside audience, not your classmates? Yes, why, no, why not? 

 
 

If you could sum up your experience in this class, what would you say? Writing, 
technology, blogging, etc.  
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Appendix E: End of Semester Survey 

 
 1 – Poor 2 – Fair 3 – Good  4 – Very Good 5 – Excellent  
How useful was the 3-step editing process?  
(Step 1:group reviews, Step 2: blog editing, 
Step 3: teacher edit)  

     

 
How was your experience working in groups 
to review your writing?  

     

 
How do you feel about reading and 
commenting on your classmates’ papers in 
face-to-face small groups? 

     

 
How do you feel about reading and 
commenting on your classmates’ papers on 
blogs? 

     

 
How useful were the comments in helping 
you make changes on your papers in small 
groups?  

     

 
How useful were the comments in helping 
you make changes on your papers from the 
blogs?  

     

 
How would you rate the Weblog (blog) 
writing assignments? 

     

 
How do you feel about your writing 
improvement? 

     

 
How do you feel about your technology 
ability at the end of the semester? 

     

 
How do you feel about your writing ability 
at the end of the semester? 

     

 
How do you feel about your ability to 
comment on classmates’ papers at the end of 
the semester? 
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Was there any moment you felt embarrassed with a partner or in a group 
doing reviews and editing?   

 
YES  

 
NO 

 
Would you take another writing course using blogs?  

 
YES  

 
NO 

 
Would you recommend this writing course with the use of blogs to other 
students? 

 
YES  

 
NO 

 
Do you think that Weblogs can help you improve your English? 

 
YES  

 
NO 

Do you think blogging can help other readers?  
YES  

 
NO 

Do you think blogging can help other writers?  
 

 
YES  

 
NO 

 
YES  

 
NO 

Have you told any of your friends and family about your Weblog (blog) 
site? 
 
- If YES, did any of them write comments? 
  

 
YES  

 
NO 

 
Will you continue to use your Weblog (blog) after the writing class? 
 

 
YES  

 
NO 

 
 
How did you feel when you received any negative and/or critical comments from your peers?  
 
______________________________________________________________________________ 
 
______________________________________________________________________________ 
 
 
If you could recommend three things about using blogs, what would you suggest? 

1. ____________________________________ 

2. ____________________________________ 

3. ____________________________________ 

 
What do you think would have helped you more with writing?  
 
___________________________________________________________________ 
 
 
What is the most memorable thing you read on other students’ blogs? 
 
__________________________________________________________________ 
 
__________________________________________________________________ 
 
How do you think blogging has affected your reading, writing, and confidence in writing? 
 
_________________________________________________________________ 
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Appendix F: Analysis of Critical and Non-Critical Comments for 
Students in the Class 

 
Analysis of each student’s blog comments by critical and non-critical comments 

and sources and their reactions to their experience in the class. The students are listed by 

their countries and initials are used instead of names.  

Table F.1 – F.13: Critical and Non-Critical Comments by Respondents 
 

Table F.1 
Cambodia: V 

  Critical 
Non-

critical Total  
AEC 4 8 12
KETC 21 14 35
ESL 11 11 22
Other 2 0 2
Total 38 33 71
   

 

Table F.2 
China: J 

  Critical 
Non-

critical Total  
AEC 3 1 4
KETC 11 25 36
ESL 13 4 17
Other 0 0 0
Total 27 30 57

 

Table F.3 
Colombia: G 

  Critical 
Non-

critical Total  
AEC 2 5 7
KETC 20 9 29
ESL 19 8 27
Other 2 0 2
Total 43 22 65

 

Table F.4 
Colombia: S 

  Critical 
Non-

critical Total  
AEC 5 12 17
KETC 7 9 16
ESL 11 8 19
Other 0 1 1
 Total 23 30 53

 

Table F.5 
Korea: K 

  Critical 
Non-

critical Total  
AEC 1 2 3
KETC 12 29 41
ESL 9 1 10
Other 0 0 0
Total 22 32 54

 

Table F.6 
Mexico: E 

  Critical 
Non-

critical Total  
AEC 0 1 1
KETC 15 7 22
ESL 11 4 15
Other 1 1 2
Total 27 13 40
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Table F.7 
Mexico: G 

