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Learner Satisfaction with Blog- and Wiki-supported Writing in an EFL 

Course in Taiwan 

 

Chung-Kai Huang, Ph.D. 

The University of Texas at Austin, 2012 

 

Supervisor:  Joan E. Hughes 

 

Recent years have seen the emergence of Web 2.0 in English as a Foreign 

Language (EFL) teaching and learning, in which students are exposed to an online space 

where they are not only passive recipients of the featured content but actively engaged in 

a dynamic interaction and construction of their knowledge and understanding. This study 

illuminates the nature of Web 2.0 technology integration in EFL writing and examines 

how the interactive and collaborative features of blogs and wikis were incorporated into 

an undergraduate writing course in Taiwan. This study adopted mixed research methods 

to explore the pre-determined dimensions and underlying factors related to and 

influencing learner satisfaction.   

A total of 37 Taiwanese EFL students were recruited. At the end of the writing 

course, they filled out the demographic and learner satisfaction survey online. Sixteen 

students and the instructor took part in the interviews. The quantitative data were 

collected from the survey and writing test scores, while the qualitative data were 

collected from retrospective interviews, online archived assignments, course-related 

materials, and observations. Correlation analysis was applied to identify the association 

between the different dimensions and factors with learner satisfaction. Descriptive 
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statistics, interview data and writing test scores were analyzed to determine the impact of 

the different factors on learner satisfaction.  

Dimensions and factors correlated with learner satisfaction include: (1) course 

dimension—course effectiveness; (2) technology dimension—perceived usefulness (of 

wikis), perceived usefulness (of blogs), perceive ease of use (for blogs); (3) 

environmental dimension—learner community support, peer assessment system (for 

wikis); and, (4) instructor dimension—instructor feedback timeliness. No factors in the 

learner dimension were found to be associated with learner satisfaction. According to the 

instructor and students' reflections, the technology background of Taiwanese university 

students, and their learning needs and culture can explain the findings related to their 

satisfaction with the blog- and wiki-supported writing course. In light of the findings, 

several implications are drawn for instructional design, classroom practice and research 

methods in EFL writing.            
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Chapter 1: Introduction 

BACKGROUND 

The economic boom, political collaboration and cultural interchange driven by the 

bond between English-speaking countries and Taiwan has propelled a growing interest in 

studying English as a Foreign Language (EFL) in school curricula (Hsieh, 2010; J.-Y. 

Lee, 2011; M.-H. Wu, 2011). In the last decade, this phenomenon has been reflected by 

an increasing number of students enrolling in English courses and by the proportionally 

increasing need for well-trained language teachers (Y.-C. Su, 2006). Among the various 

aspects of English language proficiency, writing is considered a predominantly important 

skill for use in day-to-day interaction and discourse. Cultivating a good command of EFL 

writing skills helps learners of the twenty-first century become successful in various 

professions. Working as a Taiwanese English teacher at the high school and college level, 

it has always been an interest of mine in exploring effective ways to facilitate Taiwanese 

students’ learning of English. Through my previous experience as an EFL student and 

teacher, the issues that students in Taiwan encounter in the process of learning English— 

particularly in English writing has fascinated me. English writing in Taiwan is formally 

taught in an integrated or selective English course during the senior high school years.  

Many English teachers realize that the inherent difficulties of teaching writing are 

further complicated in Taiwan due to the different writing conventions and styles, and 

they attempt to help students achieve better performance on the English language 

proficiency tests, of which English writing is an essential component. However, due to 

time constraints, class size and teaching cost-effectiveness, many Taiwanese language 

teachers tend to assume that students will learn how to write by adhering to fixed learning 

sample models or essay frameworks. Another problem is that the writing process has 
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usually not been sufficiently explained by instructors. Writing in English is not simply an 

exercise in making organized and coherent paragraphs along with appropriate selection of 

lexical use, accurate spelling and grammatical sentences. Writing for EFL learners in 

Taiwan can take place in a more dynamic and interactive form, which would encourage 

more efficient learning and a better application of real-world writing in English. In order 

to better understand the EFL writing contexts in Taiwan, it is essential to examine the 

problems encountered by Taiwanese students as they learn to write in English. 

Challenges of EFL writing contexts in Taiwan 

The difficulties that high school and university students in Taiwan encounter in 

learning how to write in English can be explained in terms of the following aspects: 

Chinese language and rhetorical patterns, Chinese culture and traditions, and curriculum 

and instruction in the learning EFL environment (Y.-M. Chen, 2002). First, there are 

prominent differences between the Chinese and English languages with regard to 

syntactic structure and expressions as well as rhetoric patterns (Chien, 2011). According 

to many rhetoric researchers (e.g., W.-C. Chen, 2007; Kirkpatrick, 1997; Y. Yang & 

Yang, 2010), Chinese writing is arranged in the sequence of a beginning (Qǐ, 起), an 

introduction of a following theme or evidence (Chéng, 承), a contrasting sub-theme or 

evidence (Zhuăn, 轉), and a closing (Hé, 合). The main idea is usually presented at the 

end of a paragraph of an essay in Chinese writing instead of at the beginning. In contrast, 

most English writing presents the main idea first, followed by supporting sentences with 

a concluding sentence that is often the last sentence of a paragraph. The concluding 

sentence can repeat the main idea or simply provide a final comment about the topic. 

Therefore, most Taiwanese students are not linguistically familiar with the three 
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fundamental structures of English composition: the introduction, supporting arguments 

and a conclusion.  

The general norms associated with a successful Chinese essay deviate a great deal 

from those of a good English essay. A well-written piece of Chinese writing is 

characterized by applying the features of verbosity and subtlety in a display of the depth 

and exquisiteness of rhetoric usage (X. Wang, 1994). Other skills of repetition, such as 

indirectness and literary allusions, may also be applied in organizing the contents and 

meanings hidden between the lines. Since Chinese writing seeks to leave space for the 

reader to interpret what the writer is trying to express and communicate, Taiwanese EFL 

learners may find it difficult to transform the habitual form of writing that they have 

practiced in their native language in order to achieve the clarity and specificity required 

in English writing (Jia, 2004). Because Chinese is a paratactic language, Chinese writers 

may use lexical devices as opposed to conjunctions to make their writing coherent (Mu & 

Carrington, 2007). Internal semantic structures are used to connect a passage (Kirkpatrick 

& Xu, 2002). Taiwanese EFL learners suffer from the fact that what is practiced or 

valued in Chinese writing is often viewed as a negative or unclear way to express ideas in 

the written form of English. 

Second, Chinese culture and traditions may also play a role in orienting the 

educational system in Taiwan. Due to the impact of the recruitment system for 

government officials in the Ming and Qing Dynasties in China, the eight-legged essay 

(Ba gŭ wén, 八股文 ), a rigid writing structure was incorporated into the imperial 

examination. This type of essay structure has influenced modern Chinese writing in terms 

of its rhetorical patterns and mechanical format following fixed patterns instead of 

writing for meaningful tasks (Mohan & Lo, 1985; F. Shen, 1989). The quality of good 

writing was determined by the adherence to accepted sentence patterns and adoption of 
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recognized intellectual sources (Carrell, 1987). This style of writing resulted from a test-

oriented tradition and has served as an invisible manacle that has constrained the minds 

of Chinese and Taiwanese scholars for centuries. Its legacy persists even today to a 

certain extent. Although new forms of contemporary Chinese writing in Taiwan are 

emerging, this hereditary Chinese culture and traditions continues to indirectly influence 

the learning behavior of Taiwanese students (M.-C. Huang, 2004).  

Academic culture is a critical factor that influences communication in language 

classes, particularly in terms of the distance between Taiwanese students and teachers 

(C.-Y. Lin, 2008). Taiwanese students are disposed to shyness and are reluctant to 

approach their teachers because teachers are supposed to be revered and not challenged 

concerning the power relationship and authority role in the existing educational system. 

Compared to western students, Taiwanese students tend to abide by collective 

conventions and are relatively reserved in expressing their opinions or ideas, even if they 

do not agree with the conventions. Tending to sit quietly in class, Taiwanese students 

may passively follow what their teachers say. Although the new educational system has 

attempted to change students' passivity through implementing integrative and task-based 

learning, this situation continues to be prevalent in many language classroom settings.  

When students have questions or need help, they are likely to keep their questions 

and problems to themselves or to ask classmates instead of consulting the teachers unless 

they are asked to do so (Chu, 2007).  This psychological detachment exacerbates the 

problem of Taiwanese students' learning in English writing because their primary 

language input comes from formal classroom instruction and the interaction and feedback 

from their teachers. That is, students may have limited opportunities to practice English 

writing outside the classroom in such an EFL environment. When exposure to English is 

limited to a few hours per week, learning the process and skill of writing becomes 
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difficult to develop (Kim & Kim, 2005). This lack of adequate support in language 

learning forces Taiwanese students to put in much more effort and apply more strategies 

if they are motivated to acquire advanced English writing skills. 

Third, the current method of English curriculum and instruction is based mainly 

on the communicative approach that aims to enhance Taiwanese learners’ English 

accuracy and fluency as well as their learning motivation (Belchamber, 2007). Despite 

the promotion of communicative competence in English, communicative language 

teaching cannot be entirely applied by many Taiwanese English teachers in the writing 

classroom because of issues such as classroom size, professional expertise and 

pedagogical practice. Many Taiwanese teachers would rather follow the textbooks 

instead of developing task-based writing activities on their own, which makes their 

teaching load more intellectually demanding and laborious (Cheng & Doumlrnye, 2007). 

A commonly adopted approach in the traditional classroom in Taiwan is to teach students 

to base their writing on sample essays, to manage a topic by applying a fixed organization 

template, or to focus on the correctness of their grammar, structure and punctuation. 

Because of this product focus practice, students are unaware of the whole process of 

writing, and as a consequence, they struggle with the generation of ideas, text 

organization and independent thinking. In that sense, English writing from a foreign 

language institution seems to be mechanical and decontextualized, although learners may 

easily pick up the techniques of writing and compose structurally organized essays for 

similar topics.  

Regardless of the context and specific demands of the text, learners primarily 

practice writing as a single skill. Under such circumstances, writing is developed in a 

linear fashion, with planning preceding writing and writing preceding revision. Teachers 

teach writing by delivering writing samples to students and asking them to model their 
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own products on the framework (i.e. sentence structures, rhetoric patterns) of the 

samples. This provides little help toward alleviating the existing difficulties among 

students. The English curriculum in high schools in Taiwan emphasizes correctness of 

form as well as grammar and tends to overlook the development of broader ideas that go 

beyond this rudimentary level (T.-P. Wang, 2007). Consequently, students are trained to 

be skillful at fill-in-the-blank exercises or to produce short sentences or essays, but when 

they enter university and take an English writing class, many of them are not capable of 

fluently and meaningfully expressing themselves in written English (Y.-M. Chen, 2002). 

This orientation of teaching to the test is responsible for the bipolarized distribution of 

Taiwanese English proficiency test scores among academically advantaged and 

disadvantaged students in urban and rural areas, and its washback on English writing 

cannot be neglected or overlooked (Pan, 2009).    

Approaches to teaching EFL writing have long been an area of controversy and 

have been discussed by language teachers and researchers (Cumming, 2009; J. Gao, 

2007; He, 2009; Hedgcock, 2012; Hinkel, 2011). In search of effective ways to build up 

students' writing competence in university settings, EFL writing teachers have 

experimented with various teaching approaches from guided composition that is product-

oriented to process approaches. The idea behind process writing is not really to dissociate 

writing completely from the written product and simply lead students through the 

different stages of the writing process, but rather it is to construct process-oriented 

writing that will improve writing quality and performance (Zeng, 2005). Going beyond 

the process approach, there emerges a genre-based writing that encompasses social and 

cultural consideration; nonetheless, it should not be considered as an abandonment of the 

process writing approach, but an expansion of the process approach and an effort to seek 

a more eclectic and balanced approach to teaching writing (Hasan & Akhand, 2010). 
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Given that language occurs in particular social or cultural contexts, written production 

must consider the different contextual purposes as well as the intended audience (Hyland, 

2003a; Paltridge, 2001).  

Additionally, it has long been the tradition in Chinese culture that teachers take 

the responsibility to grade and give feedback to their students’ writing via follow-up 

revising and editing (Ge, 2005). In Taiwan, linguistic forms are still a focus of the 

General English Proficiency Test (Roever & Pan, 2008; Shih, 2008) and the College 

Entrance Exam (Chern, 2002), so many students still expect teacher-guided feedback in 

correcting their spelling and grammar, expressing a hope that they can make progress 

after the errors in writing are identified. This reliance on teacher feedback may require 

more teaching responsibility and effort if detailed corrections are expected. Research 

studies (e.g., Truscott, 2007; Truscott & Hsu, 2008) have revealed that teacher-oriented 

corrective feedback is not only time-consuming, but also has small actual benefits and 

effect on learners’ ability to write accurately. Failing to reflect upon their errors due to 

lack of learning motivation, some students may merely quickly glance at what the teacher 

has spent hours correcting. Their lack of independence and inability to discern forms 

themselves relegates their writing proficiency to a stagnant level.   

Based on a complementary notion of the aforementioned approaches to teaching 

writing, implications for the improvement of Taiwanese college English writing and 

enhancement of effective learning would be as follows: extending process writing to 

process genre approach practice, balancing language forms, use and textual meaning, and 

implementing various types of feedback (Badger & White, 2000; J. Gao, 2007; Yan, 

2005). To date, many EFL curriculum researchers are applying a visionary approach that 

combines effective pedagogical writing techniques together with the incorporation of 

technology-supported teaching (Peng, 2007; Wible, Kuo, Chien, Liu, & Tsao, 2001). By 
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examining the literature of in the local journals and proceedings in Taiwan, Liou (2008) 

has identified the four main categories of EFL writing studies based on the focus: text-

oriented, writer-oriented, reader-oriented, and instruction-oriented. As the use of 

technology by English teachers has become more common in the teaching of various 

language skills and content areas in Taiwan, more examples of innovative technology 

infusion into different English curricula have appeared. Thus, more rigorous empirical 

research to uncover effective means of technological application is necessary.  

 In Chou and Hayes' (2009) review study of English writing over the span of time 

from 1989 to 2008 in Taiwan, they found that more and more writing instructors have 

become interested in applying computer technology to help students compose in English. 

The rapid revolution of technology in modern times has opened up new and exciting 

possibilities for instructors to teach EFL writing by using e-mail exchanges, learning 

object modules, and network-based learning activities. In spite of the advantages that 

interactive Web technology can potentially bring to course instruction, it is important to 

note that technology itself does not guarantee better education and automatically make 

students learn (Y.-C. Sun & Chang, 2012; Yu, Sun, & Chang, 2010). To equip EFL 

college learners with the capability to become better writers has become an essential goal 

that considers students’ academic backgrounds and occupational orientations. In the 

following sections, the potential of using technology and Web-supported integrated 

learning in the EFL writing classrooms will be discussed. 

Potential of Web technology for EFL writing 

With advances in information and communication technology, successful 

adoption of technology in the EFL writing program can be expected to revolutionize 

language teaching and learning, better prepare students with the workforce competencies 
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needed for the media age, and accelerate the long-term development of a contemporary 

curriculum. Compared to the traditional onsite classrooms, the wealth of technology tools 

available on the Web provide EFL teachers and learners access to authentic language 

learning materials (Sox & Rubinstein-Ávila, 2009), interactive multimedia resources 

(Banados, 2006; Liang & Bonk, 2009), and unprecedented interaction in online 

communities (Liang, 2010; Stevenson & Liu, 2010). The accessibility and interactivity of 

the Web, in particular, serves as a motivational and engaging environment for EFL 

teaching and learning that impacts teachers’ practice (Albirini, 2006) as well as students’ 

cognitive and social behaviors (Kern & Warschauer, 2000). Teachers can flexibly create 

their own writing tasks through the use of Web tools by customizing the activities to suit 

their own courses and students.  

A significant portion of the research indicated that technology-assisted writing has 

great potential to transform EFL classrooms by encouraging learners in the process of 

noticing language input and output (Fang, 2010), facilitating cooperative learning 

(Levine, Ferenz, & Reves, 1999), empowering autonomy and motivation (Warschauer, 

Turbee, & Roberts, 1996), and lowering anxiety levels (Y.-C. Chao & Lo, 2011). As the 

Internet technology is in the process of restructuring the writing environment, students 

are encouraged to develop their ability to read and write English by exposing themselves 

to hypertext, video, and networked communications. It also adds pedagogical value to 

traditional ways of teaching writing by shifting the teacher’s role from that of a controller 

to one of a facilitator (Stinson & Claus, 2000). Nonetheless, Y.-L. Chen (2008a) 

pinpointed that in the field of EFL there has been a lack of systematic research on 

pedagogy and technology integration at both the theoretical and practical levels. 

Empirical studies on the emerging Web 2.0 technology are much needed to enrich the 

body of literature and connect research findings to pedagogical practices in the EFL 
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writing classrooms. Unfortunately, research results relevant to this study are conducted in 

highly experimental-orientated conditions or tend to be rather fragmented in settings that 

barely resemble real EFL writing classroom settings. Because of these limitations, the 

implications of these research studies and their applicability to EFL instructors and 

program coordinators are restricted. To reform traditional EFL writing classrooms, this 

study provides an underpinning support of learning theory that integrates Web 2.0-

supported blended learning in process writing.  

Affordances of Web 2.0 in EFL  

The evolutionary progress in Web technologies, as Alonso, López, Manrique, and 

Viñes (2005) claimed, makes it possible for instructors to transform traditional teacher-

centered classrooms into interactive course settings via Web-supported blended learning. 

In this study, blended learning refers to the combination of Internet-mediated activities 

with face-to-face classroom instruction to formulate flexible environments in which 

teaching and learning effectively is possible (Hastie, Hung, & Chen, 2010). The adoption 

of Web 2.0-supported blended learning has the potential of gearing students toward an 

engaging writing environment that helps EFL learners work individually or 

collaboratively under the structured guidance of the instructor. 

In the era of Web 1.0, the use of Web-supported instruction required not only the 

provision of front-end design in content materials but also the assistance of back-end 

infrastructure in website construction (Alexander, 2006). As more Web 2.0 technology 

options are available for classroom use, instructors can capitalize on the Web 2.0-

supported teaching and learning by implementing appropriate freeware as opposed to 

composing the required programming codes (Greenhow, Robelia, & Hughes, 2009). 

There are numerous Web 2.0 applications that are powerful communication and 
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socialization tools, which have an incredible potential for foreign language education 

(Simon, 2008). Within such openness and flexibility, EFL teachers can easily apply Web 

2.0 technology to support writing course design. EFL writing can be moderated in a more 

communicative fashion that catalyzes students' exposure to authentic language, materials 

and audiences. 

This study is a presentation of an instructor’s technology integration with respect 

to the design, implementation, and evaluation of Web 2.0-supported EFL writing. An 

instructor of an EFL composition course who incorporated blogs and wikis in process 

writing was invited to participate in this project. Based on positivist and interpretivist 

paradigms, this study employed a mixed methods approach because of the nature of the 

research inquiry and the methodological interest. The research gathered data from 

multiple resources to present learners' overall and in-depth reflections from the course. 

The data collection included survey questionnaires, interviews, archived assignments on 

blogs and wikis, course-related documents and writing test scores. The findings of this 

study provides language practitioners and researchers with suggestions for how blogs and 

wikis can be implemented to enhance process writing as well as with insights on student 

perceived learner satisfaction with the integration of technology in the EFL writing 

course. 

STATEMENT OF THE PROBLEM 

In addition to the previously mentioned writing problems that Taiwanese EFL 

learners may face, there still exists a lack of teaching practices and instructional design 

that can help develop language competencies, skills and interests required by the current 

generation of learners who are digital natives (Oblinger & Oblinger, 2005). As Prensky 

stated (2001), commonly-shared characteristics of this digital-native group include 
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possessing more familiarity with Web applications, whereas teachers, being the digital 

immigrants, need to learn to modify their teaching practices in an effort to develop 

interactive learning environments for their students in order to develop students' authentic 

language skills and desired competencies (Stoerger, 2009; Thorne & Payne, 2005). As 

many types of educational technology have been gradually incorporated in the EFL 

language classrooms, concerns associated with Web 2.0 technology integration such as 

usefulness and effectiveness have begun to garner increased pedagogical attention. 

However, many EFL writing programs are not synchronized with the emerging 

technology available to students due to a lack of resources in technology integration 

support tailored for specific coursework (Morgan, 2008). Therefore, it will be 

fundamentally beneficial to understand how an EFL instructor adopts available Web tools 

in designing Web-supported writing tasks based on the course needs (Nguyen, 2008). 

The application of Web 2.0 tools in EFL writing can be expected to foster the 

development of literacy, making students no longer passive learners but active writers, 

editors, commentators, and collaborators within their assigned online tasks and 

interactions (Godwin-Jones, 2008; Richardson, 2006). As using these Web 2.0 

technologies affords greater opportunities for language learners to practice writing, 

language teachers have to scrutinize their curriculum design and decide the proper 

moments to incorporate the selected technology tools to boost the original teaching and 

learning objectives. Current Web 2.0 technologies, such as blogs and wikis, have the 

potential to help teachers achieve such instructional objectives and thus were selected to 

support this EFL writing course. Because this research was conducted in a structured EFL 

classroom, the degree of alignment between technology, pedagogy and instruction was 

determined by the instructor. Although the researcher worked to assist the instructor 

during this process, careful examination of how the learners perceive the different 
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dimensions and factors in terms of learner satisfaction plays a crucial role in exploring 

the individual and collaborative writing activities as well as the interactions situated in 

the online writing space. 