  Critical 
Non-

critical Total  
AEC 3 5 8
KETC 2 2 4
ESL 15 6 21
Other 0 0 0

 
Table F.8 
Mexico: I 

  Critical 
Non-

critical Total  
AEC 1 3 4
KETC 12 6 18
ESL 7 5 12
Other 0 0 0 

Table F.9 
Mexico: L 

  Critical 
Non-

critical Total  
AEC 3 4 7
KETC 10 7 17
ESL 14 5 19
Other 1 1 2
Total 28 17 45

 

Table F.10 
Mexico: N 

  Critical 
Non-

critical Total  
AEC 1 5 6
KETC 6 14 20
ESL 13 2 15
Other 1 0 1
Total 21 21 42
   

Table F.11 
Mexico: R 

  Critical 
Non-

critical Total  
AEC 7 12 19
KETC 4 2 6
ESL 9 4 13
Other 0 1 1
Total 20 19 39
   

 

Table F.12 
Panama: M 

  Critical 
Non-

critical Total  
AEC 5 17 22
KETC 10 23 33
ESL 4 4 8
Other 1 0 1
Total 20 44 64

 
 
 
 

Table F.13 
The Philippines: J 

  Critical 
Non-

critical Total  
AEC 2 3 5
KETC 15 15 30
ESL 4 4 8
Other 3 2 5
Total 24 24 48
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The students writing assignments were examined in regards to the comments they 

received and whether or not they incorporated the feedback to make corrections on their 

writing assignments. Additionally, a closer perusal shows how these students responded 

to those comments and their use of blogs.  

The first student discussed is Cambodia: V (Table F.1) who received a number of 

non-critical comments from her classmates on many of her assignments because of her 

experiences in Cambodia with guerilla fighters and terrorism in her village. She received 

a lot of support, sympathy, and understanding for her plights in Cambodia and her 

accomplishments to date. V. received most critical comments from the AEC and KETC 

around the third writing assignment. She received most of the critical feedback from her 

classmates around the fifth assignment. What is most interesting, she wrote responses to 

her audience twice (one to KETC and one to AEC) in hopes that they would read her 

comments and know that their feedback was appreciated and that she recognized her 

mistakes because of their feedback. V. received 38 critical comments and 33 non-critical. 

Of those 38 critical comments, she made 28 corrections on her assignments based on 

clear directions, and she did not make 4 changes based on the suggestions she received. 

She also received 1 wrong advice. The rest were not important for making changes 

because those comments were either affirmation statements, such as, “clear 

organization,” “good focused topic and controlling ideas,” “good use of transition 

words,” “writing is good,” etc.” Or, comments that were vague and not specific, such as, 

“watch verb tenses,” “check spelling,” etc. V. also made use of the blog features by 

adding her own personal information in the “About Me” section for authors, choosing 



 
 
 

 275 
 

different font styles and colors, and choosing a colorful background which showed her 

interest and felt ownership of her blog. It also shows that she recognized the autonomy 

she had over her writing and presentation of her ideas.  

China: J (Table F.2) received a lot of critical feedback at the beginning because he 

posted his assignments late, weeks into the semester. By that time, the students had 

learned how to critically critique their peers’ writing. Also odd was the fact he received 

mostly non-critical feedback from the third assignments until the seventh. J. received 27 

critical and 30 non-critical comments on his assignments. He made 10 corrections on his 

writing assignments and did not make changes based on 3 suggestions. He also received 

1 wrong advice, so he did not make that change. The others were either affirming good 

aspects of his writing or were vague and unspecific, so he could not make changes. J. also 

made use of the technological aspects of his blog by adding information on himself in the 

“About Me” section for authors and using font styles, and selecting a colorful 

background. This showed that he was also interest and felt ownership of his blog.  

Colombia: G (Table F.3) always received a lot of comments from the beginning 

until the end. G. received 43 critical comments and 22 non-critical comments. She made 

2 corrections and rejected 12 suggestions on her writing assignments. Six of the critical 

comments were unspecific as to what was wrong. Another 20 critical comments offered 

no suggestions for changes because they were just acknowledgements of her correct use 

of syntax, organization, focused topics, controlling ideas, topic sentences, thesis 

statements, etc. G. also made use some technological aspects of her blog by adding 
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information on herself in the “About Me” section for authors and using font styles, and 

selecting a colorful background.  