PURPOSE OF THE STUDY   

Despite the fact that the Web 2.0 is embraced by many teachers in education and 

is being integrated into more kinds of curricula, it has not yet been widely used in English 

writing classes in Taiwan. The purpose of this research is to understand learners' 

satisfaction with the integration of Web 2.0 technology in a process-oriented English 

writing course in a university in Taiwan. To address many of the major problems 

encountered by English writing learners, this study aims to study the implementation of a 

Web 2.0-supported writing environment, which follows the guidelines of process-

oriented writing and integrates the use of blogs and wikis. In this process, students go 

through the different stages of writing: brainstorming, writing, revising, editing and 

editing. Although it has been hypothesized that the integration of process writing that is 

enhanced by blogs and wikis would provide advantages for the students in their English 

writing, an examination of how this idea could be implemented in a real context is 

required. 

There is a need to systematically study the integration of blogs and wikis in the 

process-oriented writing curriculum in the Taiwanese educational system. Unresolved 

problems and important gaps remain in the literature concerning learners' perspectives on 

Web 2.0 integration into the curriculum, especially regarding the relationship between 

learner perceived satisfaction and the relevant dimensions such as the course, technology, 

environment, learner and instructor in Web 2.0-supported process writing activities. The 

underlying concepts for each dimension will be further explained in chapter 2 and 3. A 



 14 

study of students' satisfaction with these dimensions and factors will provide Taiwanese 

EFL teachers with better understanding of how the implementation of blogs and wikis 

facilitate or hinder the writing process and what unintended issues may create. As Pope 

and Golub (2000) noted, when language teachers plan to incorporate the Internet and 

technology into the classrooms, they should realize the strengths and limitations of the 

accessible and applicable resources. To evaluate the effect of blogs and wikis in a real 

context, the researcher collaborated with a university professor who teaches English 

writing in Taiwan in order to collect qualitative and quantitative data with regard to the 

research questions of this study. 

RESEARCH QUESTIONS 

Based on the problems stated above, this study is concerned with the essential 

components that are related to learners' satisfaction within a blog- and wiki-supported 

writing classroom setting. The questions that guide the study are as follows: 

1. What are the dimensions and factors that correlate with learner satisfaction 

within the blog- and wiki-supported writing environment? 

2. How do the different dimensions and factors affect learner satisfaction within 

the blog- and wiki-supported writing environment? 

THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK 

A general theoretical framework is used as the basis for the data collection and 

analysis. The technology integration proposed combines constructivist instruction, 

process writing and Web 2.0 technology. The double-headed arrows in Figure 1.1 

indicate the interactive and reciprocal relationships between the students' learner 

satisfaction and the Web 2.0-supported process writing practice.  
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Figure 1.1 Theoretical framework   

The teaching philosophy of this study is grounded primarily on the learning 

theory of constructivism. According to constructivists, learning is a process of sense 

making, and learners build up new knowledge based on their existing system of prior 

knowledge (Ertmer & Newby, 1993; Gagnon & Collay, 2006; Loyens & Gijbels, 2008). 

Teachers design learning environments and activities to help learners with their personal 

interpretation and negotiation with the outside world via engaging them in problem-

solving tasks (Andrew, 2007; Singer & Moscovici, 2008). The constructivist approach to 

learning emphasizes authentic and challenging projects that involve students and teachers 

in a learning community. What is learned and constructed relies on each member's effort 

and shared experience in a group. Through the implementation and aids of Web 2.0 

technology supported learning, there is a potential to foster students’ comprehension and 

understanding of the subject area by self-regulated and collaborative learning if a 

constructivist approach is properly adopted (Cholewinski, 2009).  

In this study, the individual and collaborative writing tasks designed within the 

process writing context can help learners practice as well as motivate them to develop 

their critical thinking via peer comments and feedback from multiple perspectives. Based 
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on the purpose of this research study, a mixed methods research design was used within 

an analytical framework to interpret the perceived learner satisfaction by providing 

statistical results followed by qualitative quotes that either support or refute the 

quantitative results. Purposive sampling was employed to expand participant capacity in 

this study and availability of data and increase the possibilities of uncovering and 

disentangling the realities in order to competently answer the research questions posed in 

this study (Collins, Onwuegbuzie & Jiao, 2006; Mertens, 2010; Teddlie & Yu, 2007). To 

obtain adequate and useful information related to the focus of the study, this study was 

conducted in an EFL English writing course in a university located in central Taiwan, 

where the instructor undertook the technology integration using Web 2.0 tools, blogs and 

wikis. In addition to statistical analysis of the survey questionnaires, all qualitative data 

from the open-ended questions were categorized based on a thematic coding map. The 

categories were modified by generating concept-related answers and making comparisons 

in order to address the research questions.  

SIGNIFICANCE OF THE STUDY  

With the growing use of educational technologies in foreign language classrooms 

in higher education, studies regarding the effects and users’ perceptions of Web 2.0-

supported learning have become increasingly important in EFL writing. Instead of 

exploring only the instructional behaviors and strategies of teachers and students, this 

study aims to investigate the learners' perspectives about the integration of blogs and 

wikis in support of their English writing. Given the fact that numerous studies have 

pointed out the importance of applying Web 2.0 technology in the EFL writing 

classrooms, there are very few studies that explore the connection between learner 

satisfaction and the different dimensions and factors within a Taiwanese university 
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language course. Therefore, this study hopes to bridge this gap and provide empirical 

evidence about the use of blogs and wikis and the connection with EFL process writing. 

It is expected that this study could provide information about a writing environment that 

would be beneficial to EFL learners with Chinese writing heritages in Taiwanese 

educational settings. In terms of pedagogical value, the findings of this study can help 

EFL teachers and researchers understand how Taiwanese students learn to write in 

English, and how Web 2.0 technology can be incorporated into the Taiwanese English 

writing curriculum more effectively. Most importantly, EFL teachers may interpret the 

findings and apply relevant implications to their own field of teaching. Ultimately, EFL 

students could benefit from the affordability of available technology and gradually 

develop competence in their English writing. 
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Chapter 2: Review of Literature 

The purpose of this study was to explore the dimensions and factors that correlate 

to and influence learners' perceived satisfaction in Web 2.0 technology-supported EFL 

writing in Taiwan. The information presented in this chapter contains a review of the 

theoretical framework illustrating the opportunities created through the incorporation of 

Web 2.0 tools, blogs and wikis that help students learn process writing. Thus, the review 

of literature begins with an introduction to the learning theories in constructivism as well 

as to the issues related to technology integration and language learning. Afterwards, an 

overview of the conceptualization of process writing and Web 2.0 is provided to show 

how it can be supported by blogs and wikis in pedagogical practice. The final section 

discusses user satisfaction with respect to technology use.  

THEORETICAL FOUNDATION OF LEARNING 

Learning, in most psychological theories, is defined as "a persisting change in 

human performance or performance potential" (Driscoll, 2005, p. 9), and performance 

potential refers to the fact that what is learned may not be immediately observed or 

demonstrated. Learning can be viewed as a consequence of the learners' experience and 

interaction with the world (Reiser & Dempsey, 2007). The perspectives and foci of varied 

learning theories have impacted instructional design and practice in terms of how 

instruction is created and implemented (Lever-Duffy & McDonald, 2010). Researchers 

use different points of view to explain assorted paradigms and instructional theories of 

human learning according to behaviorism, cognitivism and constructivism (e.g., Ertmer 

& Newby, 1993; Jonassen & Land, 2000; A. Pritchard, 2009; Siemens, 2005). 

Behaviorism and cognitivism, formulated before the emergence of constructivism, not 

only have explanations for how people learn, but they have critical implications for 
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theories of an instructional design. Behaviorist theories hold the view that learning is 

associated with stimulus and response and is observable through overt behaviors 

(Lefrancois, 2000). Instructors shape learners' behaviors in learning mostly by the use of 

repetitive practice, reinforcement and being active responders (Davidson-Shivers & 

Karen, 2006). According to cognitive theories, learning is defined as change in a learner’s 

internal knowledge structure through information processing activities within the 

learner's mind (Ormrod, 2004). As cognitivists claimed, tasks are broken down to move 

from simple to complex, based on previously-learned mental models to facilitate better 

learning (Deubel, 2003). While this study aims to recognize pertinent factors that 

contribute to the educational effectiveness of integrating Web 2.0 technologies in the 

EFL process writing classroom from the users' perspectives, the underpinning 

instructional theory that supports the technology integration is based on constructivism.  

Constructivism 

Advanced by learning theorists Dewey (1930, 1933), Piaget (1972), Bruner 

(1990), and Vygotsky (1978), constructivism is a perspective about the essence of 

knowledge and learning, which explores what “knowing” is as well as how one “comes 

to know” (Fosnot, 2005, p. ix). Differing from behavioral stimulus-response theories, 

constructivism explains how knowledge is dynamically constructed in a flexible fashion 

in realistic situations (Driscoll, 2005; Kanselaar, de Jong, Andriessen, & Goodyear, 2000; 

Wilson, Teslow, & Osman-Jouchoux, 1995). From the perspective of constructivism, 

knowledge is transitory, developmental, socially and culturally mediated, and therefore 

non-objective (Brooks & Brooks, 1999). Rather than instilling a predetermined structure 

of external realities to learners, constructivists stressed that "we help them construct their 
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own meaningful and conceptually functional representations of the external world” 

(Jonassen, 1991, p. 11).  

Sjøberg (2010) noted that there are two paradigms of constructivism: cognitive 

constructivism and social constructivism. Derived from structuralist learning theory, 

cognitive constructivism investigates how a learner builds up his or her knowledge 

system through stages of mental development (Wadsworth, 1996). Cognitive 

constructivists argue that knowledge is constructed within each human mind based on the 

personal interpretation of experiences, making sense of the experiential world through 

ones' representations or models (Duffy & Jonassen, 1991; Jonassen, 1996; M. G. Jones & 

Brader-Araje, 2002; Murphy, 2002) via a series of internal intellectual stages. Less likely 

to be transferrable, learning is viewed as a creative and interactive process in which 

changes in meaning take place as each individual applies meaning to his/her own distinct 

experiences resulting in varied multiple realities (Newby, Stepich, Lehman, & Russell, 

2006). Thus, when setting up a learning environment, it is essential to organize a situation 

that is compatible with learners' cognitive structures and at the level that learners can 

handle. 

Social constructivism, strongly influenced by the work of Vygotsky (1978), 

suggests that the construction of knowledge is tied to social contexts and subsequently 

appropriated by individuals. Knowledge is a product constructed socially and culturally 

among people of the same community and environment (Ernest, 1998), implying that the 

construction process is always collaborative. While knowledge is fundamentally 

constructed within each individual's cognitive structure, it is exceedingly dependent on 

experiences in the learning environment and on social interactions (Lebow, 1993). Social 

constructivists maintain that people learn by interacting with each other as well as 

through created artifacts, for example, material tools, language and situational practices 
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(Gagnon & Collay, 2006; Wells, 2000). Wilson (1996) also indicated that by using tools, 

information resources and input from others, each individual builds sophisticated mental 

representations and problem-solving abilities. From this perspective, learning is viewed 

primarily as a social product, which is the result of the processes of conversation, 

discussion and negotiation (Ernest, 1995; Jaworski, 1994).  

Overall, constructivism derives from the concept that learners construct meaning 

either based on their experiences or through the social negotiations of meaning during 

learning. Maxim (2006) illustrated the relationship between cognitive and social 

constructivism. The major difference is the extent and type of involvement as well as the 

required effort and responsibility from learners and teachers. Cognitive constructivists 

argue that learning is individually based, and that in a learner-centered environment 

knowledge can be built to support individual learners' interests and needs. Social 

constructivists, by contrast, emphasize the organization of communities whereby adults 

or peers who possess more expertise provide assistance to the less skilled learners so that 

they can construct knowledge through interaction with others.  

Constructivism and language learning 

Ullrich et al. (2008) agreed that from the perspective of constructivism learners 

take initiative and play active roles in their process of learning and inquiry. The control of 

learning shifts from teachers to students, as teachers work as facilitators who are in 

charge of preparatory activities and offer support when needed (Cooper, 2007; Duffy & 

Cunningham, 1996; Perkins, 1999; Witfelt, 2000). Teachers accept autonomy and 

initiative from students and encourage them to engage in dialogue both with the teacher 

and with each other. Also, teachers activate students' inquiry by giving thoughtful and 

open-ended questions and encouraging students to ask questions of one another (Brooks 
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& Brooks, 1999). Teachers allow time for students to construct relationships, patterns and 

theories by offering metaphors during class activities. Furthermore, teachers promote 

self-regulation by providing opportunities for students to interact with selected materials 

in conjunction with the concept introduction and concept application in the solving of a 

problem or the completion of a task.    

In the last decade, substantial interest has shifted to the design of constructivist 

learning environments. The design of learning aims to provide opportunities for realistic 

and meaningful problem-solving, in which learning is expected to take place in 

collaboration and in social or cultural contexts (Woo & Reeves, 2007). More recently, 

due to the development of computers and digital and Web technologies, the concepts of 

constructivism and constructivist learning have been combined with many technology-

supported learning settings (Koohang, Riley, & Smith, 2009; Malikowski, Thompson, & 

Theis, 2007; Sontag, 2009). Cui (2010) showed that the major components of 

constructivism include context, collaboration, conversation and construction, and that the 

characteristics and functions of technology can assist in facilitating language teaching 

and learning connected to these elements. By incorporating technology effectively, a 

constructivist environment can be created to engage and support learners in socially 

mediated as well as contextually authentic and meaningful learning (Jonassen, Cernusca, 

& Ionas, 2007; Jonassen, Peck, & Wilson, 1998; Nanjappa & Grant, 2003). Hannafin and 

Hill (2002) identified the characteristics of learning environments supported by 

technology in the following context:  

knowledge-building tools (affordances) and the means to create and manipulate 

artifacts of understanding are provided, not one in which concepts are explicitly 

taught…a place where learners work together and support each other as they use a 

variety of tools and learning resources in their pursuit of learning goals and 

problem-solving activities (p.77).  
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Accordingly, technology integration in the classroom highlights the linkage between 

constructivism and technology based on the view that learning is an active process of 

constructing rather than acquiring knowledge, and instruction is a process of facilitating 

this construction rather than communicating knowledge. 

In the area of foreign language teaching and learning, constructivism has been 

associated with the use of technology (Chuang & Rosenbusch, 2005; Mcdonough, 2001; 

Prefume, 2007; Rüschoff & Ritter, 2001). Principles adopted from constructivist 

perspectives provide directions for developing a vision for integrating technology into 

language curriculum and instruction (Can, 2009; Hampel, 2006; Kranz, 1999; L. J. 

Zhang, 2007). The following are the assumed characteristics of learning in a 

constructivist-oriented environment: (1) learning is an active and constructive process; 

(2) learning is a collaborative process; (3) learning is contextualized; (4) learning is 

socially negotiated; and, (5) learning is mediated by tools and signs. In particular, the 

concept of the zone of proximal development (ZPD) (see Doolittle, 1997; Vygotsky, 

1978) derived from social constructivism has been applied in facilitating interaction and 

collaboration in technology-supported foreign language learning environments (Thorne, 

Black, & Sykes, 2009; Warschauer, 1997). Drawing on Vygotsky's (1978) viewpoints, 

the ZPD can be described as "the distance between the actual developmental level as 

determined by independent problem solving and the level of potential development as 

determined through problem solving under adult guidance or in collaboration with more 

capable peers" (p. 86). The ZPD, namely, can be defined as the gap between what an 

individual can perform independently and what he or she is capable of accomplishing 

collaboratively through imitation and peer assistance (Kinginger, 2002; Lantolf & 

Thorne, 2006).  
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Technology-supported language projects seemingly work best when they present 

students with challenging tasks that require them to read, write, and think in new and 

demanding ways (Leu, Mallette, Karcher, & Kara-Soteriou, 2005). C. White (2007) noted 

that by connecting the constructivist notion of learning and a learner-centered language 

teaching approach, learners make sense of new language and experiences in the context 

of their unique world. A constructivist approach makes it possible to help learners 

develop the targeted language skills in a social context where students use technologies to 

assist each other in understanding new information via group discussion and investigation 

(Cummins, Brown, & Sayers, 2006; Felix, 2002; L. Wang, 2005). Therefore, the focus 

should be to sustain meaningful connections between the language materials and the 

learners' life experiences. Learners are expected to actively participate and negotiate 

meaningful interactions to interpret and construct meaning (Breen & Candlin, 1980).  

In the online learning environment, the World Wide Web coupled with 

information technology has become a powerful and dynamic medium for educational use 

(Nam & Smith-Jackson, 2007). Exposure to the Internet and other digital media has 

transformed how students learn a language in the ways they receive language input and 

produce learning outcomes (Lamy & Hampel, 2007; Son, 2007). Interactive technologies 

that support communication and collaboration are expected to shape the cognitive and 

social development of language learners who use them via the online space (Renninger & 

Shumar, 2002; Sontag, 2009). As the principles of social constructivism are applied to the 

design of Web-supported language learning environments, meaningful interaction that 

promotes student engagement should gear toward experiential teamwork and task-solving 

activities in the community such as sharing evolving ideas (Petersen, Divitini, & Chabert, 

2009; M.-J. Wang, 2009), providing responsive peer feedback (Z.-F. Liu & Lin, 2007; 

Suvorov, 2010), and social exchange and negotiation (Harrison & Thomas, 2009; Lu & 
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Bol, 2007). Web interaction appears to benefit learners from the Net generation socially 

and academically because of their preferences for technology-driven learning styles 

(Prensky, 2001; G. Roberts, 2005). The phrase Net generation describes a young and 

tech-savvy group who are familiar with technologies and regularly use them. 

Nonetheless, more research is needed before this conjecture is validated in foreign 

language classroom settings.  

TECHNOLOGY INTEGRATION  

Technology integration is defined as the infusion of technology-based resources 

and practice to improve learning in a content area where students are allowed to apply 

computer and technology skills to learning and problem solving in meaningful ways 

(Dockstader, 1999). Educational technology refers not only to hardware, software and 

Web-based tools but also to a systematic process that involves the practice of facilitating 

teaching and learning as well as improving performance by appropriately creating, using 

and managing technological resources (Foreman, 2003; Januszewski & Molenda, 2007; 

Richey, 2008). Technology integration is the infusion of technology tools that address the 

curriculum needs by coordinating these needs with technology use. Technology should be 

an integral element of how the classroom functions while the focus of each class should 

center on the curriculum goals and outcomes (U.S. Department of Education, 2002). 

Technology integration, as noted by Hennessy, Ruthven and Brindley (2005), can be 

examined from the aspect of how teachers adopt technology productively to existing 

classroom activities and how such adoption may restructure these activities.  

Perspectives about technology integration 

Effective technology integration is technology integration that takes place across 

the curriculum and can be shown to improve students' learning processes and 
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performance in the classrooms (Ringstaff & Kelley, 2002). Without affecting the course 

schedule and teaching load, successful technology integration can help enhance course 

quality accomplishments (Mandell, Sorge, & Russell, 2002) and help students achieve 

more authentic goals in communication, collaboration and problem solving (Ertmer, 

1999). In particular, the use of technology sustains four key components of learning: 

active engagement, participation in groups, frequent interaction and feedback, and 

connection to real-world experts. Researchers (e.g., Cennamo, Ross, & Ertmer, 2010; 

Cuban, 2001) found that there is no guarantee that educational problems can be solved 

automatically by incorporating technology into classroom settings. Technology will have 

no real impact on the teaching and learning process if the teacher does not have a 

thorough understanding of its value and application within the curriculum and lessons 

(Koehler & Mishra, 2009; Ottenbreit-Leftwich, Glazewski, Newby, & Ertmer, 2010; B. 

Su, 2009). 

Cuban (1998) indicated that without clear overarching goals and underpinning 

reasons, technology use becomes extra, ornamental and irrelevant work, supporting 

neither teaching nor learning. Roblyer and Doering (2009) argued for the significance of 

reflecting on reasons for using technology in order to build up sound rationale and 

justifications for technology integration. Technology can be integrated to engage students 

in meaningful learning when it is well-planned and used for relevant activities and tasks 

that are supported by deliberate development and implementation in the learning 

environment (Löfström & Nevgi, 2006). In the context of online settings, learners do not 

passively accept information but build on their understanding of the subject area 

increasingly via experience and interaction with the other individuals and environment 

(Rovai, 2004). Thus, meaningful learning with technology that applies constructivist 

principles provides activities that help learners in dialogue, reflection, collaboration, 
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connection to context and transferring knowledge (Löfström & Nevgi, 2006). 

Inappropriate technology usage, in contrast, may lead to the creation of flashy but 

ineffective activities or to a hindrance of learning (Breslow, 2007; Lowyck & Elen, 

2004). 

Technology usage can be adapted to support either direct (drill, practice, tutorial) 

or constructivist or socio-constructivist approaches, depending on how a teacher 

integrates technology with the teaching and learning activities (Baek, Jung, & Kim, 2008; 

Bitner & Bitner, 2002; Y. Zhao & Cziko, 2001). Based on Jonassen's (2000) summary, 

traditional computer applications in education are learning primarily about computers 

(computer literacy) and from computers (computer-assisted instruction). Nonetheless, 

learning with computers enables students to use computer applications to construct their 

own understanding, higher-order thinking and inquiry (Stahl, Koschmann, & Suthers, 

2006; Young, 2003). This resonates with Goddard's (2002) statement that technology 

integration should emphasize using technology tools to support real-world applications, 

composition, communication and inquiry. 

According to C.-H. Chen (2008), technology can be used as an essential 

component within a constructivist approach to foster students’ knowledge construction 

rather than as an instrument to simply transfer facts and skills. Education and language 

researchers (e.g., Can, 2009; Collins, 1991; Fu, 2010; Jonassen, et al., 1998; Overbay, 

Patterson, Vasu, & Grable, 2010; Rakes, Fields, & Cox, 2006; L. Wang, 2005) have 

advocated that integrating technology into classrooms in a constructivist-compatible style 

results in a shift from traditional instruction to more authentic and learner-centered 

instructional practices. Important transformative patterns that are expected include the 

following: (1) a change from whole-class to small-group instruction; (2) a move toward 

more engaged learners; (3) a shift from test- to project- and progress-oriented assessment; 
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and, (4) a transfer from the predominance of verbal thinking to the integration of visual 

and verbal thinking.  

Web 2.0 technology  

The Web was initially constructed as a simple system to improve communication 

and information exchange between individuals and groups (M. Liu, Horton, Olmanson, & 

Wang, 2008). Under the paradigm of Web 1.0, Web developers must use a Hypertext 

Markup Language (HTML) to design Web pages and distribute information in a 

standardized manner. Friedman (2006) concluded that this prerequisite constrains users 

with little programming skills from creating Web content and subsequently information is 

controlled by a small pool of content providers. More recently, the momentous 

proliferation of Internet applications has, however, altered such restrictions and opened 

up new possibilities for learning communities and interaction in Web 2.0 environments 

(Shelly, Cashman, Gunter, & Gunter, 2008).  

Instead of opposing Web 1.0, Web 2.0 should be viewed as a consequence of a 

more fully implemented Web, the result of several technological refinements of Web 1.0 

that has resulted in a direct impact on user behaviors, interactions and connectivity 

(Cormode & Krishnamurthy, 2008; O'Reilly, 2005). The emergence of Web 2.0 

technologies has drawn the attention of educational practitioners and researchers, both 

influencing the efforts of those who are integrating technology in curriculum design as 

well as adding value to traditional classroom knowledge construction and course delivery 

in university settings (Franklin & Consulting, 2007; M. Liu, Kalk, Kinney, & Orr, 2012; 

Maloney, 2007). In order to be able to discuss and address the Web 2.0 issues that face 

higher education, it is necessary to have a conceptual understating about the key bonds 

and successful features between Web 1.0 and 2.0.   
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Application of Web 2.0 technology  

While there are multiple definitions and interpretations of Web 2.0 that scholars 

attempt to provide in terms of its users, networks, participation, reality and virtuality 

(Alexander, 2006; O'Reilly, 2006; Zimmer, 2008), there is a consensus that Web 2.0 

refers to the social function of the Web where people are allowed to get involved in 

sharing information and knowledge, generating content, and collaborating with each 

other online (Murugesan, 2007). J. Thompson (2007) noted that Web 2.0 platforms are 

regarded as having the emerging capacity to transform teaching and learning. Web 2.0 

technologies applicable to educational settings consist of blogs, wikis, RSS content 

syndication, tag-oriented folksonomies, media sharing, mashups, social bookmarking, 

social networking sites, communication arenas and virtual worlds (Boulos, et al., 2006; 

Crook et al., 2008; Grosseck, 2009; C.-K. Huang, Lin, & Chiang, 2010; M. Liu, et al., 

2008; Sendall, Ceccucci, & Peslak, 2008). 

Web 2.0 provides opportunities whereby content can be more easily generated 

and published by individual users, and the collective intelligence of users is encouraged 

(Kamel Boulos & Wheeler, 2007). Beyond the provision of viewable and downloadable 

content materials, the read/write characteristics of Web 2.0 enable users to actively 

contribute and shape the content (Murugesan, 2007; Richardson, 2006). Buffington 

(2008) pointed out that these changes drastically influence how the Web can be applied in 

educational settings and how Web 2.0 can be used to meet the educational purposes and 

goals of the curriculum. Researchers (Blake, 2007; Y.-L. Chen, 2008b; Hubbard, 2008; 

L. Wang, 2005) have indicated that major issues preventing teachers from using 

technology in their teaching include considerations that technology is expensive and 

time-consuming and that teachers are not trained in how to use new applications. With 

the free and easy-to-use Web 2.0 features, the use of many technology tools becomes 
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intuitive due to the low learning curve and stability of the software (Anderson, 2007; 

Buffington, 2008; J. Thompson, 2007). 

To assure Web 2.0 operating capability, scholars (e.g., Ajjan & Hartshorne, 2008; 

Alexander, 2006; Bull & Ferster, 2006; M. J. W. Lee & McLoughlin, 2007; Richardson, 

2006; Warlick, 2006) postulated that as long as the infrastructure of a particular 

educational setting provides the minimum requirements of adequate computer equipment 

and Internet access, the potential for Web 2.0 and its utility in teaching and learning will 

come into effect. Anderson (2007) stated the following important concepts behind Web 

2.0: (1) it contains individual production and user-generated content that anyone can 

easily set up and contribute to; (2) it harnesses the power of collective intelligence 

facilitating groups of people working together on the same project; (3) it involves data on 

a large scale that keep growing and are used by people every day; (4) it creates a 

networking effect due to its participatory structure; and, (5) it provides openness with 

regard to services, applications, and data. Web 2.0 features different types of tools that 

reshape the Web as an electronic platform for social networks (Connor, 2006; C.-K. 

Huang & Lin, 2011) and provides interactively responsive space where users share, edit 

and collaborate on the publication of content in a peer-to-peer community-based 

environment (Craig, 2007; Crook, et al., 2008).  

Technology integration and language learning 

Foreign language education has established a close relationship with applying 

technology in supporting course development and learning tasks (Blake, 2008). 

Technology integration in the foreign language classroom has been referred to as a 

process in which "a learner uses a computer and, as a result, improves his or her [foreign] 

language" (Beatty, 2003, p. 7). Due to the swift improvement of new technologies, a 
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widespread use of technology applications is observed in foreign language education. In 

the early days of foreign language pedagogy, computers turned out to be helpful in 

providing drill-based language practice. Nowadays, foreign language learning is viewed 

as a communicative and interactive process catalyzed by students' exposure to more 

authentic language materials and interaction with their target audience (Simon, 2008). 

Koutsogiannis and Mitsikopoulou (2004) found that relevant research studies have 

illuminated the important role of technology in assisting language learning. Nonetheless, 

integrating technology into the language classrooms requires fundamentally sound 

pedagogy and familiarity with adequate basic technology skills. The above practical 

issues are associated with how the available technological resources such as language 

software and facilities as well as the World Wide Web can be exploited effectively 

(Warschauer & Healey, 1998). 

Following the evolution of language teaching and learning approaches, 

technology use and integration has demonstrated the paradigm shift from a behavioral to 

a constructivist approach (Butler-Pascoe & Wiburg, 2003; L. Wang, 2005). The 

employment of computer technology in language instruction is intricately interwoven 

with the use of computer-assisted language learning (CALL). CALL is not a new 

conceptual framework or development in the field of language teaching, as it has been 

adopted since the 1960s and 1970s. Nonetheless, it still needs a clear theoretical 

foundation and research methods in order to build a connection to second and foreign 

language classrooms (Chapelle, 1997). Based on the underlying pedagogical theories, 

methodological approaches, and a certain level of technology use, three chronological 

stages by Kern and Warschauer (2000) are systematically identified and characterized for 

CALL: behavioristic, communicative, and integrative (see table 2.1). The perspective of 

integrative CALL placed greater emphasis on the social aspect, which viewed language 
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learning as a process of socialization in authentic environments where students are able to 

create meaning and knowledge based on the real world (Warschauer, 1996, 2000; 

Warschauer & Healey, 1998; Warschauer & Meskill, 2000). Applying the basis of 

language teaching for investigation of CALL, the paradigm search can be an inquiry for 

methods that complement the fundamental understanding of the language experience 

learners may engage in through CALL activities. 

Table 2.1 Three stages of computer-assisted language learning (Kern & Warschauer, 

2000; Warschauer, 2000) 

        Stage 

 

Element 

1970s-1989s 

Behavioristic/ 

Structural CALL 

1980s-1990s 

Communicative 

CALL 

21st Century  

Integrative CALL 

Technology  Mainframe PCs Multimedia and 

WWW 

English Teaching 

Paradigm 

Grammar translation 

and audio-lingual   

Communicative 

language teaching 

Content-based, 

ESP/EAP 

View of Language 

 

Structural (a formal 

structural system) 

Cognitive (a mentally 

constructed system) 

Sociocognitive 

Principal Use of 

Computers 

Drill and practice Communicative 

exercise 

Authentic discourse 

Principle Objective Accuracy  And fluency And agency 

 

With the support of technology, teachers can design and implement different 

types of instructional tasks to foster students’ language learning processes and enhance 

targeted language skill acquisition (Godwin-Jones, 2003; Hampel, 2006; M. Liu, Moore, 

Graham, & Lee, 2003). As learners investigate the technology-integrated environment 

with meaningful multimodal forms by means of audio and visual input, their 

comprehension in different language skills (listening, speaking, reading, and writing) can 

be facilitated (F. Zhang & Barber, 2008). The theoretical and pedagogical principles 

reflect the fundamental philosophy of social constructivism in the way that technology is 

used in language learning (L. Lee, 2007). Language researchers have found that 
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collaborative scaffolding through peer interaction and feedback contributes to the 

emergence of the ZPD—the distance between what learners can accomplish on their own 

and what they can do with help from others in the process of becoming autonomous 

learners (L. Lee, 2010a; Lightbown & Spada, 2006; Walqui, 2006). In the era of Web 2.0, 

this can be achieved by applying the available tools to a language class based on the 

course design and learning needs (Harrison & Thomas, 2009). The Internet is right at the 

fingertips of language learners and Web technology can potentially be effective in 

assisting them in their language learning processes.  

In the Web 2.0-supported learning environment, social networking is a concept 

that underlines collaborative interaction within a community where users can share 

experiences and knowledge (P.-N. Chou & Chen, 2008). Web 2.0 technology provides a 

medium that promotes different types of scaffolding and collaboration during the process 

of learning a foreign language (Sykes, Oskoz, & Thorne, 2008). Instead of situating 

learning in a context of mono-directional delivery of knowledge from a teacher, language 

learning is transformed into a social process that takes place while students in a learning 

community share and build knowledge together to accomplish a cooperative task 

(Pavlenko & Lantolf, 2000). Through the negotiations and self-reflection, meaning is 

subsequently shaped and knowledge is collectively built (Higgs & McCarthy, 2005). 

Scaffolding through Web 2.0 tools facilitates supportive processes that enable learners to 

solve linguistic problems and carry out a shared task (L. Lee, 2008).  

As previously described, different types of technologies can be used in language 

learning for specific purposes such as learning for process writing. The following section 

provides an overview of the essential concepts and models of process writing as well as 

the varied writing stages of brainstorming, drafting, revising, editing and publishing. 
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Next, the technology tools used to support process writing is introduced in terms of their 

effects and benefits for teaching and learning.  

PROCESS WRITING IN FOREIGN LANGUAGE EDUCATION 

Approaches to teaching writing to EFL students have emerged at different periods 

and have contributed to the different writing pedagogies and varied classroom practices 

to date (Correa, 2009; Raimes, 1991; Susser, 1994). The focus of teaching writing has 

undergone a paradigm shift since the early 1970s, moving from a focus on written 

products to emphasizing writing processes (Lipson, Mosenthal, Daniels, & Woodside-

Jiron, 2000; Muncie, 2002; Pennington & So, 1993; Reid, 1993; Silva, 1990). During the 

past several decades, process writing has been an area that draws continuous interest of 

second language composition studies and teaching of writing (Badger & White, 2000; 

Cumming, 1998; Krapels, 1990; MacArthur, Graham, & Fitzgerald, 2006; R. J. Pritchard 

& Honeycutt, 2007; Silva, 1993; Susser, 1994; Wyse, 2009). Emphasis in the process 

approach is placed on involving students in recursive steps that help them create works of 

writing (Nunan, 1999). Although there are different ways to conceptualize what 

constitutes a process approach to writing (Caudery, 1995; Hedge, 2005; Tribble, 1996; R. 

White & Arndt, 1991), they all share some major characteristics. Tribble (1996) indicated 

that learners move from generating ideas and collecting data to publishing a complete 

finished text in the course of their writing activities. 

Faigley (1986) categorized process writing into two main divisions: expressivist 

and cognitivist. Expressivist scholars regard composing as "a creative act in which the 

process—the discovery of the true self—is as important as the product" (Berlin, 1988, p. 

484). From an expressivist viewpoint, fluency and voice are the distinct elements leading 

to writing proficiency (Elbow, 1999; Hirvela & Belcher, 2007). Writing instruction based 
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on this belief should be individualized and nondirective; expressionist writing instruction 

intends to design tasks that enhance the self-discovery of personal voice and the 

individual's inner writer. Journal writing and personal essays are tasks that could help 

students write freely to grasp as many words and ideas as possible (Elbow, 1998). 

However, cognitivists view writing as high-order thinking and problem-solving 

processes. Researchers (e.g., Emig, 1983; Flower, 1989; Hayes & Flower, 1983) have 

indicated that these processes consist of planning, defining rhetorical problems, situating 

problems in broader contexts, elaborating definitions, providing solutions, and making 

comprehensive conlcusions. Cognitivist approaches to teaching second language writing 

basically involve the following procedures: prewriting tasks, mutiple versions of drafting, 

sufficent text-level revision, feedback sessions, and the final stage of editing in the 

composing cycle (Atkinson, 2003; Clark, 2003). Different perspectives have been 

proposed about the stages that writers go through in producing a piece of writing, but a 

typical model widely recognized by second language writing teachers is the original 

framework established by Flower and Hayes.  

Process writing model 

Cognitive process writing models are primarily associated with writers' writing 

processes, strategies, the complexity of planning or revising processes, and the influence 

of different types of underlying tasks. These models originated in the context of teaching 

writing to speakers of English as a first language (Flower & Hayes, 1980) and have been 

applied and extended to second or foreign language writing (Kroll, 1990; Silva, 1993; 

Zimmermann, 2000). The following process writing models provide a theoretical 

framework for cognitive-oriented empirical research as well as important prediction 

components. Flower and Hayes (1981) proposed their cognitive model (see Figure 2.1) to 
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describe the different components underlying the writing processes: the task environment 

(writing assignment, text produced so far), the writer's long-term memory (knowledge of 

topic, audience, stored writing plans) and a number of cognitive processes (planning, 

translating thought into text, revising).  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

   

Figure 2.1 Flower & Hayes (1981) writing process model 

This model underscores that writing is a complex, goal-oriented, recursive 

thinking activity, "whereby writers discover and formulate their ideas as they attempt to 
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the major steps and thought patterns that take place throughout the writing process 

(Becker, 2006). The basic insight has set out to map the actual mental behaviors of 

experienced writers at work through a flow chart of boxes indicating processes and sub-

processes, as well as arrows indicating information flow between them. Flower and 

Hayes anticipated that composition researchers would develop the most useful ways to 

educate novice writers so that they might more easily acquire and adopt strategies that 

facilitate better revision, thereby cultivating writing expertise. This implies that teaching 

the writing process to students may be more useful than asking them to imitate and 

practice particular rhetorical forms and models in their writing development (Weigle, 

2002). 

A noticeable limitation of this model is that the relationship among factors seems 

imprecise, resulting in the difficulty of scrutinizing how the task environment and long-

term memory reciprocally interact during task completion. Additionally, the writing 

process model mainly addresses the cognitive aspects without considering the social 

aspects of composing (Chandrasegaran, 2009). Roca de Larios, Murphy and Marín 

(2002) also argued that the cognitive-oriented inquiry in writing processes fails to 

explicate the role played by contextual and social factors. Building upon the previous 

framework of Flowers and Hayes (1980), Hayes (1996) presented another pertinent 

writing model (see Figure 2.2) that the primary cognitive functions involved in writing 

are text interpretation, reflection, and text production. These processes interact with each 

other as well as with individual factors, such as long-term memory, working memory and 

motivation on the one aspect, and with the physical and social environment on the other. 

One of the most interesting differences between the 1980 model and the 1996 

model is the modification of revision as a basic process to text interpretation (Wengelin, 

Leijten, & Van Waes, 2010). In addition, two major changes were emphasized: 
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improving the indistinguishable relationships among major factors and making known the 

significance of environmental factors as one of the mainstream issues in writing research. 

This model presents writing as consisting of two major parts: the task environment and 

the individual. The task environment is divided into physical and social aspects involved 

in the writing process. Writers normally consider whom they are writing to, or with, 

during the writing process. The specific writing audience and collaborators may 

subsequently influence the direction and tone of a writing task. As Hayes indicated, 

"writing processes are influenced, and sometimes strongly influenced by the writing 

medium itself" (p. 7). He also declared that the writing medium may have a greater 

impact on writing than the cognitive processes. In addition, writing is principally a social 

activity through which learners write to communicate as well as to sustain socio-cultural 

conventions. Based on Hayes' statement, two essential elements, the audience and the 

collaborators that make up the social environment, should not be ignored and must be 

included in the model in order to gain a better understanding of writing. 

The individual aspect of writing is influenced by four different aspects: 

motivation/affect, working memory, cognitive processes, and long-term memory. Long-

term memory, as the third component in the original writing model of Flower and Hayes, 

is here part of the individual component with an emphasis on the role of working 

memory. Working memory, serving as a mediator to process is positioned in the middle 

of the individual component, providing the functions of retrieving information from long-

term memory and carrying out cognitive processes that are not entirely automatized.  
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    Figure 2.2 Hayes (1996) writing process model 
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In this model, Hayes discussed the motivation and affect factors that substantiate 

the influential role that writers’ goals, beliefs, and attitudes play throughout the writing 

process. While working on writing tasks, writers can have numerous goals, which may 

decide the purpose and rationale as well as the length and the tone for the task. These 

goals interact with each other, and the writer must ultimately prioritize and balance 

writing goals. As writers determine and balance their writing goals, their beliefs and 

attitudes potentially influence the progress and success of a writing task (Bruning & 

Horn, 2000; S. Graham, Berninger, & Fan, 2007). Hayes' writing model can be described 

as an individual environment model whereas the original model is more centered on the 

individual cognitive process. The model proposed by Hayes made it possible to visibly 

examine the interwoven factors in the writing processes, particularly the individual 

components within the reorganization of the writing structure. The philosophy of Hayes' 

model in process writing is most relevant to the Web-supported writing environment of 

this research study context due to its consideration of the task environment.    

Process writing instruction 

From a cognitivist process-based perspective, writing is not explicitly taught but can be 

learned, and a teacher's role becomes that of a faciliator with minimal intervention, 

helping students "to express their own meanings through an encouraging and cooperative 

environment with minimal interference" (Hyland, 2003a, p. 18). The practice of teaching 

writing is to cultivate learners' mental processes by applying cognitive and meatcognitive 

strategies in autonomously generating, revising, and modifying texts (Bereiter & 

Scardamalia, 1987; Ransdell & Barbier, 2002; Roca de Larios, et al., 2002). In process 

writing, students learn how to write by writing, and writing instruction focuses on the 

process of creating writers rather than on the end product (Tompkins, 2008). P.-C. Chen 
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and Lin (2009) suggested that breaking the whole process into manageable sessions is 

one advantage of process writing. In pedagogies of process writing, teachers could adopt 

procedures planned to help learners "think through and organize their ideas before 

writing and to rethink and revise their initial drafts" (Applebee, 1986, p. 95). As Hyland 

(2003b) illustrated, the teaching of process writing does not take place in a 

straightforward linear sequence, but is cyclical, recursive, and potentially simultaneous. 

Students are allowed to concentrate on and complete one task at a time as well as to 

experience valuable support from peer feedback when cultivating their ideas for effective 

written expression (Boyle, 1982; Hansen & Liu, 2005). 

As shown in Figure 2.3, there are five interconnected phases in the instruction of 

process writing: prewriting, drafting, revising, editing, and publishing. In the prewriting 

phase, students are asked to gather ideas for writing via brainstorming and discussion, 

and the use of strategies may include planning, research, clustering, outlining, listing, 

diagramming, or storyboarding (Badger & White, 2000; S. Graham & Harris, 2007; 

Zemach & Rumisek, 2003). Once the direction has been decided, the drafting begins. At 

the stage of composing drafts, students would select and structure an outline based on the 

ideas and results generated from the brainstorming (Seow, 2002). The student writers are 

involved at this stage in organizing thoughts, developing cohesive texts, elaborating on 

key ideas, and providing ideas and examples. Following the drafting is the revising part 

of the process. During the revising stage, students discover and examine the clarity and 

meaning of texts based on what has been written in the draft. It is not uncommon that 

student writers may move back and forth through a loop of drafts and revisions before 

getting an essay that is ready for editing (Strunk & White, 2000). Editing is the process of 

refining a paper that is essentially finished by taking specific errors and small-scale 

improvements into account including grammar, mechanics, punctuation, word usage and 
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sentence structure (Fountainhead Press, 2009). Once the paper is edited, the paper is 

ready to be published and shared with peers. Although these stages may have different 

levels of complexity, they are not practiced as fixed steps in a straightforward process, 

but regarded as overlapping components of a composite whole. Consequently, student 

writers may opt to move back and forth between the composing, revising and editing 

stages when necessary. 