 Colombia: S (Table F.4) received mostly non-critical comments on the first two 

assignments. By the third assignments, the trend changed to all critical comments. One 

such critical comment was very instructive. A KETC student commented that she should 

provide a picture of a kimono since her topic was on “How to wear a Kimono.” This 

person thought that the student’s audience would be able to visualize her instructions if 

she showed how it looks so that the audience would better understand the process. S. 

understood and added a picture of a kimono. She received 23 critical comments and 30 

non-critical comments. From the critical comments, she made 16 changes on her writing 

assignments and did not change anything from 3 suggestions. Two comments were 

contradictive of each other as to whether to describe or not to describe something, so she 

did not add more description to the paragraph. Two comments were not important for 

changes because they provided affirmation of the good aspects of her writing, such as 

“the body of your paragraph is well organized,” “the conclusion supports the paragraph,” 

“interesting and clear topic,” etc. S. did not take advantage of some blog features, for 

example, adding information about herself in the “About Me” section for authors, but she 

used some features such as font styles and selected a colorful background which showed 

that she recognized the autonomy she had over her writing and presentation of her ideas.  

Korea: K (Table F.5) received a lot of non-critical comments from Korea. Mostly, 

because K. was their compatriot, the KETC students wanted to know about K’s 

experiences in the United States. One of K’s topics was a “hot” topic for the Koreans. He 
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wrote about the “Differences between Wal-Mart and Korean Markets.” The KETC 

students were angry and upset about his unfavorable contrasts of Korean markets, so they 

provided a lot of non-critical comments. K. received 22 critical comments and 32 non-

critical comments. K. received fewer critical and non-critical comments toward the end of 

the semester because he was absent a lot and posted late. He did not make any corrections 

on his writing assignments based on the critical feedback. He received 3 compliments on 

his writing and 3 were not specific for him to make changes. K. did not take advantage of 

some blog features, for example, adding information about himself in the “About Me” 

section for authors, but he used some features such as font styles and selected a colorful 

background.  

Mexico: E (Table F.6) received mostly critical comments, and the most critical 

comments were from ESL students on his topic, “Treatment of Pets.” E. received 27 

critical comments and 13 non-critical comments. From the critical comments he received, 

he made 9 corrections, and he did not make changes based 11 suggestions. Six of the 

comments were acknowledgements of his good writing and 1 comment was not clear as 

to what he was supposed to correct. E. did not take advantage of some blog features, for 

example, adding information about himself in the “About Me” section for authors, but he 

used some features such as font styles and colors as well as selected a colorful 

background.  

Mexico: G (Table F.7) received more critical comments by the third assignment 

as opposed to the first two. She received an extensive critical critique, point by point, 

from an AEC student on her seventh assignment. She received 20 critical comments and 
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13 non-critical comments. She made 7 corrections based on critical comments but did not 

comply with 10 suggestions offered for corrections. One of the recommendations she did 

not change was incorrect, and 1 recommendation was unclear. There were 2 suggestions 

that affirmed good aspects of her writing. G. did not take advantage of some blog features 

to personalize her blog site, for example, adding information about herself in the “About 

Me” section for authors, but she used some features such as font styles and colors as well 

as selected a colorful background.  

Mexico: I (Table F.8) received mostly critical feedback on her fourth through 

seventh assignments, and on some assignments, she only received critical comments. In 

fact, KETC provided lengthy detailed critiques on some of her writing. She received 20 

critical comments and 14 non-critical comments. Of the 20 critical comments, she made 2 

corrections on her writing assignments and one of her changes was incorrect based on 

wrong advice. She did not make corrections based on 7 recommendations of which 2 

were wrong, so she was right not to make those corrections. Two of the suggestions were 

unclear as to what needed to be corrected. Lastly, 7 of the suggestions were not important 

for changes because they were acknowledgements of the good aspects of her writing. I. 

also made use of some of the technological aspects of her blog by adding information on 

herself in the “About Me” section for authors as well as using font styles and colors and 

selecting a colorful background.  