Table 2.2 Different stages of process writing (Peregoy & Boyle, 2005; Susser, 1994) 

Phase Purpose Strategies  

Prewriting Generating and gathering ideas through 

brainstorming, reading, free-associating, 

developing questions for a writing topic; 

identifying main ideas and supporting details 

for writing on a topic 

Brainstorming, reading, 

questioning, clustering, 

listing, keeping journals; 

talking and oral activities 

Drafting Quickly getting ideas down in an exploratory 

way and organizing pieces of writing into a 

draft; getting a first draft that can be 

evaluated   

Learning logs, fast writing, 

journals of all types 

 

Revising Examining the writing draft through a 

different lens via another reader, peer 

responses, or self re-reading; responses 

typically focusing on meaning, not 

correctness; considering suggestions and 

opinions from others and reordering 

arguments, supporting information or 

descriptions accordingly   

Shortening sentences, 

combining sentences, peer 

response groups, teacher 

conferences  

Editing Forming peer editing groups or teacher 

conferencing sessions 

Proofreading, peer editing 

groups, computer programs 

for spelling 

Publishing Sharing final versions of writing with each 

other, with partners, with class members; 

showing the value of writing and 

encouraging writing     

Writing could be shared in 

different formats; papers on 

the bulletin boards, paper 

published with computers   
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Peer feedback in writing  

Based on the theoretical notion of Vygotskian theory in constructivism and 

process writing, researchers have justified the use of peer feedback in process writing 

(Hyland & Hyland, 2006; J. Liu & Hansen, 2002). The implementation of peer reviews 

has been generally viewed as a “potentially valuable aid for its social, cognitive, 

affective, and methodological benefits” (Rollinson, 2005, p. 23). According to Lundstrom 

and Baker (2009), peer feedback is an activity frequently used in language writing 

classrooms that allows writing instructors not only to help students receive more 

feedback on their written work but also to offer students practice with critical analysis 

skills that are essential to the development of language and writing competence. Through 

meaningful interaction with peers, a greater exposure to ideas, and new perspectives on 

the writing process, peer response benefits learners at the stages of drafting, revising and 

editing in process writing (Hyland, 2003b; Zamel, 1985). Given that the effectiveness of 

peer feedback on writing is still inconclusive (Berg, 1999; Carson & Nelson, 1996; S. 

Zhang, 1999), the main goal of peer feedback is to facilitate an atmosphere of reciprocal 

teaching and collaborative support between learners in a meaningful learning context or 

community (Ho & Savignon, 2007; J. Liu & Hansen, 2002). 

The peer review provides opportunities for meaning negotiation and scaffolding, 

most likely to be influential when the gap is filled between what a learner already knows 

and what he or she is potentially able to understand (Hattie & Timperley, 2007). 

Language researchers (e.g., Antón & DiCamilla, 1999; Donato, 1994; Hyland & Hyland, 

2006; Lim & Jacobs, 2001) have further expanded the concept of conventional 

scaffolding from the view of the expert assisting the novice to move through the ZPD to 

incorporate mutual peer scaffolding, where help can go in both directions and both parties 

support each other’s improvement in writing. The basic application of reciprocal 
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scaffolding in the development of writing competence is that learners learn from each 

other by giving and receiving suggestions on the content, organization, and language use 

of their writing (Donato, 1994; Tsui & Ng, 2000). Negotiated feedback and help, as 

Nassaji and Swain (2000) claimed, received by student writers within their ZPD usually 

work more effectively than that of sporadic input irrespective of the learners' ZPD. 

Being able to critically evaluate a classmate's writing, particularly on the global 

level of content and organization, is an essential skill for developing quality writing 

(Lundstrom & Bake, 2009). The provision of effective feedback enables students to 

review texts, see logical gaps, issues with organization, and other defects that weaken the 

viewpoints of a paper, making them simultaneously become better writers and reviewers 

(Ferris, 2003; C. Thompson, 2002). M. Yang, Badger and Yu (2006) acknowledged three 

kinds of feedback: possible feedback (all types of feedback that could be offered to 

improve the students’ texts); usable feedback (all usable feedback provided by the 

instructor or peers); and, used feedback (feedback that are adopted by the students to 

revise their texts). Peer feedback can be of usable and unusable comments, some of 

which might be used in revision on surface or meaning change while some might be 

overlooked or discarded (Ting & Qian, 2010). Min (2005) showed that successful 

revisions responding to feedback from peers can be categorized into the macro/global 

level (idea development, organization, purpose of writing) or the micro/local level 

(wording, grammar, sentence or punctuation). In addition, Ting and Qian (2010) 

indicated that students may sometimes initiate revisions on their own triggered by self-

discovery and learning from peers’ essays. Both peer- and self-initiated revisions may 

lead to development in writing. 

Online peer feedback is becoming common in tertiary writing classes (Moloudi, 

2011). For many second and foreign language writers, peer response is a challenging and 
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problematic task (J. Liu & Sadler, 2003; M. Yang, et al., 2006). One major issue is 

related to students' overemphasis on the surface level of correction rather than focusing 

on the larger revising issues with concrete and constructive comments (Leki, 1990; Mo, 

2005). Students can be overly critical or unkind in their comments on their classmates’ 

writing, making the atmosphere of the group interaction uneasy at times (G. L. Nelson & 

Murphy, 1993). Amores (1997) pointed out that the interaction while responding to 

peers’ drafts may result in a sense of discomfort and awkwardness among the 

participants. Some students may even feel hesitant about the value of accepting feedback 

from peers after judging the validity of their classmates’ comments (Hu, 2005; Rollinson, 

2005). This is understandable as further studies have shown that some students may have 

insufficient rhetorical schemata to use in identifying appropriate expectations for the 

content and structure of their peers’ texts, thus generating feedback that deviates from 

teachers' expectations (J. Liu & Hansen, 2002). 

Well-established peer feedback has its potential benefits in foreign language 

teaching and learning. Giving feedback reduces learner anxiety and boosts learner 

confidence (G. H. C. Lin & Chien, 2009; Mei & Yuan, 2010), and it empowers those who 

provide it (Coit, 2004). Peer feedback welcomes corrections incorporated into subsequent 

revisions (Mei & Yuan, 2010) and leads to improvements in learners’ writing. 

Researchers (e.g., Berg, 1999; Hansen & Liu, 2005; Hong, 2006; Min, 2005, 2006) 

suggest that training is a critical factor that prepares students to participate in peer 

response as competent responders and evaluators and influences the effectiveness of peer 

feedback. With sufficient training, students can become more confident and 

knowledgeable in their responses and can demonstrate the ability to provide specific and 

meaningful feedback. Typically the advantages of using peer feedback over teacher 

feedback in writing can be rationalized in terms of learners' negotiation patterns, 
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reactions, attitudes and affective benefits (Chaudron, 1984; Paulus, 1999; Rollinson, 

2005; S. Zhang, 1995). 

Although teachers are assumed to possess more professional language knowledge, 

peer feedback is more at the learner’s level of development or interest, and therefore is 

better received. In addition, learners gain a sense of a wider audience than when only one 

teacher is reading their work, and the socially supportive peers enhance the learners’ 

attitudes and motivation and lower anxiety toward writing. Furthermore, peer feedback is 

associated with a greater degree of student autonomy, and by requiring students to read 

one another's drafts critically, learners become more skilled in writing and revision. In 

brief, peer response groups may help learners formulate a sense of community discourse, 

promote an awareness of audience, provide ideas and strategies for revision, facilitate 

peer collaboration, and, most significantly, expose learners to various types of writing 

styles (Grabe & Kaplan, 1996). 

TECHNOLOGIES IN PROCESS WRITING  

Computer technology is a not a panacea that will exceptionally change the way in 

which students write; neither is it an instructional method or writing curriculum 

(MacArthur, 1988). The technological environment where writing takes place influences 

writing instruction as well as the cognitive processes involved in planning, composing, 

and revising text (Salomon, Kosminsky, & Asaf, 2003). Nonetheless, the effectiveness of 

technology in a writing class depends on the design and affordances of the technological 

tools that support writing and their use. In the classroom setting, the potential impact of 

computers on the social context for writing is important (Goldberg, Russell, & Cook, 

2003). The development and expansion of the computer and the Internet have accelerated 

pedagogical changes by incorporating Web technology in writing (Bloch, 2008; 
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Warschauer, 2007). To better examine issues related to the potential availability and 

affordances in implementing Web 2.0 technologies in a writing classroom, the role of 

word processing and computer-mediated communication (CMC) should be understood in 

teaching and learning the practice of writing. 

Word processing  

Computers are powerful and flexible writing devices that can facilitate certain 

parts of the writing process as well as writing instruction with certain physical and 

information processing features (Braine, 1997). Prior to the emergence of CMC, the use 

of word processing was the primary application of stand-alone computers in many 

composition classrooms, which had numerous advantages and a substantial amount of 

influence on students' learning of writing (Pennington & Brock, 1992; Porter, 2002). A 

word processor is a computer application that enables the user to compose, edit, and 

format printable materials by entering characters and commands from a keyboard (Word 

proceessor, 2006). Students who compose on word processors tend to have higher levels 

of motivation and engagement as well as better performance in their quantity and quality 

of writing (Patterson, 2006). Researchers found that the use of a word processor can help 

writers with the maintenance of mechanical processes, the scaffolding of the planning, 

the progression of revising work, and the production and dissemination of organized, 

finished written texts (Costanzo, 1994; Pennington, 1999; Troia, 2009; Warschauer, 

2009). Pennington (2003) conveyed the idea that word processors also influenced 

learners' behaviors, attitude and awareness with respect to the tasks at different writing 

stages in terms of mechanics, forms, or meanings. 

As Pennington (1996) noted, fundamentally the word processor impacts student 

writers in four major ways in terms of writing: (a) writing becomes easier; (b) writing 
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becomes more extensive; (c) writing becomes more effective; and, (d) writing becomes 

different. The word processor makes writing physically easier and less challenging once 

the users become versed in the operation of the keyboard in editing, correcting, deleting 

and rewriting texts (Cochran-Smith, 1991; Pennington, 1996). Due to the spelling and 

grammar checking tools accessible within the word processor, corrections at the word 

and sentential level are mechanically provided (Vernon, 2000); therefore, students can 

focus more on the revision or addition of content or meaning as opposed to the forms of 

the language. By using a word processor for writing, a student's time and energy spent on 

the editing process can be diminished, resulting in more time to write and edit as well as 

leading to a more productive outcome in writing quantity (Bangert-Drowns, 1993). In 

addition, students are able to experience the different stages of process writing in a spiral 

movement, constantly editing, revising and correcting their writing so as to be able to 

have a much more effective and refined writing product (Aaron, 2008). When students 

apply word processors and begin to write in a freer style, they activate schemata and 

begin the process of selecting content based on the relevant factors including context, 

setting, needs and task characteristics. This metacognitive process is crucial for students 

as they learn to explore their own writing styles and develop their identities as writers 

(Benson, 2001; Pennington, 1996).  

Computer-mediated communication 

Compared to word processing, computer-mediated communication (CMC) 

provides new opportunities for connecting and engaging writers through online human-

to-human communication via networked computers (Hubbard, 2004; Penrod, 2005; 

Santoro, 1995; L. Wang & Wang, 2006). Two aspects of CMC use can be examined: 

modality (spoken or textual) and time (synchronous or asynchronous) (Y.-C. Sun, 2009; 
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Warschauer, 2001). The spoken-oriented CMC consists of activities such as voicemail 

and voice recording over the Internet (Fotos & Browne, 2004; Hubbard, 2004), while the 

textual form includes email, discussion forums, chat rooms, and other online text 

communication (Chun, 2008; Thorne & Payne, 2005). Relevant studies (e.g., Meskill & 

Ranglova, 2000) indicate that CMC contributes to effective language learning and 

motivates learners to engage in meaningful communication in the target language. A 

well-designed CMC activity can encourage students to notice the language content, spur 

motivation, lessen anxiety, promote learner autonomy, and facilitate cooperative learning 

(Chapelle, 2008; Chun, 2008; Collentine, 2009; Hrastinski & Keller, 2007). 

The adoption of CMC fosters a socially interactive process in which readers and 

writers work collaboratively and interact around the computers. Moreover, by filtering 

out the social-context factors such as gender, status, and nonverbal cues, facial 

expressions and body language, CMC can provide a comfortable and non-threatening 

atmosphere for language learners, in particular for the less extroverted or confident 

students (Beauvois, 1997; Hanson-Smith, 2001; Strambi & Bouvet, 2003). Rather than 

feeling pressured to compete with their peers, CMC also helps individual learners express 

their thoughts in their own space and at their own pace. Research on CMC focuses 

largely on the social aspects of writing in different formats, mainly on receiving input or 

developing collaboration in a learning community (Y. C. Chao & Huang, 2007). The 

online writing environment enables learners to cultivate a better sense of their audience 

as well as to explore and integrate resources needed for developing written texts (Hyland, 

2003b; Pennington, 2003). Kitzmann (2003) observed that when writing on line, “the 

audience is not only anticipated but expected, and thus influences and structures the very 

manner in which the writer articulates, composes, and distributes the self-document” (p. 

1). Online writing is a constructive process in which a writer makes decisions by 
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choosing or modifying specific constituents of the texts or images in order to manage the 

messages delivered to the readers (Penrod, 2005). More recently, the development of 

Web 2.0 tools has begun to facilitate CMC and provide EFL learners with better 

opportunities to write and communicate without the limitations of time and location. 

With the availability and affordances of the Web 2.0 emerging technologies, the mission 

to focus on communication and interactivity in writing can become achievable, thereby 

influencing the teaching and learning of writing. Underlying all these concerns, there is a 

need for a conceptualization of the association between a process-oriented writing 

approach and Web 2.0 technology, particularly in the adoption of blogs and wikis. 

Web 2.0-supported writing  

In this study, the Web 2.0-supported writing took place in a context where learners 

attended classes with face-to-face meetings along with assigned individual and group 

writing tasks on blogs and wikis. This is a form of blended learning with a combination 

of attributes from both a traditional and an online learning environment (C. R. Graham, 

2006). As previously delineated, although Web 2.0 applications have been embedded in 

the practice of education and can add quality to instructional processes, there are issues to 

be considered related to technology integration in the EFL writing class, including the 

pedagogical approach, technical support, and assessment. According to the model 

proposed by Hayes (1996), there are two remarkably important aspects that are related to 

Web 2.0-supported writing: the writing medium in the physical environment and the 

social environment, including the audience and collaborators (P.-J. Chen, 2010). Whereas 

Web 1.0 provides resources and means for CMC that can be used in foreign language 

teaching and learning, Web 2.0 adds additional benefits that can be used to support the 

online writing environment (Alm, 2006). The incorporation of Web 2.0 tools in writing 
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represents a change from the pencil and paper environment to computer-mediated writing 

assisted by computer and Web tools. In terms of the social environment, the audience is 

not restricted to the instructor, but is broader, and includes other student readers, peers 

and online users as a result of the openness of the Internet that undermines the traditional 

boundaries between publishing and passive audiences (Craig, 2007). The opportunities to 

work with different classmates as collaborators on varied projects also alter the dynamics 

of the writing environment and writing act. 

O’Reilly (2005) commented that the emergence of second generation Web 

technology provides a rich user experience and builds a trust relationship via 

collaboration as well as decentralizing information sharing. Instead of a static webpage of 

text, many Web 2.0 writing tools share features that imitate the typical formatting and 

editing features of a standard word processor, and some even provide synchronous live 

chat, markup and annotation, co-editing, and version tracking (Godwin-Jones, 2008; J. 

Thompson, 2008). A key major concept of Web 2.0 is that users add value by the process 

of creating or editing content using interactive functions on the webpage (Rollett, Lux, 

Strohmaier, Dosinger, & Tochtermann, 2007). According to Wang, Wang, Fang and Lin 

(2010), Web 2.0 technology can be applied to college writing classrooms to foster the 

development of interactive and collaborative writing communities in which each student 

can engage in dialogue with other members. Whether it is in an individual or 

collaborative writing environment, Web 2.0 technology is helpful in facilitating peer 

editing by extending classroom interactions on various writing tasks that used to take 

place only between the instructor and individual students (Franklin & Consulting, 2007). 

With Internet-connected computers, Web 2.0 and collaborative writing work seamlessly 

together by enabling students to create, write and edit cooperatively with each other from 

any location via password-protected access. Solomon and Schrum (2007) affirmed the 
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value of the Web 2.0 tools in process writing by allowing multiple users to 

collaboratively participate in editing, commenting, or polishing a document. In particular, 

Web 2.0-supported collaborative writing can be used to facilitate online peer feedback by 

allowing students to make suggestions and comment on projects as well as highlight 

changes.  

Online peer feedback 

As discussed, the Web 2.0 writing environment incorporates characteristics of 

both word processing and CMC due to the combination of a keyboard and Internet 

interface for writing. A major impact of applying Web 2.0 technology to process writing 

is attributed to the peer interaction that occurs as students participate in online peer 

feedback (Y. L. Chen, Liu, Shih, Wu, & Yuan, 2011; Motteram & Sharma, 2009). The 

benefits of peer feedback are constrained by the following: (1) students’ level of English 

proficiency, which influences their capability to offer and comprehend peer feedback; (2) 

students’ cultural backgrounds, which affect their classroom behaviors and the amount of 

participation in peer discussions; and, (3) the mode of peer feedback, either through a 

written, oral, or computer-mediated format (J. Liu & Hansen, 2002). Along with the 

increasing accessibility of networked computers, computer-mediated online peer 

feedback has gained importance in writing instruction and has opened up a new 

dimension in the Web 2.0 era with respect to traditional written feedback (Ho & 

Savignon, 2007; L. Lee, 2010b).  

The fundamental difference between face-to-face and online peer feedback lies in 

the constraints of time and space as well as in the modes of interaction (Breuch, 2004). 

Tuzi (2004) compared the disparate characteristics of the two feedback modes. In a face-

to-face oral or written feedback session, writers and responders in a peer group typically 



 53 

refer to a printed piece of paper and engage in verbal and nonverbal communication and 

negotiation. By adopting electronic feedback, however, writers in the online environment 

may not be able to participate in real-time communication activities. The absence of 

nonverbal clarification and the time delay involved in the online dialogue can complicate 

the difficulties of fully understanding the feedback messages. On the other hand, the 

added flexibility of permitting peer review sessions to be conducted outside of the 

classroom meetings allows students more time to generate and refine their review 

(Kuriloff, 2005). Student comments can be automatically transmitted in electronic written 

form, simplifying the logistical complications of photocopying and distributing papers to 

the class (Tannacito & Tuzi, 2002). Guardado and Shi (2007) reported that an advantage 

of online peer feedback is the likelihood of a less threatening environment that 

encourages greater and more equal member participation than face-to-face conferencing. 

Hyland (2003b) observed that students in face-to-face peer response groups may be more 

sensitive about the necessity of maintaining a harmonious group climate, and may be 

reluctant to critically judge a peer’s writing. 

The online environment thereby provides a setting free from the fear of giving 

immediate face-threatening comments, thus lowering the affective filter and encouraging 

focus on the work of analyzing and responding (Beauvois, 1997; J. Liu & Sadler, 2003; 

Strenski, Feagin, & Singer, 2005). This is particularly true for Chinese language learners 

from a collectivism-oriented cultural background who tend to maintain group harmony 

and may feel uncomfortable and indisposed to give negative feedback about their peers’ 

writing (Carson & Nelson, 1994, 1996). Non-native speakers have shown greater active 

participation in the discussions when the opportunity to exchange and share writing 

online is provided (Greenfield, 2003; Sullivan & Pratt, 1996; Ware & Warschauer, 2006). 

Guardado and Shi (2007) claimed that online feedback promotes greater student 
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participation in terms of interactive textual exchange although its impact on revision may 

differ in individual studies. Compared to oral discussions, electronic modes of interaction 

provoke more global, detailed, and effective feedback (Tannacito & Tuzi, 2002; Tuzi, 

2004). Electronic dialogue may exist somewhere between speech and written 

communication in formality and style, making the online peer feedback more likely to be 

well thought-out, reference-specific, and manifestly structured (Baron, 1998; Pennington, 

2004; Xu, 2007). Based on these characteristics, it is certain that online peer feedback 

plays a significant role in the Web 2.0 writing environment.  

Use of blogs and wikis in EFL process writing   

Two of the best-received writing tools in the Web 2.0 era are blogs and wikis 

based on their applicability in language classrooms (Godwin-Jones, 2008; Sayed, 2010; 

L.-C. Wang & Beasley, 2008; Warschauer, 2010). Being part of this second generation 

revolution, bogs and wikis are changing the nature of writing activities and the research 

field of CALL. As we apply blogs and wikis to an EFL process writing class, the 

potential of Web 2.0 in creating a new epoch for language teachers and learners can be 

seen (Campbell, 2003; Y. C. Chao & Huang, 2007; Godwin-Jones, 2003; D. Zhang, 

2009). The following sections provide an overview of blogs and wikis in supporting 

process writing and significant results from empirical studies in EFL contexts. 

Blogs as educational tools for language learning  

Blogs are a Web 2.0 publication system that allows Internet users to create their 

own individual journals (Crook, et al., 2008). Blogs consist of Web pages that contain 

reverse chronologically archived posts, which can be journal entries on any topic, and 

may contain multimedia elements in the format of audio, video, and graphics (Gurak, 

Antonijevic, Johnson, Ratliff, & Reyman, 2004; Rodzvilla, 2002). Blogs are basically 
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online diaries, consisting of logs of thoughts, reflections, and events, in which individuals 

write about topics they select with an opportunity for readers to leave comments on what 

they have read (Eastment, 2005). Lowe and Williams (2004) found that language teachers 

are in favor of incorporating blogs into class learning because blogs are easy to construct 

and provide students with opportunities to write to a target audience, enabling reciprocal 

communication between the author and readers. Campbell (2003) delineated that there 

are three types of blog use within language classes: (a) a tutor blog, which is operated by 

an instructor for course information, assignments, etc. with commenting on the posts 

restricted to students enrolled in the class; (b) a class blog, which is a shared space that 

allows the instructor and students to write in a collaborative discussion and reflection 

space; and, (c) a learner blog, which is run by an individual student or by a collaborative 

group and that students can use for writing practice and for exchanging ideas and 

feedback. 

Ward (2004) stated that for language teachers, blogs are effective tools for writing 

and can meet many of the identified needs in teaching and learning. Blogs provide a 

genuinely communicative, process-driven, and peer-reviewed learning community in 

which a genuine audience is connected to a student writer. As suggested by Ellison and 

Wu (2008), guidance about the process of reviewing and critiquing the work of peers, and 

appreciation of the way in which blogging is exposed to students is pedagogically 

needed. Campbell (2004) pointed out that simple customization of templates can help 

students build a sense of ownership and distinctive online identity. When students are 

aware of the online authentic readers who may comment on their published articles, they 

tend to write more carefully (Rozema, 2005; Stefanone & Jang, 2008). Learning to write 

for audiences other than a teacher may be challenging, particularly for students who are 

only writing for a grade or who have difficulty adjusting their writing to fit the readers. 
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Blogs feature personal editorship, hyperlinking characteristics, archival function, open 

access to content, and enable users to create, share and interact in a virtual space to 

generate knowledge by writing and commenting on each other’s postings (Glogoff, 2005; 

Richardson, 2006; Y.-C. Sun & Chang, 2012; Warlick, 2005). In such an environment, 

blogs empower users to express what they think and receive feedback quickly from 

others. Interactive online activities encourage closeness and immediacy in online 

relationships (Powazek, 2002).  

According to Fellner and Apple (2006), blogs provide students with both reading 

and writing functions, as students are asked to read and comment on other classmate's 

posts, which is a major reason behind the popularity of blogging in education (Alexander, 

2006). This resonates with Zamel's (1992) statement that writing can allow students to 

write their ways into reading as well as to contribute comprehensible input to reading. 

Blogs are both monologues and dialogues; in a sense they are both continuous and 

process-oriented (Ward, 2004). Functioning as a portfolio-driven medium, Armstrong 

and Retterer (2008) discovered that student work on blogs is collected, edited, and 

reviewed with the immediacy of publishing for virtual audiences. When writing for a 

blog, “the audience is not only anticipated but expected, and thus influences and 

structures the very manner in which the writer articulates, composes, and distributes the 

self-document” (Kitzmann, 2003, p. 56). The use of blogs encourages shy and introverted 

students to participate and increases a sense of community in a language class (Stanley, 

2005). Blogs encompass many features that are suitable for eliciting student voices 

coupled with their own perspectives articulated on particular issues. Oravec (2002) found 

that the use of blogs can help empower students to develop their analytical and critical 

abilities due to their active participation in responding to others' writings. 
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Given the positive educational benefits of using blogs to support writing 

(Campbell, 2004; Godwin-Jones, 2003; Huffaker, 2005; A. Johnson, 2004), the following 

section mostly investigates relevant research on using learner blogs, which require more 

effort and time from the instructor to set up and moderate, but may be the most 

rewarding. The benefit of learner blogs is that students have their own personal online 

space, while being encouraged to write frequently about what interests them and to post 

comments on other students' blogs based on the assigned writing topics. The following 

studies were found to be applicable to this study on process writing as they provided 

insight into the learners' perceptions of online feedback concerning their writing 

performance.   

Blogs as scaffolding tools for the EFL individual writing 

In W.-S. Wu's (2006) study, he explored the EFL learners' (N = 39) reactions to 

two peer response sessions and teacher feedback in a low-intermediate college 

composition class in northern Taiwan. The content of this writing course included the 

following major elements: the use of punctuation, run-on sentences, comma splices, 

sentence fragments, choppy sentences, topic sentences, paragraphs, and participial 

construction. Students were provided with a guideline and brief training about peer 

editing. Seven first drafts were selected to examine the impact of greater and lesser 

amounts of peer review and teacher feedback on the revised drafts. The research 

outcomes demonstrated that the teacher feedback led to both positive and negative 

revisions, based on an individual learner's English proficiency and attitude. The peer 

feedback failed to provide linguistically meaningful and constructive comments, and was 

limited to pragmatic complimentary praises or blessings. Due to these results, the 

researcher recommended that thorough online peer review training would be necessary 



 58 

before in-class participation in peer review sessions, in particular for EFL learners from a 

Chinese cultural background. 

H.-C. Wang (2009) reported using blog-based electronic feedback with EFL 

Taiwanese university students (N = 30) as a medium for facilitating learners’ writing 

development. The course combined a ten-week writing class and a four-week blogging 

project. Learners’ writing assignments and e-feedback were collected and the peer 

comments were used for testing the linguistic characteristics, the accuracy levels of e-

feedback and subsequent revision rates. Results showed that EFL students commented on 

their peers’ writing in a rather unbalanced manner, and their attention was focused more 

on the micro-level of lexical and grammatical concerns and less on the macro-level 

organization and content components. The study implied that students should be provided 

with peer-editing training, including responding to general content writing, writer’s 

arguments, textual organization and language issues and be encouraged to collaborate 

with peers in a moderate group size for such tasks. 

Simsek (2009) investigated the effect of using blogs in integrated writing 

instruction on Turkish EFL students' (N = 70) writing performance in a quasi 

experimental design by partitioning two classes in groups with and without access to 

blogs. Students' perceptions toward blogs applied in their writing courses were examined 

as well. Data were collected through writing performance tasks, questionnaires and 

interviews. Two different analysis techniques were applied to analyze the differences in 

writing performance between the two groups: a paired sample t test and an ANCOVA. 

The results suggested that when blogging activities were integrated in a writing class that 

was aligned with the process approach to instruction, it positively affected the students' 

overall writing performance. Students using blogs composed more successful paragraphs 

specifically in the areas of content and organization. However, no prominent effect was 
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found on word choice, language use and mechanics in the student writing. It was 

acknowledged that the students perceived a preference for using blogs when writing. 

Horváth (2009) studied classroom blogging pedagogy and experience by 

incorporating elements of process writing activities in a thirteen-week Hungarian EFL 

university classroom (N = 17). The instructor set up a teacher blog that worked as a 

connecting hub to announce the course information as well as to store all the URL links 

to each individual student's blog. On their blogs, students were provided with peer 

audiences that encouraged self-expression and were trained to read and comment on 

posted entries based on the criteria-reference evaluation. The research findings suggested 

three distinctive comment types in terms of social and linguistic gains: (1) the blog 

approach contributed to both greater learner autonomy and stronger learning community 

bonding; (2) students indicated that they gradually became more familiar with each 

other’s backgrounds, interests, opinions and language skills through reformulating ideas 

together; (3) students responded that they were connected to one another as readers and 

writers and learned to provide constructive comments; and, (4) students showed that 

threaded comments from the supporting peers encouraged them to form their own 

perspectives and to use the English language when expressing their opinions on hotly 

debated or prevailing issues.  

Fageeh's (2011) study acknowledged the extensive use of blogs for personal Web-

based publications and the significance to research. The proposed research questions 

explored the effects of blogs upon students on developing skills and enhancing attitudes 

toward writing compared to traditional lecture-based writing instruction. A triangulated 

research approach that consisted of an experimental research method and a descriptive 

research design was employed to examine the effects of blogging on writing proficiency 

and attitudes. This study was conducted in an intermediate-level EFL college writing 
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class at a university in Abha. Senior students (N = 50) from the College of Languages and 

Translation participated in the study, of which half were assigned to the experimental 

group and the control group respectively. The findings showed that the students viewed a 

blog as a useful tool for the development of their English with regard to their writing 

proficiency and attitudes toward writing. The students also perceived blogs to provide an 

opportunity and freedom to write for both local and global audiences. In addition to the 

writing development, the observed outcomes indicated that blogs spur learning 

motivation and opportunities for authorship and readership. The online open space 

creates active, interactive social exchanges and maintains an interactive relationship 

among readers.  

Aljumah (2012) investigated how blogs help students with opportunities to 

practice EFL writing outside the language classroom at a university in Saudi Arabia (N = 

35). Two major questions of the study are: (1) how to understand students’ attitudes 

toward the use of blogs in learning writing, and (2) how to explore the benefits and 

drawbacks of using blogs in language learning. Learners were required to write an essay 

of 150 words per week, and comment on two or three of their classmates’ blogs. The 

contents of students' entries were based on the assigned class materials that help them 

apply targeted writing skills. At the end of the semester, a survey was collected to gauge 

students' perceptions. Research findings suggested that students have a favorable 

perception toward the incorporation of blogs and the majority of students enjoyed the 

online writing activities. Learner responses indicated that advantages of using blogs 

included increased interest and motivation, as well as issues derived from feedback 

correction, passive behavior, distraction, time invested, and computer problems. 
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Wikis as educational tools for language learning  

Wikis are simply Web-based software that allow users to contribute, create and 

publish by editing pages online in a browser (Klobas, 2005; Richardson, 2006). Based on 

Leuf and Cunningham (2001), the concept of wiki is defined as "a freely expandable 

collection of interlinked Web pages, a hypertext system for storing and modifying 

information—a database where each page is easily edited by any user with a forms-

capable Web browser client" (p. 14). Godwin-Jones (2003) stated that the accessible open 

nature of wikis is geared toward intense collaboration, and such a collaborative 

mechanism works best for users who are conscientious and willing to obey group 

conventions and practices. Such connectedness represents characteristics related to 

language learners' autonomy (Kessler, 2009). Researchers indicated that wikis have the 

potential to create online environments that support collaborative learning and promote 

social interactions as well as student engagement (Choy & Ng, 2007; Cole, 2009; B. Zou, 

Xiang, & Jeaco, 2012). The advantages of using wikis include the potential to accomplish 

the following: (1) build an online community that fosters social activities and interactions 

(Beldarraina, 2006; Gilbert, Chen, & Sabol, 2008); (2) support collaborative learning and 

writing activities and enhance negotiation during the process (Engstrom & Jewett, 2005; 

Hughes & Narayan, 2009; A. Lamb & Johnson, 2007); (3) promote multiple modalities 

of expressions and communication of meaning through incorporating graphics, audio, 

video, or multimedia resources (Nguyen, 2008); (4) provide the function of asynchronous 

editing as permitted users visit, read, reorganize and update the content (B. Lamb, 2004; 

Schwartz, Clark, Cossarin, & Rudolph, 2004); and, (5) create and share knowledge 

together through asynchronous online conversation (Mindel & Verma, 2006; T. J. 

Nelson, 2008; Yates, 2008). 
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According to Leuf and Cunningham (2001), there are two different writing modes 

or styles of usage. The first is the document mode, in which contributors can create 

documents to be collaboratively written as a group (Lund, 2008). In the permitted user 

only settings, invited authors leave their additions to the wiki document with their 

registered account. Multiple participants edit and update the content of the document and 

gradually the content becomes a representation of the shared ideas or knowledge of the 

learning group (Elgort, Smith, & Toland, 2008; Parker & Chao, 2007). In the document 

mode, wikis provide the following specific features in support of writing: (1) editing— 

functions that enable text editing, tables, lists, hyperlinks, images, and file insertion on a 

Web page; (2) history—a feature that saves all previous modifications on any single page 

and allows tracking of the editing process since all changes have been archived; and, (3) 

recent changes—a function that provides a current overview of a certain number of recent 

changes to wiki pages within a certain time period (Ebersbach, Glaser, Heigl, & Warta, 

2006). The second wiki writing mode is the thread mode, in which posted signed 

messages are used for participant discussion in the online environment (Rowe & Wyss, 

2009). As each group member responds and leaves comments on the original intact 

messages, a compilation of threaded messages will gradually evolve. 

By experimenting with the educational use of wikis in the classrooms, many 

researchers (e.g., Richardson, 2006; Wheeler, Yeomans, & Wheeler, 2008) have 

uncovered their potential for cultivating students' writing skill development. Wikis could 

link students to various kinds of authentic audiences, ranging from their fellow students 

to Internet users outside of the classroom (Descy, 2006). Compared to a traditional 

classroom, in which the instructor is the only reader, the potential audience can be the 

impetus that motivates students to write more enthusiastically (Coniam & Lee, 2008). In 

addition, with wikis, permitted authors are allowed to participate in the collaborative and 
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recursive process of adding, deleting and modifying the group's writing (Pfeil, Zaphiris, 

& Ang, 2006). Such authoring groups typically range from pairs of students to whole 

classes, and the size of constituent members may be decided by the classroom instructor 

or by input from the students. When teachers adopt wikis for writing, they are 

encouraging students to experience writing as a social process (Neumann & Hood, 2009; 

Richardson, 2006). Distinct from individualized writing, McPherson noted (2006) that 

writing entries on wikis emphasizes a student's competence in cooperating and 

negotiating and respect for one another's thoughts and work-in-progress. Using wikis for 

writing activities makes students engage in close writer-reader interactions and 

encourages them to become more cautious about structural consistency and grammatical 

accuracy (Kuteeva, 2011). To cope with the issue of teachers' having difficulty evaluating 

each individual's contribution in the collaborative work, automatic information tracing, 

along with survey grids and formulae developed ad hoc can be employed to calculate 

participation and contribution indexes on wiki if needed (Trentin, 2009).  

As X. Liu (2010) argued, wikis can be a user-friendly, flexible, efficient, and cost-

effective interface for student interaction, collaboration and knowledge creation. 

Compared to the single author writing, wikis represent a particular type of collaborative 

learning environment where collaboration can result in aggregated, collective online 

writing products (Storch, 2011). Exploring wikis in the teaching environment can help 

with the dissemination of this new technology and promote the achievement of its 

potential. However, the empirical studies on using wikis in EFL writing are relatively 

limited. In many cases, language teachers may not be aware of the use of wikis in an 

educational context or of how to incorporate wikis to meet the expectations of 

instructional design. Huang and Chen (2011) proposed a wiki collaborative model for 

EFL writing instruction by illustrating three types of course scenarios: large freshmen 
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English classes, middle-sized advanced writing courses and graduate-level academic 

writing workshops. However, as wikis are relatively new to an EFL context, only a few 

studies exist regarding their implementation in the context of process writing.  

Wikis as scaffolding tools for EFL collaborative writing  

Pae's study (2007) investigated the effect of wikis on learners in terms of students' 

English writing proficiency, anxiety and perceptions of the wiki-based writing classes. 

Fifteen Korean college students (N = 15) participated in a four-week wiki writing project, 

in which they were asked to complete two individual and two collaborative writing tasks. 

Students' writing assessments, perceptions surveys and weekly reflections, were analyzed 

in an attempt to understand the students' progress and viewpoints. The research results 

showed that the wiki-based English writing classes positively influenced the students' 

English writing proficiency but did little to alleviate their writing anxiety. This may have 

been partially due to the fact that some students felt uncomfortable about the lack of 

features such as spelling and grammar checks in the composing environment. 

Franco's (2008) study was focused on an innovative way to incorporate peer 

correction and benefit learners through using wikis with a student-centered writing 

approach. This study aimed to empower learners to be less dependent on the teacher by 

using technology to enhance autonomous learning. The participants included a cohort of 

students (N = 18) aged thirteen to seventeen from a private language institute in Brazil. 

Both qualitative and quantitative methods were adopted to collect and analyze the data. 

The analysis primarily focused on the determination of whether students’ writing skills 

were enhanced through the collaborative learning strategies applied to the wiki context. 

The results suggest that wikis provide learners with many benefits in developing their 

writing skills. Students reported their growing motivation in language learning as well as 
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an emerging interest in belonging to an online community. Instead of competing with 

each other, learners developed their social skills and worked collaboratively to maximize 

opportunities related to writing. 

Mak and Coniam (2008) studied the use of wikis for collaborative authentic 

writing in a secondary school in Hong Kong. The performance of the participating EFL 

students (N = 24) out of a class was examined on PBwiki for six weeks, where groups of 

students worked on a project that consisted of co-creating a printed brochure from a 

fundamental design to pulling their ideas together via multiple drafting. The experience 

of a group of learners was profiled to illustrate how wikis function in editing and 

revision. Students' intermediate and final drafts were exhibited, as were the amount and 

the types of writing produced at each stage. The results suggested that wiki-supported 

tasks inspire student creativity and enhance student confidence as writers. Regarding the 

outcome of the collaborative writing, the study showed that students produced a greater 

quantity of text that was more coherent and accurate on a wiki. This study also pointed 

out the importance of the appropriate use of wikis in incorporating tasks that fit students' 

interests and language proficiency levels, coupled with authenticity as a matter of course 

design.  

In order to promote a collaborative learning environment, Wichadee (2010) 

explored students’ English summary writing abilities through the use of wikis. The 

student population was Thai undergraduate students (N = 35) who had enrolled in 

Fundamental English at Bangkok University. Working in groups of four or five, the 

students designed a wikispace and worked together for eight weeks on five pieces of 

summary written work. Each of the group members worked through editing and revising 

their Web drafts until the team finalized a paper and submitted it for teacher evaluation. 

The students' writing performance was traced using the following sources: (1) pre and 



 66 

post summary writing tests; (2) a perception questionnaire surveying their attitudes; and, 

(3) a user experience reflection. The results revealed that the students' English summary 

writing scores were higher and that the students had more positive attitudes toward 

learning after the implementation of wiki. Most students regarded the collaborative work 

as motivation for them to work harder in order to react to other students' postings and 

information.  

Y.-C. Chao and Lo (2011) reported a wiki collaborative writing project, in which 

a five-stage writing approach was adopted: collaborative planning, partitioned drafting, 

peer-revising, peer-editing, and individual publishing. Fourteen groups of Taiwanese EFL 

college students (N = 51) participated in this project for five weeks. In order to facilitate 

the students' writing skill development and self-regulation, procedural and collective 

scaffolding were provided. A reflective survey was administered to investigate students' 

perceptions of each stage of the collaborative writing. The results concluded that the wiki 

facilitated interaction during the peer review process and editing and enabled students to 

spend more time enthusiastically revising the essay compared to a traditional classroom. 

Also, most students indicated their satisfaction with the wiki in terms of the ease of use 

and reported that their anxiety level was lowered by the experience of collaborative 

writing. To ensure the quality of the collaborative writing process, adequate learning 

preparation is necessary for the interaction and production of an online writing 

environment.  

Liou and Lee (2011) conducted a wiki-based writing study comparing the 

influence of using wikis on EFL students' individual and collaborative writing in writing 

products, processes and perceptions. An intact class of eighteen Taiwanese university 

students (N = 18) participated in the study and in writing using wikis. A mixed methods 

approach was adopted to analyze the data based on the students' online essays, logs and 
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answers to a questionnaire. Student writing products were analyzed in terms of fluency, 

accuracy and complexity. The average number of words, T-units and error-free clauses 

were counted. The questionnaire consisted of ten five-point Likert-scale questions and 

two open-ended questions. Research results showed that essays composed by groups 

tended to be more accurate and longer compared to essays generated by individuals. In 

addition, students’ participation, time allotment and their reflections on the learning 

experience showed that the collaborative work on wikis could be successfully 

implemented as an after-class assignment. The wiki-based writing tasks provided 

students with opportunities to learn from their peers, and students perceived the 

collaborative activities as helping them to improve their writing skills as well as their 

cooperation skills.  

In their study, Lin and Yang (2011) gauged students’ perceived efficacy and 

experiences with the incorporation of wiki technology and peer feedback in a sophomore 

English writing course in Taiwan. The study was grounded in a socio-cultural theoretical 

framework to investigate students' perceptions of the effectiveness of wiki-based writing 

projects and experiences in social interaction in the process of writing. A small group of 

college students (N = 32) in an English department participated in this study. Data 

collection was based on learners' self-reported reflections on the project, observations of 

student learning, surveys and interviews. Research results showed that most learners 

regarded this meaningful social interaction as a valuable activity and acknowledged the 

benefits of learning from providing and receiving peer feedback during the collaborative 

writing process. Nonetheless, while most students enjoyed the innovative writing project, 

some students stated their preference for traditional teacher-led, paper/pencil writing 

activities because they felt there were fewer functional and psychological obstacles that 

must be overcome in a traditional environment. 
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Based on the literature reviewed above, most studies about blogs or wikis focus 

on their implementation in EFL writing classrooms and on their impact on writing 

performance, social interaction or learning motivation. Yet, there are a few studies that 

explore applying both blogs and wikis in a process-oriented writing composition class 

and the relationship of the application to perceived learner satisfaction derived from the 

comprehensive lens of learners’ course experiences with the integration of technology. 

The following section discusses the crucial components that constitute learner satisfaction 

with the use of technology.         