Mexico: L (Table F.9) started out receiving more critical comments and that was 

consistent for all of her assignments. L. received 28 critical comments and 17 non-critical 

comments. Most of her critical comments were not important for changes as they were 
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acknowledgements of her good writing. She made 6 corrections based on feedback of her 

writing, and 4 comments were suggestions that she did not change. Two of those 

suggestions that she did not change were not correct anyway. L. also personalized her 

blog site and used some of the technological aspects of her blog by adding information on 

herself in the “About Me” section for authors as well as using font styles and colors and 

selecting a colorful background.  

Mexico: N (Table F.10) used many pictures to express her ideas in all of her 

assignments. She had an increase in critical feedback by the third assignment. She 

received a very long commentary by a KETC student for her comparison and contrast 

assignment. N. received an even number of critical and non-critical comments, 21 and 21. 

She made 9 corrections from the critical comments, and she did not make changes based 

on 7 suggestions. She received 2 contradictory comments on her transitions words, so she 

did not change anything because she was correct, and there was 1 wrong suggestion. The 

rest of the comments were not important for changes since they were acknowledging that 

she wrote particular aspects well. N. also made use of some of the technological aspects 

of her blog by adding information on herself in the “About Me” section for authors as 

well as using font styles and colors and selecting a colorful background. 

Mexico: R (Table F.11) received a detailed critical comment on one of his 

assignments by a KETC student. He had an increase in critical feedback by the second 

assignment. He received very few comments because he did not complete the 

assignments required for the semester. R. received 20 critical comments and 19 non-

critical comments. Of the critical comments he received, 2 were corrected and he did not 
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make corrections from 13 recommendations. Four of the comments were not necessary to 

change because they were compliments on some aspects of his writing. R. did not take 

advantage of some blog features, for example, adding information about himself in the 

“About Me” section for authors, but he used some features such as font styles and colors 

as well as selected a colorful background to personalize his blog site.  

Panama: M (Table F.12) received all non-critical comments on her first 

assignment. In that assignment, she talked about places in Panama, an experience as a 

child with watching a bull attack and maim a horse, and how the adults had to shoot the 

horse in the head. She received one very long commentary from an AEC student on one 

of her assignments. M. received 20 critical comments and 44 non-critical comments. She 

made 7 corrections based on the critical feedback she received and did not make changes 

from 6 other suggestions. Four were wrong advice or unnecessary, and 7 were 

acknowledgements of her good writing. M. did not take advantage of some blog features, 

for example, adding information about herself in the “About Me” section for authors, but 

she used some features such as font styles and colors as well as selected a colorful 

background.  

Lastly, the Philippines: J (Table F.13) received mostly non-critical feedback until 

the third assignment which provided her with more critical comments. Most of her 

comments came from KETC because of their interest in the Philippines. One of her 

assignments was very enlightening for J. in that one student from KETC did not now why 

she compared her description of Pilipino Lumpia to Chinese egg rolls. She changed her 

paragraph to mention that Chinese egg rolls were a common food in the United States. 
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What was also interesting is that J received a comment from her “proud” mother in the 

Philippines to support and encourage her daughter. J. also provided a comment back to 

her audience, an ESL classmate. J. received an even number of 24 critical and non-

critical comments. J. made 4 corrections based on recommendations and did not comply 

with 2 suggestions. Fourteen of the comments were not important for changes because 

they were compliments on the good aspects of her writing.  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 
 

 282 
 

Appendix G: Peer Critique Form for Academic Paragraphs 

 
Group members’ names: ________________________________________________________ 

Name of writer: ____________________________ 

 
Peer Critique Form – Academic Paragraphs 
 
1. Is there a CLEAR topic sentence with the Focused Topic (FT) and Controlling Idea (CI)? What 
do you suggest for improvement if the FT and CI are missing or incorrect?  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
2. Write the topic sentence below. Explain how to improve the presentation of the topic sentence. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
3. Is the content clear? Can you read the paragraph and understand it? Is the organization clear? 
Does the paragraph have sufficient examples? How could the organization be improved? 
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4. Are there any categories which lack supporting details/examples? Write the sentence and the 
details/examples that are lacking.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
5. Does the paragraph have focus? Are there any unrelated sentences in the paragraph? If so, 
identify them. If not, make any other comments about the paragraph/sentences that are unclear. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
6. Additional comments: 
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