EVALUATING LEARNERS' SATISFACTION WITH THE USE OF 

TECHNOLOGY 

Technology tools adopted for Web-supported learning are frequently designed to 

enhance on-campus classes. This study investigated a blended learning EFL writing 

context that combines face-to-face instruction and online use of Web 2.0 tools, blogs and 

wikis. The adoption of Web 2.0 in supporting EFL writing makes it necessary to probe 

the important determinants that would encourage learners to use technology and enhance 

their learning satisfaction within this environment. The degree of student learning 

satisfaction with Web 2.0-supported EFL writing courses plays a crucial role in 

evaluating the effectiveness of technology adoption. Considering the differences between 

Web 2.0-supported teaching and learning and other modes of learning such as typical 

classroom and virtual learning, there is a practical need to explore and attempt to 

comprehend what determines student perceptions of learning satisfaction and to examine 

the relationships among the interacting variables. Examining the essentials of what 

determines student learning satisfaction in a Web 2.0-supported learning environment can 

provide pedagogical insight into the most effective strategies for using these tools to 

provide teaching and learning benefits. 
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Factors influencing learner satisfaction  

Satisfaction is related to perceptions of being able to succeed and feelings about 

the targeted outcomes (Keller, 1983). Learner satisfaction, as Astin (2003) delineated, 

refers to the student's perception regarding the university experience and the perceived 

value of the education received while enrolling in an educational institution. In terms of 

technology use, Nielsen (1993) stated that subjective user satisfaction can be viewed as 

explaining the usefulness of the technology in terms of system acceptability and usability 

assessment. According to Irons, Keel, and Bielema (2002), user acceptance of blended 

learning instructional strategies is an essential benchmark in ongoing efforts to develop 

learning programs and student satisfaction is a key component in developing user 

acceptance. Student enjoyment from the instruction can be promoted if they have the 

skills to use technological tools and meanwhile perceive the online environment as a 

useful and flexible way of learning, communicating, and sharing (Sahin & Shelle, 2008). 

This satisfaction may ultimately lead to higher levels of engagement, learning, and 

success in the online setting. To grasp the complexity of learning supported by the Web, 

it is not sufficient to know the degree to which students feel satisfied; it is also necessary 

to understand the factors contributing to learner satisfaction (Garci'a-Aracil, 2009).  

To evaluate the effectiveness of technology use, it is essential to elicit the users' 

perspectives in terms of their perceptions and experiences while using the tools (Gibson, 

Harris, & Colaric, 2008; Keengwe, 2007; Song, Singleton, Hill, & Koh, 2004). Moving 

beyond teaching evaluation and learning performance assessment, comprehensive learner 

satisfaction can be used to measure and identify the strengths and weaknesses of a course 

for future improvement. The following section illustrates the concepts of learners' 

technology acceptance and highlights issues related to user satisfaction in evaluating the 

use of technology. In line with previous studies (Hui, Hu, Clark, Tam, & Milton, 2008; 
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P.-C. Sun, Tsai, Finger, Chen, & Yeh, 2008; Xiao & Lucking, 2008), critical learning 

factors affecting learners’ perceived satisfaction related to this current study can be 

ascribed to five aspects, including the course dimension, the technology dimension, the 

environmental dimension, the learner dimension, and the instructor dimension. By 

building on a framework of major factors pertinent to a Web-supported writing 

environment, a significant assessment of learner satisfaction and outcomes can be 

obtained. 

Course dimension  

Perceived course learnability (Bødker & Petersen, 2000; Hui, et al., 2008) and 

course effectiveness (Keller, 1983; Y.-S. Wang, 2003) are identified in the course 

dimension of evaluating learning satisfaction. Learnability is an important aspect in 

learning evaluations (Bødker & Petersen, 2000). Learnability has been an essential 

concept of usability in the area of e-learning instructional design, where it relates to 

issues such as simplicity, familiarity and consistency (Koohang & du Plessis, 2004). 

Learnability has also been a conventional concept in linguistics for describing the ease of 

language teaching and learning (Bertolo, 2001). Course learnability represents the extent 

to which a student views the course materials delivered face-to-face or through 

technology as making the materials easy to learn according to the students' levels and 

needs (Hui, et al., 2008). Course learnability is concerned with what makes the content of 

instructional materials or resources learnable as well as how learnable a particular piece 

of instruction is (Duchastel, 2009). 

In the study conducted by Tamim, Lowerison, Schmid, Bernard and Abrami 

(2011), the researchers found a correlation between three predictive variables—course 

structure, computer use, and active learning—on students’ perceptions of course 
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effectiveness in a learner-centered environment. Rovai and Barnum (2003) considered 

teaching and learning in a Web-supported environment to be as effective as traditional 

instruction when the technologies and pedagogies adopted are appropriate to the 

instructional tasks. Following the suggestion of Norman and Spohrer (1996), examining 

learning effectiveness via test scores may not be adequate in holistically reflecting the 

quality or experience of students' learning. Therefore, this study adopted the definition of 

Hiltz, Rotter, Turoff and Benbunan-Fich (2000), which states that the perceived course 

effectiveness is the degree to which a student believes he or she has acquired specific 

knowledge or skills from a particular course. Relevant studies show that there is a 

positive relationship between perceived course learnability and course effectiveness and 

overall learner satisfaction in Web-supported learning.  

 Technology dimension  

The technology dimension consists of two aspects: perceived usefulness and 

perceived ease of use. The technology acceptance model (TAM) proposed by Davis 

(1989) is extensively used or modified to predict users’ tendency to use technology as 

well as to measure the actual usage of technology. The goal of TAM is "to provide an 

explanation of the determinants of computer acceptance that is general and capable of 

explaining user behavior across a broad range of end-user computing technologies and 

user populations, while at the same time being both parsimonious and theoretically 

justified" (Davis, Bagozzi, & Warshaw, 1989, p. 985). Relevant studies applying TAM 

have been conducted with different educational applications such as multimedia and 

hypermedia (Y. Gao, 2005; Saadé, Nebebe, & Tan, 2007), course management systems 

(Landry, Griffeth, & Hartman, 2006; Ngai, Poon, & Chan, 2007), and Web-based online 

learning (Liaw, Huang, & Chen, 2007; Roca, Chiu, & Martínez, 2006). 
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The TAM model serves as a basic framework for investigating learners’ 

satisfaction while learning in the Web environment (Liaw, 2008). TAM determines the 

user acceptance or intentions to use technology by exploring two important factors: 

perceived usefulness and perceived ease of use. Perceived usefulness is defined as a 

user’s “subjective probability that using a specific application system will increase his or 

her job performance within an organizational context” (Davis, et al., 1989, p. 985). It is 

used to measure users' perceptions about the degrees of performance improvement after 

adopting a system (Y. Lee, Kozar, & Larsen, 2003). Perceived ease of use refers to "the 

degree to which the user expects the target system to be free of effort" (Davis, et al., 

1989, p. 985). More specifically, it is the users’ perception of how easy it is to use. Both 

factors influence users’ attitudes toward a technology tool and subsequently affect an 

individual’s belief and behaviors when adopting the tool. 

Environmental dimension 

As Thurmond et al. (2002) noted, the environmental dimension incorporates the 

assessment system and learning community support, both of which greatly influence 

learning satisfaction. The terms assessment and feedback can be used interchangeably, 

particularly when referring to formative modes of assessment (Dippold, 2009). This study 

uses feedback to describe learner comments on contributions that are not associated with 

formal marking. If an appropriate feedback system and evaluation methods are 

implemented for Web-supported learning, user satisfaction will be improved. Several 

studies indicate that the adoption of a peer feedback system in Web-supported learning 

can both help learners feel that their learning progress and efforts are adequately assessed 

and can provide them with a connected relationship with their classmates (Z.-F. Liu, Lin, 

Chiu, & Yuan, 2001; Wen & Tsai, 2006). Peer feedback is an arrangement in which 
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learners evaluate the learning performance or assignment quality of other learners within 

similar learning contexts (Tseng & Tsai, 2010). Compared to teacher feedback, peer 

feedback provides greater quantity and immediacy of responses related to specific criteria 

(Topping, 2008), and learners are provided with opportunities to observe other students' 

learning progress and shared ideas (N.-F. Liu & Carles, 2006). The effects of the peer 

feedback and community support in this environment can be measured through analyzing 

learners' feelings about, and perceptions of, peer feedback interventions and their 

satisfaction with learning outcomes and performance (Xiao & Lucking, 2008). 

Satisfaction with the feedback system refers to the perceived usefulness of formative peer 

evaluation during the process of student learning activities. 

Additionally, Wenger’s (1998) idea of a community of practice, is a learning 

group in which members both support and challenge each other, leading to effective and 

relevant knowledge construction. This framework characterizes participants in online 

communities as having a shared sense of belonging, trust, expectation of learning, and 

commitment to participate and to contribute to the community. Perceived learning 

community support is defined as the degree to which a learning environment creates an 

active, strongly bonded community that fosters knowledge and information exchange 

among peers and their instructors (Brook & Oliver, 2003; S.-W. Chou & Liu, 2005; 

Swan, 2002). Theoretically, the more learners perceive learning community support, the 

more positive their attitudes will be toward the effectiveness of Web-supported learning, 

consequently improving their learning satisfaction and experience.  

Learner dimension  

The learner dimension consists of learner attitude toward computers (Gattiker & 

Hlavka, 1992), learner computer anxiety (Barbeite & Weiss, 2004), and learner Internet 
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efficacy (Joo, Bong, & Choi, 2000). Learner attitude toward computers is an essential 

factor in Web-supported learning satisfaction (Arbaugh & Duray, 2002; Liaw, et al., 

2007). The learner attitude toward computers is defined as learners' impressions and 

feelings about using computers via their daily practice and participation in technology-

supported activities and courses. As Web-supported classes mainly rely on the use of 

computers as a major assisting tool, instructors are allowed to put their materials online to 

guide and engage learners via a computer network. A more positive attitude toward 

computers will lead to a better chance for learner satisfaction and more effective learning 

outcomes in a Web-supported environment (Piccoli, Ahmad, & Ives, 2001). 

In addition, previous studies have shown the influence of computer anxiety on 

learning satisfaction. Computer anxiety is a complex array of emotional reactions caused 

by exposure to situations that require utilizing computer technology (Barbeite & Weiss, 

2004; Leso & Peck, 1992; North & Noyes, 2001). It is a psychological concern about 

potential negative effects due to the “fear of impending interaction with a computer that 

is disproportionate to the actual threat presented by the computer” (Howard, 1986, p. 18). 

In this study, computer anxiety refers to the level of a learner's anxiety when applying 

computers in a Web-supported learning environment. The higher the computer anxiety, 

the lower the level of learner satisfaction. 

Furthermore, a learner's Internet self-efficacy considerably impacts their online 

learning process and performance (R. D. Johnson, 2005; Moos & Azevedo, 2009; L. F. 

Thompson, Meriac, & Cope, 2002). Internet self-efficacy can be viewed as the belief in 

one's ability to organize and execute courses of Internet actions required to produce a 

given attainment (Eastin & LaRose, 2000). Students with higher Internet self-efficacy are 

more capable of functioning in the context of network-based learning (A. Y. Wang & 
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Newlin, 2002). Internet self-efficacy is defined as a learner's evaluation of their ability to 

use the Internet to perform Web-supported activities.        

Instructor dimension  

The factors of instructor response timeliness (Thurmond, et al., 2002) and 

instructor attitude toward technology (Webster & Hackley, 1997) are included in the 

instructor dimension. Instructor timely response has an impact on learner satisfaction 

because students appreciate their instructor's support in encouraging and assisting them 

with problems encountered online (Dennen, Darabi, & Smith, 2007; E. J. Johnson & 

Card, 2007). Students reported their frustration with a perceived lack of prompt feedback 

from the instructor in an online learning environment (Hara & Kling, 2001; Vrasidas & 

McIsaac, 1999). Given that the timing and content of the instructor’s feedback was 

valued by students, feedback should be provided in a timely and comprehensive manner 

(Rovai, 2004). Instructor response timeliness refers to whether students perceive that the 

instructor responded to their problems promptly. Learning satisfaction will accordingly 

be higher if an instructor is good at coping with Web-supported activities and responding 

quickly to students' problems and needs (Arbaugh, 2000; Thurmond, et al., 2002). 

Moreover, the social influence model indicates that supervisors' attitudes toward 

technology impact the perceptions of individuals within their group (Fulk, Schmitz, & 

Steinfield, 1990; D. Shen, Laffey, Lin, & Huang, 2006; H.-D. Yang, Moon, & Rowley, 

2009). Through observing other people's behaviors, actions and emotional reactions, 

individuals learn to develop their own coordinated patterns of behavior (Fulk, 1993). In 

the classroom setting, the instructors' attitude toward technology should be taken into 

consideration in order to effectively and thoroughly explain the student users' behaviors 

(P.-C. Sun, et al., 2008). Instructors' attitudes toward technology influence Web-
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supported learning because instructors play a crucial role in facilitating learning 

activities, and their positive or negative attitudes can influence the perceived attitudes of 

their students. The instructor's attitude toward technology refers to learners' perceptions 

of their instructor's attitude toward the technology tools used in support of Web-

supported learning.  

SUMMARY 

This study focused on students' perspectives related to Web 2.0-supported EFL 

writing, in which blogs and wikis are adopted to create a constructivist-oriented learning 

environment within a process writing class. In constructivist learning, the teacher designs 

authentic and challenging activities to engage students in active problem-solving and 

inquiry as well as in discussing and negotiating their opinions. Through interacting with 

environments, tools and people, learners gradually assimilate a shared knowledge, 

language or culture. In addition, Web 2.0 technology provides EFL teachers and learners 

with powerful tools that can present meaningful tasks to scaffold student learning as well 

as allow opportunities for reflection, feedback, and revision during the writing process. 

Studies have indicated the benefits of incorporating blogs and wikis to foster student 

learning by engaging students in collaborative and interactive tasks. However, current 

research is still limited in terms of understanding EFL student satisfaction and perception 

of the Web 2.0-supported writing environment by incorporating blogs and wikis. Some 

unsolved problems include the following: (1) What are the dimensions and factors that 

correlate with learner satisfaction within the blog- and wiki-supported writing 

environment? (2) How do the different dimensions and factors affect learner satisfaction 

within the blog- and wiki-supported writing environment? These are the questions 

investigated in this study.  
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Chapter 3: Research Methodology 

The purpose of this study was to investigate students’ perceptions of a learning 

environment and their satisfaction with a Web 2.0-supported EFL writing course, and 

also how the selected tools impacted the development of different stages in the writing 

process. This chapter presents the methodology that was employed in this study, and 

includes the following sections: (1) the underpinning framework of the research design; 

(2) the rationale for research site selection; (3) a description of the research setting and 

writing courses; (4) participants; (5) data collection; and, (6) data analysis. 

FRAMEWORK OF RESEARCH DESIGN 

The use of either quantitative or qualitative methods has long been debated and 

scholars have claimed that the two methods are not logically associated and linked 

(Bryman, 2007; A. Roberts, 2002). More time, cost and effort is required in carrying out 

mixed methods research, but the combination of both methods can greatly strengthen the 

research design and can be advantageous if used correctly since quantitative and 

qualitative methods each have relevant strengths and inherent weaknesses (Maxwell, 

2010; Onwuegbuzie & Leech, 2005). Driven by evidence-based practice and concerns 

about improving the utilization value of academic research, scholars in social sciences 

have shown increasing interest in using mixed methods to integrate and present research 

results (Creswell & Garrett, 2008; Harden & Thomas, 2005; Sandelowski, Voils, & 

Barroso, 2006). This study used a mixed methods design, a procedure for collecting, 

analyzing and combining quantitative and qualitative data at different stages of the 

research process, in order to elucidate the proposed research questions more 

comprehensively (Creswell, 2009; Creswell & Plano Clark, 2007). The rationale for 

mixing both methods is that neither quantitative nor qualitative methods are sufficient by 
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themselves to capture the trends and details of the multifaceted issue of students’ learning 

satisfaction with a blog and wiki technology-supported writing environment. When used 

in combination, quantitative and qualitative methods complement each other and allow 

for a more complete analysis (Greene, Caracelli, & Graham, 1989; R. B. Johnson & 

Onwuegbuzie, 2004). 

In a mixed methods approach, the researchers consider their available resources in 

terms of what works best and build knowledge on pragmatic grounds. Therefore, they 

select approaches, variables and units of analysis that seem to be most appropriate for 

finding answers to their research questions (Creswell, 2009; R. B. Johnson, 

Onwuegbuzie, & Turner, 2007; Maxcy, 2003). A mixed methods approach allows the 

research inquiry to be examined from multiple perspectives to gain a fuller understanding 

of the research area (Chenail, 2000). As Bazeley (2004) noted, conventionally 

quantitative research relies on a large, randomly drawn database, while qualitative 

research results are pertinent to smaller, more purposive data. It is less probable that 

statistics will be used to over-generalize small purposive samples or that fine hermeneutic 

analysis will be attempted on data from a large sample. Computerization can facilitate 

testing, across a larger selection of texts, of the generalizability of ideas developed 

through interpretive analysis of a subset of those texts (Bazely, 2003), whereas from 

within larger samples, cases for detailed studies can be identified in order to get more 

information about specific topics and problems (Migiro & Magangi, 2011). Both the 

qualitative and quantitative aspects of the approach elicit different types of data that can 

be used for expanding descriptions, explanations and interpretations. The foundation of 

this type of method is a belief that quantitative and qualitative methods are 

complimentary (Greene, et al., 1989), thereby making both numerical and text data, 

collected sequentially or concurrently, helpful in better illustrating the research problem.  
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As Creswell, Plano Clark, Guttman and Hanson (2003) argued, there are three 

prominent issues to be aware of in using mixed methods: priority, implementation, and 

integration. Priority is the decision-making process regarding the paradigm emphasis 

given to quantitative or qualitative status (R. B. Johnson & Onwuegbuzie, 2004). Because 

the mixed methods design employs time orientation as a core component (Creswell, 

2008), the implementation decisions of whether the quantitative phase should take place 

at approximately the same time as the qualitative part of the data collecting (i.e., 

concurrent), or chronologically where one is done before the other (i.e., sequential), 

becomes crucial. Integration refers to the phase in the research process where formulating 

the relationship between quantitative and qualitative data occurs by mixing or connecting 

the results (Onwuegbuzie & Collins, 2007). This study utilized a sequential mixed 

methods design, using identical samples for both the quantitative and qualitative 

components of the investigation in the distinct phases. The conclusions and inferences are 

based on the results of both strands of the study. The qualitative strand of the present 

study was conducted to either confirm or discount the inferences of the quantitative phase 

and simultaneously to provide further explanation for unexpected findings discovered 

during the first phase. 

Research questions and hypotheses  

This research was meant to promote an understanding of EFL students' 

perceptions of what dimensions and factors have a relationship with and influence on 

learner satisfaction. The dimensions and factors of perceived learner satisfaction in Web-

supported environments proposed by Sun, Tsai, Finger, Chen and Yeh (2008) are 

illustrated in Figure 3.1. Their framework was originally applied to online learning 

settings in Taiwanese universities that were similar to the setting of the current study. 
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Under each of the five dimensions are the identified factors, of which there were a total 

of eleven. Aligned with the framework, this study had a specific focus on the use of the 

two chosen Web 2.0 tools, blogs and wikis, in an EFL undergraduate writing course. Due 

to the emphasis on language teaching and learning, the dimensions and factors were 

arranged and modified into an order that fits the research needs and context. Survey items 

that supported each factor under different dimensions were adopted directly from the 

original study or selected from screening other empirical studies. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  Figure 3.1 Dimensions and factors of perceived learner satisfaction 

Learner dimension 

-Learner attitude toward computers (LAC) 

-Learner computer anxiety (LCA) 

-Learner Internet self-efficacy (LISE) 

 

 

Perceived learner satisfaction (LS) 

 

 

Course dimension 

-Course learnability (CL) 

-Course effectiveness (CE) 

 

Technology dimension 

-Perceived usefulness (PU) 

-Perceived ease of use (PES) 

 

 

Environmental dimension 

-Peer feedback system (PFS) 

-Learning community support (LCS)  

 

Instructor dimension 

-Instructor response timeliness (IRT) 

-Instructor attitude toward technology    

 (IAT) 
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The hypotheses associated with each dimension were categorized accordingly: 

course dimension (H1, H2), technology dimension (H3, H4), environmental dimension 

(H5, H6), learner dimension (H7, H8, H9), and instructor dimension (H10, H11). The 

research questions and hypotheses tested included the following:   

1. What are the dimensions and factors that correlate with learner satisfaction within the 

blog- and wiki-supported writing environment?  

H1: Course learnability has a positive correlation with perceived learner satisfaction 

within the blog- and wiki-writing environment.   

H2: Course effectiveness has a positive correlation with perceived learner satisfaction 

within the blog- and wiki-supported writing environment.   

H3-1: Learner perceived usefulness (of blogs) has a positive correlation with perceived 

learner satisfaction within the blog- and wiki-supported writing environment. 

H3-2: Learner perceived usefulness (of wikis) has a positive correlation with perceived 

learner satisfaction within the blog- and wiki-supported writing environment. 

H4-1: Learner perceived ease of use (of blogs) has a positive correlation with perceived 

learner satisfaction within the blog- and wiki-supported writing environment. 

H4-2: Learner perceived ease of use (of wikis) has a positive correlation with perceived 

learner satisfaction within the blog- and wiki-supported writing environment. 

H5: Using a peer feedback system has a positive correlation with perceived learner 

satisfaction within the blog- and wiki-supported writing environment.  

H6: Learner community support has a positive correlation with perceived learner 

satisfaction within the blog- and wiki-supported writing environment. 

H7: Learner attitude toward computers has a positive correlation with perceived learner 

satisfaction within the blog- and wiki-supported writing environment.  
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H8: Learner computer anxiety has a negative correlation with perceived learner 

satisfaction within the blog- and wiki-supported writing environment.  

H9: Learner Internet self-efficacy has a positive correlation with perceived learner 

satisfaction within the blog- and wiki-supported writing environment.  

H10: Instructor response timeliness has a positive correlation with perceived learner 

satisfaction within the blog- and wiki-supported writing environment. 

H11: Instructor attitude toward technology has a positive correlation with perceived 

learner satisfaction within the blog- and wiki-supported writing environment.  

2. How do the different dimensions and factors affect learner satisfaction within the blog- 

and wiki-supported writing environment? 

SITE SELECTION 

In a mixed methods study, the researcher has to decide what the objective of the 

study is before deciding on the sampling scheme (Onwuegbuzie & Collins, 2007). Based 

on the accessible connections and resources, the sampling scheme of this study employed 

purposive sampling, determined by which university was conveniently available and 

willing to participate in a Web technology-supported teaching and learning study. Also, a 

selection of homogenous student population groups was considered before the final 

selection was made. Purposefully selecting information-rich settings allows researchers to 

investigate proposed questions in depth and learn more about issues crucial to the study's 

purposes (Palys, 2008). After sending research invitations and having discussions with 

faculty in a few universities, the professor of a suitable course was capable of integrating 

her writing course with the technology and was willing to allow the researcher to access 

the class for observations. Thus, the participants in this study were EFL undergraduate 

students majoring in English at a university in Taiwan. The participating students were 
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those who had enrolled in a mandatory sophomore English composition course supported 

by the two Web 2.0 tools, specifically blogs and wikis. These students take English 

composition courses in order to fulfill their degree requirements as well as to cultivate 

their competence in becoming a better writer.  

The main reasons for choosing this English writing course as the study setting 

were as follows. First, the course focused on the learning of process writing, in which 

students were required to go through the different stages of brainstorming, drafting, 

revising and publishing for their class writing assignments. Hence, this course was 

appropriate for the purpose of the present study. In addition, the instructor communicated 

her prior experience using technology in teaching writing and showed a willingness to 

incorporate blogs and wikis simultaneously in the class-assigned writing. Since the 

course activities required students to use blogs for individual writing and wikis for 

collaborative writing, students were able to provide their opinions based on their user 

experiences with these tools. Furthermore, as the researcher shared a similar linguistic 

and cultural background with the class, the students felt comfortable with the presence of 

the researcher communicating in Chinese language and in providing assistance for some 

teaching activities requested by the instructor. Because the researcher was not involved in 

the course grading and evaluation, the participants did not feel stressed and could build a 

trusting relationship with him. This non-threatening connection encouraged students to 

more truly reflect on and express issues relevant to their learning experience and 

satisfaction generated by the use of technology in their writing classes.  

RESEARCH SETTING  

This section provides a description of the Web 2.0-supported English writing 

course in terms of its purpose and design, followed by an explanation of the peer 
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feedback activities used to scaffold the writing process. The setting for this study was a 

sophomore undergraduate English composition course offered at a computer language 

lab, where each student had access to high-quality personal computers and the Internet. 

The two-credit-hour composition course required students to attend two hours of class per 

week to acquire knowledge, skills and practice related to English writing. In this course, 

the students were expected to apply what they had learned in class to their writing 

assignments using computers and Web 2.0 technology. This writing course aimed to help 

students learn to write well-organized and well-developed essays. Students were given 

opportunities to write a topic sentence and to develop supporting details for a paragraph. 

The use of blogs (see Figure 3.2) was intended to help students learn to write more 

fluently and to give them an opportunity to share their writing in a peer community. The 

use of wikis (see Figure 3.3) was to facilitate writing collaboratively in the group writing 

tasks. Applying the process approach, students were expected to learn about two specific 

genres, descriptive and narrative writing, as well as to recognize that writing is a process, 

in which every single stage is significant to the final product. The teaching and learning 

activities were assigned to engage students in writing processes, such as mind-mapping in 

pre-writing, drafting for fluency, and peer reviewing for metalinguistic awareness. 

Writing activities were also integrated with reading, listening and speaking activities 

when necessary. Unlike the traditional teacher-centered approach, the role of the teacher 

and the teaching content in the class were to provide scaffolding for students during their 

writing process.  
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Figure 3.2 A student blog writing entry 

The two major Web 2.0 tools incorporated in the writing course were from two 

different organizations: the blogs were operated by Ruling Digital 

(http://www.rulingcom.com/main.php) and sponsored by a university's funding for 

creative teaching and the wikis were run by Tangient LLC (http://www.wikispaces.com). 

The selection criteria for these online services were based on their availability and 

usability as well as provision of functions for posting, editing, commenting and 

embedded widgets for multimedia resources (e.g., YouTube, Slideshow). Using these two 

platforms, students could easily register and access a new account free of charge as they 

provided relevant setup information (e.g., account name, password, email) and activated 

the account by email confirmation. Also, when students wrote their essays online, the 

various properties such as text color, font sizes, images, videos, audios and media could 

be embedded when necessary. On average, students were asked to post three individual 

writing entries on blogs and participate in two collaborative writing projects on wikis 
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during the course. The classes were divided into small teams consisting of 4-5 students 

each for group projects.  

     

 

Figure 3.3 Sample student wiki writing entry 

Course design 

This 2-credit-hour English composition course was taught in a computer lab 

during the entire fall semester of 2011. There were no required textbooks, but there was a 

recommended online writing lab website from the Roane State Community College 

(http://www.roanestate.edu/owl/index.html) and a few reference books. The course 

teaching materials were prepared by the instructor in PowerPoint in order to cultivate 

students' competence in learning the knowledge and techniques of writing or to provide 

textual or visual examples for the different writing tasks. YouTube video clips were 

sometimes used as writing prompts to visualize a topic and to inspire students' thoughts 

for writing. The design of the Web-supported English writing course was primarily based 

on constructivist learning. The students wrote for specific genres, purposes and real 



 87 

audiences as they formed a learning community to help one another become better 

writers. By interacting and collaborating with their peers, students were engaged in an 

ongoing process whereby they constructed their knowledge of process writing via the real 

practice of descriptive and narrative essays. The collaborative nature of the course 

enabled each student to compare their understanding with those of their peers. By 

questioning and investigating their existing knowledge related to writing, students 

obtained the opportunity to modify and reconstruct their prior knowledge.  

By incorporating blogs and wikis, a rich and extensive environment was offered 

to the class in which the students participated in the process of formulating and testing 

hypotheses of how to write English essays. The openness of Web resources helped 

students explore areas related to their writing content. Moving from the traditional 

position on the stage to become more of a guide on the side, the instructor did not directly 

correct students' writing but rather used Web 2.0 technology tools as a medium to 

scaffold students' writing processes along with oral feedback and teacher-student 

conferences. During the individual writing on blogs, students were encouraged to apply 

the following steps as they implemented the writing process in practice: (1) brainstorm 

ideas and list resources for the topics they plan to write about; (2) write the first draft and 

share it with peers for review; (3) provide online feedback to peers in order to help polish 

the writers' ideas, organization, coherence and language use; (4) receive comments, 

discuss further with the feedback providers if needed and decide what to incorporate and 

modify for revision; and, (5) publish the final draft when the previous stages are 

accomplished.  

In addition, the collaborative writing on wikis was designed in the following 

sequence to scaffold the writing process: (1) group planning (scaffold building); (2) 

individual drafting (scaffold moving); (3) peer-revising and editing (scaffold building); 
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and, (4) publishing the final work (scaffold removing). This type of procedural design 

offered students an explicit focus on the varied stages of the writing process. As students 

planned, drafted and revised, they might have found that they moved back and forth 

among these writing processes. As each member responded to the other group members’ 

scenes by giving comments and modifications on the content via online discussions, the 

stages of writing became interactively dynamic.  

During their self-regulated learning, students would experience different stages of 

the writing process non-sequentially. As a result, students might become aware of the 

recursive nature of writing. Also, through students' collaboration with each other and the 

guidance of the instructor, the students' non-native errors or grammatical errors could be 

noticed and integrated into discussion for building a better understanding of the 

principles. The peer feedback activities gave the students scaffolding opportunities in 

learning to write comments such as requests for clarification, indications of interest in 

others' ideas, demonstration of constructive suggestions, criticism or affective support, 

and many combinations of these. The collaboration and communication derived from the 

peer feedback challenged students' critical thinking and metacognitive reflection and 

expanded their scope of writing in a border perspective.   

Course implementation  

The teaching of this course was based on the syllabus that the instructor posted on 

the course system (see Appendix A). The course was divided into two components in 

terms of technology use. The use of blogs was initiated before the middle of the semester, 

and afterwards wikis were implemented for group collaborative writing. For each class, 

the instructor explained the writing focus and tasks to be completed and reviewed the 

pertinent concepts of process writing for the students to practice. In the first class, the 
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instructor debriefed the entire course structure and oriented the students with a succinct 

tutorial about the setup of blogs, along with adequate training in using the relevant online 

writing and editing functions. For individual tasks using blogs, the purpose was to help 

students practice their skills in writing via the process of brainstorming with concept 

mapping, drafting, peer feedback and publishing. The personal writing topics included 

the following: self-introduction, descriptive essay and narrative essay.  

The first writing assignment was about self introduction, from which each student 

was expected to make his or her own blog personalized and cultivate a mutual 

understanding among classmates by sharing life stories and episodes. This ice-breaker 

activity served as a catalyst for the class to get familiar with the online writing 

technology and the interactive writing environment. The descriptive genre was 

introduced and practiced during weeks two to four. The writing practice focused on the 

addition of descriptive modifiers, such as adjectives, adverbs, phrases and clauses, that 

can make writing clearer and more interesting as well as achieve full descriptive potential 

that leaves the readers with a memorable impression. As the instructor suggested, the 

technique of appealing-to-the-senses is one of the best ways to create a fascinating 

experience, namely, to embellish the moment with the five senses: sight, sound, smell, 

touch and taste. To exemplify this idea, sample essays were given to show the students 

how the sensory descriptors were used. The descriptive essay exercise required the 

description of a person, in which each student picked a character that he or she would like 

to describe: a friend, family member or celebrity. This exercise allowed for a great deal 

of artistic freedom in depicting images that are vivid and touching in the mind of the 

readers. 

Regarding the length of writing, a requirement of 400 words for the first draft and 

500 for the second draft was prescribed for each essay. Between the two drafts, each 
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student needed to submit three comments to their peers' blog entries in turn according to 

their student identification numbers. The peer feedback mainly emphasized the provision 

of opinions about the writing on a macro (content, organization) and micro level 

(grammar, spelling) following the order of compliments, suggestions and corrections (see 

Appendix B). The first rule of peer review was to stay positive and to think 

empathetically about how one would feel if someone was telling him or her what needed 

to be improved in his or her own writing. In addition to providing constructive comments, 

making suggestions meant giving the author some specific ideas about how to make his 

or her writing better. Although the students did not have to be a language expert, it was 

important for students to learn the value of being a supportive reader. As they read 

through the paragraphs, they could pinpoint issues related to errors in spelling, 

punctuation, or grammar. Through this give-and-take process, each student managed to 

became more aware of the class readers when writing and revising, more confident in 

correcting mistakes, and more sensitive to problems in writing.   

Grounded in the practice of the descriptive, the techniques of narration were 

further discussed and elaborated during weeks five to seven. Based on the instructor's 

guidance, the narratives relied on personal experiences, often in the form of a story. 

When applying this technique, student writers were advised to follow the conventions of 

storytelling. The five major elements included the following:  

(1)  The situation: the background for the action. 

(2)  The conflict: friction, such as a problem in the surroundings, with another 

person(s), or within the individual. The conflict, which is the heart of each 

story, produces struggle. 

(3)  The struggle: the manner of dealing with the conflict, which adds action or 

encouragement to the plot. 



 91 

(4)  The outcome: the result of the struggle.  

(5)  The meaning: the significance of conflict whether deeply philosophical or 

simple, stated or implied.  

In this narrative assignment, each student was instructed to describe an 

experience, giving details that were carefully chosen to support, elucidate or embellish 

the story lines. The narrative assignment had an expository purpose, and thus this genre 

encouraged the student’s ability to create a written account of particular incidents of 

varied duration for different paragraphs. They were also trained to use transitional 

devices to indicate chronological order and be consistent with points of view and verb 

tenses. 

The design of individual writing tasks on blogs was intended to familiarize the 

students with the concepts and techniques of descriptive and narrative writing. The prior 

writing practice of these two specific genres was geared to scaffold the students' 

fundamental writing knowledge and skills for the follow-up collaborative work. Two 

major writing tasks on the wiki platform were photo and novel-based writing that 

required not only the integration of descriptive and narrative techniques but also 

imagination to describe people, objects, or events so that the readers could vividly reach 

out, touch and feel them. To formulate a cooperative environment, the class was divided 

into small teams of three to four students and had each student build an individual wiki as 

preparatory warm-up practice. In the photo-oriented writing, the students made up a story 

by selecting three photos out of a pool of four posted by the instructor. Each group of 

students used these images as writing prompts for organizing a free creative writing 

session. Whichever images and display orders a group decided, they discussed and 

explored different perspectives as a team either via face-to-face communication or online 
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discussion boards and tried to make associations between ideas generated in order to 

develop a short story.  

 As the story was finished, each member within a group provided feedback to one 

another. The editing functions on wikis enabled students to change the texts directly on 

the original draft and the revisions made by different authors were displayed in the 

history section in a reversed chronological order. The implementation of group peer 

editing was to help students make their writing more content rich, organizationally 

coherent and grammatically accurate. The design of photo-based writing was to foster the 

writing process through the support of visual images along with the application of 

descriptive and narrative writing. It gave each student access to visual, verbal and 

kinesthetic modes of thinking at each and every stage of the writing process. This 

practice was a preparation that was aimed toward leading students to the follow-up novel-

based writing assignment, which had many similarities to the photo-based writing in 

terms of task and work characteristics. 

The purpose of the novel-based writing was to have students adapt a novel and 

rewrite the plot together based on their own creativity and preference. During the class, 

the instructor introduced several novels along with some movie clips to expound on the 

elements of writing a novel including such works as The Joy Luck Club, Tuesdays with 

Morrie, Bridget Jones's Diary, Love Actually, Eat Love Play, and Harry Potter. Because a 

novel is a fictional piece of prose usually written in a narrative style, students learned to 

tell stories they like by describing and modifying a series of events in a sequence. For 

each group, the students had to first confirm the novel plots they planned to reorganize 

and assign each member to take responsibility for one scene—the situation, the dialogue 

of the characters and the description of actions or background information. When the 

novel was finished, the students completed an evaluation using a rubric that the instructor 
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provided (see Appendix C). There were three main areas on which students commented: 

story, characters and writing quality. For each aspect, the students made open comments, 

and gave each group's writing project from one to five points based on the listed areas. 

After the students finished the feedback, the instructor compared their feedback with hers 

and selected the best writing pieces.   

Participants 

The data collection was conducted during the fall semester of 2011. Verbal and 

printed messages were circulated among the students to elicit their willingness to 

participate in this study. The invitation included information related to the purpose of the 

study, participation involvement, risks and responsibilities, as well as an assurance that 

participation would not influence their academic evaluation and their relationship with 

the instructor, the department or the university. The researcher intended to recruit as 

many class participants as possible to increase the generalizability of the study, which is a 

rule of thumb for hypothesis testing. However, due to the instructor's course schedule 

adjustment, only 37 EFL students were recruited from those who had taken the "English 

Composition" course offered by the Department of English Language, Literature and 

Linguistics. For the quantitative aspect, all the students participated in the survey and 16 

volunteer students and the instructor were involved in the qualitative part for the face-to-

face interviews. The researcher planned to add to the number until the research results 

were saturated. As noted by Mason (2010), if a researcher adheres to the principles of 

qualitative research, the concept of saturation should generally be the guideline in 

deciding the sample size, namely, when the data collected no longer shed any further 

light on the issues being explored.  
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Students who were enrolled in this program had heterogeneous English learning 

backgrounds and before admission to the program, all students had to pass a nationally 

standardized entrance exam that evaluated their general English proficiency. Given that 

the learners’ English learning backgrounds and experiences could differ greatly, their 

enrollment in the same program ensured they had attained a similar level of language 

proficiency. While most traditional English departments at universities in Taiwan focus 

on the study of literature and linguistics, the English department in this particular 

university also emphasized training students to teach EFL at the preschool, elementary 

and high school levels. The major objective of the program was to prepare students to 

function and work in an environment where English would be used as the primary 

language of communication. The curriculum was aimed at equipping students with 

excellent ability in English listening, speaking, reading, and writing for future work or 

future study for graduate studies. In this program, English writing courses were 

mandatory for students of all tracks.  

The instructor had received her Ph.D. in Education and her Master's in Linguistics 

in two English-speaking countries. She had worked as an associate professor and taught 

English writing for almost ten years. Given her specialization in EFL writing and her 

interest in CALL, she had started to use Web technology and explored its effectiveness in 

teaching writing six years previous to this study, as a novice practitioner. Her expertise in 

using technology had been gradually accumulated from years of implementation and 

practice in teaching English writing and methods courses. The development of the 

instructor's professional abilities included the pedagogical as well as technical skills 

required to create a computer- and Internet-enhanced class environment. In order to avoid 

learners’ negative perceptions of technology integration, the instructor had attempted to 

address students' learning needs as English majors and professionals. She regarded her 
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teaching role as a facilitator who helps students' learning through technology with the aim 

of enhancing learner independence and responsibility in her EFL writing courses.  

DATA COLLECTION  

This study employed a sequential form of data collection, with qualitative data 

building on quantitative data (Creswell & Plano Clark, 2007; Creswell, et al., 2003). The 

quantitative data were collected from a user perception survey of learner satisfaction and 

three TOEFL iBT writing scores. The qualitative data came from interviews, course 

related documents, assignments and observations. Student survey results and interviews 

were the main data sources for data analysis. The instructor's reflections, course-related 

documents, online assignments and in-class observation notes were used to supplement 

the students' interview results in order to generate a more holistic report. Before the data 

collection, the researcher contacted the university faculty member who was in charge of 

the selected writing course. After obtaining permission from the professor, the researcher 

was introduced to the students by her and afterwards explained the purposes of the study 

to the students. An IRB consent form explaining the purposes and procedures of the study 

was distributed to elicit students' agreement to participate and to establish that the 

research duties and potential rewards of participating in the present study had been 

clearly stated.  

Survey  

To elicit the participants' perceptions, a survey was used. A demographic section 

was administered to elicit the participants' personal information (see Appendix D), skill 

of Internet use, experience, and purposes. Questionnaire items revised from the surveys 

developed by P.-C. Sun et al (2008) and Hui, Hu, Clark, Tam, & Milton (2008), Xiao and 

Lucking (2008) and Eastin and LaRose (2000) were used to measure the underlying 
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variables under the construct of learner satisfaction (see Appendix E). A pilot study was 

conducted at the university toward the end of the spring semester in 2011 in an effort to 

detect any potential problems inherent in the data collection procedure. The purpose of 

the pilot experiment was to examine the reliability of the survey items as well as the 

appropriateness of the semi-structured interview questions in the present study. The 

participants included 79 EFL students enrolled either in sophomore English writing or 

computer-assisted language learning who had experience with blogs and wikis writing in 

the instructor's previous courses. These students were all English majors from the 

Department of English Language, Literature and Linguistics, a student population that 

was similar to the target students from which the official study was drawn.  

A brief explanation was provided before the students were asked to sign the 

consent form and fill out the survey. The collected pilot data included 71 valid and 8 

invalid surveys that contained a large portion of items unanswered. The survey's raw data 

were coded in SPSS 16.0 and the item-level data were inspected with regard to their score 

distributions and reliabilities. The score distribution (maximum, minimum, means, 

standard deviation, skewness and kurtosis) was inspected for a general check. Reliability 

of the instrument was examined using Cronbach's alpha for measuring the internal 

consistency of test items within the same construct of interest (Hatcher, 1994; Santos, 

1999). According to statistics professionals (DeVellis, 2012; George & Mallery, 2008; 

Nunnally & Bernstein, 1994), a coefficient value greater than .80 is classified as high 

reliability, whereas if the value is less than .60, it is considered low reliability and 

requires a revision of the measures method. An alpha value of 0.7 is generally an 

acceptable reliability coefficient, although lower thresholds have sometimes been used in 

the literature. Higher values indicate greater consistency and a value between 0.7 and 0.9 

is considered to be high consistency without redundancy.  
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As the intercorrelations among test items increase, the Cronbach's alpha normally 

increases. Except for learner attitude toward computers, the alpha values for most of the 

variables were found to be above 0.8, which is commonly considered a high level. The 

reliability of each construct dimension available from previous studies is presented in 

Table 3.1 as follows.  

Table 3.1 Comparison of alpha values between the pilot and cited studies 

Dimension  Factor Pilot  Cited  

 Learning satisfaction .86 .90 

Course   Course learnability .83 .66 

Course effectiveness .84 .82 

Technology   Perceived usefulness .90 .91 

Perceived ease of use .86 .90 

Environmental   Peer feedback system .86 .72 

Learning community support .85 .67 

Learner   Learner attitude toward computers .67 .72 

Learner computer anxiety .91 .86 

Learner Internet efficacy .87 .89 

Instructor   Instructor response timeliness .89 N/A 

Instructor attitude toward technology .81 N/A 

The testing results implied that the measuring instrument was reliable at the application 

level. To prevent the careless oversight of items by students, the formal survey was 

formulated in an online format, with each item set as required in order to obtain a full 

response rate. In terms of the administration time, the survey took approximately 15 

minutes.  

Interview  

Interviewing is an effective way to develop an understanding of the complexities 

of human activities and behaviors in a specific domain, and the process of conducting 

interviews has different forms and uses (Fontana & Frey, 1998; Lincoln & Guba, 1985). 

An interview is not a value-neutral instrument for gathering data, but, instead involves 

"active interactions between two or more people leading to negotiated, contextually based 
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results" (Fontana & Frey, 2005, p. 698). Interviews can be used to collect data about 

persons, events, activities, feelings, motivations, or concerns to uncover what has been 

experienced in the past or what is expected to be experienced in the future from the 

respondents. Because a quantitative approach may rule out important perspectives about 

how students individually perceive the Web-supported writing environment, it is crucial 

to conduct semi-structured interviews to uncover personal experiences, feelings, 

perspectives or perceptions that might be significant to the central research questions. In 

this study, one face-to-face interview with the volunteer participants was conducted in a 

quiet room on campus. The formal interview was conducted to elicit students' 

perspectives of their learning satisfaction with respect to the Web-supported writing 

environment. The formal interview was semi-structured, where the researcher asked a 

series of predetermined questions (see Appendix F) and students were allowed to respond 

freely. A few questions were verbally modified based on a previous pilot trial. In 

addition, the researcher interviewed the instructor via Skype according to her availability 

(see Appendix G).  

In this study, the researcher established a trustworthy relationship and built 

rapport with the participants so that they felt comfortable and were willing to reveal 

information related to the research questions being asked. At the beginning of the formal 

interview session, the researcher asked the students to reflect on their learning goals and 

difficulties in English writing, followed by their reflections on the pertinent aspects and 

experiences with using blogs and wikis in the writing course. The interviewees expressed 

their opinions and points of view with the guidance of the researcher. All interview 

conversations took approximately 50 minutes and were audiotaped with a digital 

recorder. During the interview process, the researcher double checked the responses with 

the participants to ensure that the researcher understood the participants’ meaning and 
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intention and to clarify any miscommunication in order to increase the validity of the 

qualitative data (Morse, Barrett, Mayan, Olson, & Spiers, 2002; Seale, 1999). 

Afterwards, the interviews were verbally transcribed in Chinese for further data sorting 

and the generation of concept patterns relevant to the quantitative results.  

Observation  

Prolonged engagement is a way to ensure the trustworthiness of a qualitative 

study by spending enough time in the research settings to understand the settings and to 

build trust with the participants (Lincoln & Guba, 1985). Persistent observations helped 

the researcher to identify characteristics and elements in the setting that were more 

relevant to the questions being pursued. In the present study, the main purpose of sitting 

in the classes for observations was to provide timely experiences and ensure that the 

writing curriculum was enacted and implemented through the support of a blog and a 

wiki. For 15 class sections observed, the researcher kept field notes about the teaching 

and learning activities in an attempt to grasp an understanding of the writing knowledge 

and skills learned. The researcher sat in the back of the computer language lab in order 

not to disturb the course progress and class interaction between the instructor and the 

students. The chief strength of conducting classroom observations was that these 

permitted the researcher to study the processes of teaching and learning in an authentic 

real setting and to provide more detailed evidence of data sources as well as to verify any 

change that occurred in the instructional activities. To interpret the relationships among 

the different factors and learner satisfaction, it was necessary to start with a general 

observation to investigate how technology was used along with the teaching strategies, 

learning activities, interactions between the teacher and students and the interactions 

among students. The observation data gathered in the classroom setting were used to 
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contextualize and supplement the survey and interview data and confirm the responses 

from the participants. That is, the observations made it easier to make sense of both the 

quantitative and qualitative data gathered and to interpret the learners' satisfaction based 

on the course, technology, environmental, learner and instructor dimensions. 

Writing test scores  

The design of this writing course was supported by the incorporation of 

technology to facilitate students' learning and practice of writing, and the use of blogs 

was implemented before the midterm for individual work, and afterwards wikis were 

introduced for collaborative writing. During the semester, three timed writing tests were 

administered respectively at the first class, during the midterm and at the final class for 

40 minutes in the language lab. The instructor selected a writing prompt from the TOEFL 

pool for each test. According to the five-point analytical iBT TOEFL rubric (See 

Appendix H), two English teachers, each of whom had at least an MA degree in English, 

were recruited to grade the typed essays. A brief training was subsequently provided by 

the course instructor in judging the three components of essay writing: content, 

organization and language use. By comparing students' grades on the pre-, mid- and post-

writing tests, the instructor intended to assess students' writing development in the blog- 

and wiki-supported writing course.   

DATA ANALYSIS 

Data sources included the following: (1) demographic information and survey 

questions related to learner satisfaction in the blog- and wiki-supported writing 

environment; (2) face-to-face interviews with the students and the instructor, (3) 

participants’ online task assignments and writing test scores; and, (4) course-related 

materials. Given that the primary data were collected from the survey and interviews, 
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other relevant sources were used when necessary to supplement the outcomes and further 

illustrate the contexts.  

Analysis of the quantitative data  

In the survey, the five-point Likert-scale responses were quantified as follows: 

"strongly agree" = 5, "agree" = 4, "neutral" = 3, "disagree" = 2, "strongly disagree" =1. 

The data were coded and prepared for analysis using the Statistical Package for the Social 

Sciences (SPSS) 16.0. The descriptive statistics such as a profile of the response 

percentage distribution (%), mean score (M) and standard deviations (SD), were reported 

for each item. Eleven essential variables selected from previous research were used as 

independent variables, while perceived learner satisfaction served as the dependent 

variable. The variables within each dimension (course, technology, environment, learner, 

and instructor) were correlated with their relationship to perceived learner satisfaction in 

consecutive order. For example, the first block of correlations for course dimension 

included course learnability and course effectiveness and the second block, which was 

related to the technology dimension, consisted of perceived usefulness and perceived ease 

of use. The rest of the three dimensions followed the same procedure.  

Hypotheses one and two investigated the influences of the course dimension on 

perceived learner satisfaction. Hypotheses three and four investigated the links between 

the technology dimension and perceived learner satisfaction. Hypotheses five and six 

explored the effects of the environmental dimension and perceived learner satisfaction. 

Hypotheses seven to nine examined the relationship between the learner dimension and 

perceived learner satisfaction. Hypotheses ten and eleven examined the relationship 

between the instructor dimension and perceived learner satisfaction. The Pearson 

correlation coefficients among the variables were presented to examine the essential 
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factors associated with learner satisfaction within a blog- and wiki-supported writing 

environment.  

Analysis of the qualitative data  

The qualitative data were holistic and inductive but they were not immediately 

ready for detailed analysis and required further processing. There were three stages to the 

data analysis, including data reduction, data display, and the drawing of conclusions 

(Ryan & Bernard, 2000). Due to the huge amount of data generated, data reduction 

became an indispensible process when there was a need to zero in on the variables and 

objects relevant to the study. Keeping a conceptual framework helped the researcher 

focus on relevant variables or issues (Smyth, 2004). The interviews thus were transcribed 

and analyzed based on the fundamental framework supporting learner satisfaction. A list 

of major codes were developed to sort and identify specific themes in displaying 

categorized data (See Appendix I). Relevant coding was integrated and refined to support 

responses to research questions to represent concepts emerging from the data (Strauss & 

Corbin, 2008). The coding method proposed by Saldaña (2009) was applied to the 

qualitative analysis. According to Saldaña’s definition, “a code in qualitative inquiry is 

most often a word or short phrase that symbolically assigns a summative, salient, 

essence-capturing, and/or evocative attribute for a portion of language-based or visual 

data” (p.3). Hence, the groupings of learner satisfaction were based on the five different 

dimensions and eleven factors in formulating the categories and codes (see Appendix H). 

The generated coding list was used to match corresponding and meaningful interview 

responses from the students. After repeated data comparison and refinement, the data 

demonstrated interrelationships among different categories and the findings and 

conclusions from the qualitative data were discussed.  
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To better achieve the goal of understanding students' interview reflections, the 

participating students’ online tasks, their communications and collaborations coupled 

with the researcher's field notes and the course-related materials were analyzed for 

identifying and contextualizing characteristics and elements most relevant to their 

responses. In addition, the researcher matched the qualitative data to the quantitative data 

by comparing and contrasting similar ideas. The rationalization for this comparison is 

that qualitative research provides a contextual understanding of the broad relationships 

among variables uncovered via a survey (Bryman, 2006). Through the use of different 

data methods and sources, triangulation could be applied and geared toward a higher 

quality of data interpretation for areas in which there was corroboration between 

quantitative and qualitative data. Based on the results from both the quantitative and 

qualitative analysis, this study sought to elaborate, enhance and clarify results that are 

complementary as well as to extend the breadth and range of inquiry (Greene, et al., 

1989). A mixed methods design was used to enhance the understanding of an experience 

or issue, and was neither more nor less valid than other specific approaches to research 

(Bazeley, 2004). When mixed methods of data collection are used, the validity derived 

from the weighing of the evidence is more appropriate, effective and thoughtful. When 

both quantitative and qualitative analyses are combined, the potential and likelihood of 

multiple unanticipated outcomes may be discovered.  

SUMMARY 

This chapter describes the research design and methods that were applied to the 

current study. The research questions and hypotheses were formed to examine the 

learning satisfaction of students experiencing a Web-supported process-writing 

environment. By applying mixed methods, it was hoped that this study would provide a 
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more elaborate and richer understanding of phenomena as well as corroborate the results 

for stronger inference. This study used one major survey instrument for measuring 

learner satisfaction along with the selective interviews. The data from the survey were 

analyzed by using correlation analysis for testing the relationships between the chosen 

antecedents and learner satisfaction. The interviews from the students were used to 

examine their perspectives about how these factors influence learner satisfaction. 

Students' online archived assignments, the course-related materials and observations were 

examined to supplement the primary data contexts and aid in understanding the contexts 

of students' reflections.      
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Chapter 4: Results 

This chapter presents and illustrates the results of the statistical analysis of the 

survey instrument coupled with the interview reflections in response to the research 

questions. The presentation of results includes both the correlation between the different 

factors and learner satisfaction as well as how each factor influences learner satisfaction 

with this EFL blogs- and wikis-supported writing course. Toward this end, this chapter 

begins with a discussion of the results arising from the quantitative analysis that draws on 

the correlation hypothesis testing and continues with a report of the results stemming 

from the qualitative analysis that supplements the quantitative outcome and capitalizes on 

qualitative techniques. There were two major research questions to be answered: (1) 

What are the dimensions and factors that correlate with learner satisfaction within the 

blog- and wiki-supported writing environment? (2) How do the different dimensions and 

factors affect learner satisfaction within the blog- and wiki-supported writing 

environment? 

PARTICIPANT DEMOGRAPHICS 

The total respondent sample consisted of 37 participants drawn from the English 

majors registered in an English Composition course in the Department of English 

Language, Literature and Linguistics at a University in Central Taiwan. This group of 

students included a Chinese exchange student from Zhengzhou, Henan Province. An 

online survey with a required answer setup was administered in the class meeting 

sessions in a language lab under the assistance of the course instructor, and resulted in a 

response rate of 100%. To analyze the questionnaire data, a comprehensive profile of 

each item section was made according to its dimension categorization. The absolute 

frequency (n) and the relative frequency of the sample characteristics (%) are presented 
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in Table 4.1, which includes descriptive information about the participants and their prior 

experience of using blogs and wikis in learning EFL writing.  

Due to the existing demographics of students enrolled in the Language and 

Humanities courses, there were more female (n = 26) than male (n = 11) students in the 

participant pool, for a ratio of 7:3. With the exception of a lone senior student, the school 

rank of the students was sophomore. Based on their self-report evaluations, more than 

half of the students (51.3%) rated their competence of using computers as skilled, 48.6% 

rated themselves at an acceptable level and none of them rated themselves as unskilled. 

Also, 67.6% of the class perceived their competence of using the Internet as skilled, 

29.7% thought they possessed an acceptable level and only one student felt unskilled. It 

can be assumed that the participating English major students had sufficient computer and 

Internet skills. In terms of daily Internet use, most students reported spending time using 

the Internet on a regular basis: more than half reported 3-6 hours (59.5%) and the 

remainder (40.5%) reported 1-3 hours. The participants acknowledged using the Internet 

for multiple purposes and involvement in online activities such as learning for school 

subjects (n = 35), game playing for entertainment, video watching (n = 37), working on 

school papers and document preparation (n = 5), information searching (n = 26), 

browsing products and shopping (n = 17), and social networking, online communication 

and maintaining friendships (n = 26). Their frequent participation and exploitation of 

varied online activities had made the Internet medium an indispensible connector in their 

lives. Prior to this course, a few students (24.3%) had the experience of using 

technologies other than blogs and wikis in English writing, such as video-supported 

writing and customized intercollegiate Web platforms to practice English and interact 

with other EFL learners. The above-mentioned demographic information of this student 

population corresponded to the characteristics of students who are considered digital 
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natives, having grown up at a time where the daily use of computers, Web, and other 

technology appliances has made them more digitally savvy (Bennett, Maton, & Kervin, 

2008; C. Jones & Shao, 2011; Prensky, 2001). Engagement in public sharing and 

connectivity through online availability and feedback as Internet citizens is an integral 

part of the culture of this group.   

Table 4.1 Characteristics of the participants (N = 37)  

Measure and items Frequency Percentage 
Gender 
     Male 

     Female 

 
11 

26 

 
29.7% 

70.3% 
Class rank 
     Sophomore 

     Senior  

 
36 

1 

 
97.3% 

2.7% 
Computer competence  
     Very skilled 

     Skilled 

     Neutral   

     Unskilled 

 
1 

18 

18 

0 

 
2.7% 

48.6% 

48.6% 

0% 
Internet competence  
     Very skilled 

     Skilled 

     Natural 

     Unskilled  

 
4 

21 

11 

1 

 
10.8% 

56.8% 

29.7% 

2.7% 
Daily time spent using the Internet 
     1-3 hrs 

     3-6 hrs    

 
15 

22 

 
40.5% 

59.5% 
Purpose of using the Internet (multiple answers) 
     Learning 

     Entertainment 

     Work 

     Information searching 

     Shopping 

     Social networking   

 
35 

37 

5 

26 

17 

26 

 
94.6% 

100% 

13.5% 

70.3% 

45.9% 

70.3% 
Use of other technologies in English writing 
     Yes 

     No 

 
9 

28 

 
24.3% 

75.5% 

The qualitative study was conducted to investigate the students’ perceptions of 

their learner satisfaction when blogs and wikis were integrated in the English writing 
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course. Information from the interviews with the 16 students coupled information from  

the instructor interview provided answers to the second research question. The 

researcher's semester-based classroom observations and the students' online archived 

writing work were collected to supplement and contextualize their responses when 

necessary. The demographic backgrounds of the volunteer student participants were 

summarized based on their self-reported evaluations in the interview (see Table 4.2).   

Table 4.2 Interviewees' background information  

# Name Gender Computer 

experience 

Web surfing 

experience 

Prior blog 

experience 

Prior wiki 

experience 

Writing 

goals 

Writing 

difficulties 

1 Wei-Wei Female 5 5 Yes No Have better 

thinking,  

structure 

and fluency 

Insufficient 

content and 

lack of 

descriptive 

words 

2 Po-Yi Female 3 4 Yes No Write more 

fluently 

and in-

depth 

Limited 

vocabulary 

use 

3 Lee-Mei Female 3 4 Yes No Express 

professiona

lly 

Use of 

advanced 

vocabulary 

and delicate 

sentence 

patterns 

4 Chun-Yu Male 4 5 Yes No Write an 

essay of 

depth 

Lack of 

inspiration 

in 

unfamiliar 

topics 

5 Wan-Chi Female 4 4 Yes No Acquire 

writing 

concepts 

and 

methods 

Writing 

content 

elaboration 

and 

grammar 

mistakes 

6 Ma-Chun Female 3 4 Yes  No Write more 

fluently 

and fast 

Writing 

structure 

and 

insufficient 

vocabulary 

7 Su-Li Female 2 4 Yes No Increase 

vocabulary 

Lack of 

readings 

and words 

to express 
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Table 4.2 (continued) 

8 Chih-Hui    Female 4 4 Yes No Generate 

more 

content and 

details 

Lack of 

ideas and 

uncertain 

about 

grammar 

9 Chia-Chi Male 4 4 Yes No Write 

beautifully 

with 

quality 

Lack of 

vocabulary, 

especially 

interme-

diate and 

advanced 

level 

10 Yan-Fan Male 4 4 Yes No Fully 

express 

ideas and 

write 

proficiently 

Lack of 

practice and 

vocabulary 

and 

grammar 

mistakes 

11 Ya-Ting Female 4 4 Yes No Improve 

writing 

accuracy 

Terrible 

grammar 

12 Wang-I Male 3 4 Yes No Write 

proficiently 

Lack of 

writing 

ideas and 

vocabulary 

13 Hsia-Wen Female  4 4 Yes No Expand 

vocabulary 

English 

expression 

issue 

14 Hsi-Xu Male 4 4 No No Improve 

writing 

structure 

and 

vocabulary 

Lack of 

vocabulary 

15 Shu-Hao Male 3 4 No No Think and 

write more 

clearly 

Lack of 

time to 

practice and 

laziness 

16 Po-Da Male 3 4 No No Pass 

TOEFL 

Ideas 

generation 

and 

grammar 

mistakes 

 

DIMENSIONS AND FACTORS CORRELATED WITH LEARNER 

SATISFACTION  

The quantitative analysis was based on the data collected from the learner 

satisfaction survey at the end of the semester. One of the main aspects of the quantitative 

analysis was to conduct the correlation analysis that was intended to answer the first 
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research question and to determine which factors correlated with learner satisfaction. To 

address the research questions and hypotheses proposed, correlation analysis was 

conducted. In the correlation analysis, a Pearson product-moment was adopted to assess 

the inter-factor correlations. A simple correlation was used to measure the relationship 

between learner satisfaction and each factor under the selected dimensions. The sign of 

the correlation coefficient defines the direction of the relationship, ranging from being 

negatively correlated (−1) to uncorrelated (0) to positively correlated (+1). The absolute 

value indicates the strength of the correlation (K. H. Zou, Tuncali, & Silverman, 2003). 

As George and Mallery (2008) explained, a positive correlation (0 < r < 1) signifies that 

as the value of one variable increases, the other variable also tends to increase in value. 

The closer the correlation value is to 1, the stronger is that tendency, and the closer the 

correlation to 0, the weaker is that tendency. In a negative correlation (-1 < r < 0), 

however, where one variable increases, the other variables have a tendency to decrease. 

The closer the correlation value is to 0, the weaker is that tendency. Different strengths of 

association and their correlation coefficients are shown in Table 4.3 based on five levels 

of categorization as established by N. L. Wu and Tu (2009): very strong, strong, medium, 

weak, and very weak. 

Table 4.3 Strengths of association of correlation coefficients  

 Coefficient, r 

Strength of association  Positive Negative 
Very strong .8 to 1.0 -0.8 to -1.0 
Strong .6 to .8 -0.6 to -0.8 
Medium .4 to .6 -0.4 to -0.6 
Weak .2 to .4 -0.2 to -0.4 
Very weak < .2 > -0.2 

Significance and/or probability must be computed to eliminate the element of 

chance. The significance (or p value) is the likelihood that a particular correlation could 
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occur by chance. A significance of less than 0.05 (p < 0.05) is tantamount to a less than a 

5% probability that a particular relationship could occur by chance. Most researchers use 

a two-tailed significance to compute a table of correlations when the direction of the 

correlations is in doubt. It is noteworthy that correlations only indicate an association 

exists between two variables instead of suggesting a causal relationship (Bachman, 2004; 

Borich, 2006). Correlations cannot distinguish cause in a cause-effect relationship, and, 

therefore, it is inappropriate to infer the influence of one variable on another unless there 

has been active manipulation of the independent variables (Keith, 2006).  

Table 4.4 shows the correlations between variables. Perceived usefulness of wikis 

(r = .80) and of blogs (r = .75) had the highest positive correlations to learner satisfaction 

and were both statistically significant (p < .01). Other independent variables with a 

positive correlation to learner satisfaction were as follows: course effectiveness (r = .6, p 

< .01), instructor's response timeliness (r = .52, p < .01), perceived ease of use of blogs (r 

= .37, p < .05), learner community support (r = .45, p < .01) and peer feedback system for 

wikis (r = .33, p < .05). Other factors that exhibited a positive correlation without 

statistical significance were as follows: instructor's attitude toward technology (r = .30), 

peer feedback system for blogs (r = .29), learner attitude toward computers (r = .28), 

learner Internet self-efficacy (r = .27), perceived ease of use of wikis (r = .26), and course 

learnability (r = .16). The only factor that demonstrated a negative correlation was learner 

computer anxiety (r = -0.22), though it was statistically insignificant.  
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Table 4.4 Simple correlation between variables  

*p < .05 (2-tailed)   **p < .01 (2-tailed) 

 

LS: Learner satisfaction 

CL: Course learnability 

CE: Course effectiveness 

PU: Perceived usefulness 

PEU: Perceived ease of use 

PFS: Peer feedback system 

LCS: Learner community support 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

LAC: Learner attitude toward computers  

LCA: Learner community anxiety 

LISE: Learner Internet self-efficacy 

IRT: Instructor response timeliness 

IAT: Instructor attitude toward technology  

blg: Blog  wk: Wiki 

Variable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 

1. LS  —               

2. CL .16  —              

3. CE .60** .24  —             

4-1. PU_blg .75** .23 .71**  —            

4-2  PU_wk .80** .30 .61** .77**  —           

5-1. PEU_blg .37* .48** .30 .25 .25  —          

5-2. PEU_wk .26 .46** .10 .17 .25 .53**  —         

6-1. PFS_blg .29 27 .28 .41* .19 .40* .14  —        

6-2. PFS_wk .33* .23 .30 .43** .26 .39* .17 .99**  —       

7. LCS .45** .30 .43** .51** .41* .42* .17 .73** .74**  —      

8. LAC .28 .23 .37* .26 .34* .73** .33* .41* .43** .42*  —     

9. LCA -.22 -.26 -.37* -.19 -.23 -.65** -.32 -.34* -.35* -.37* -0.89**  —    

10. LISE .27 .22 .09 .24 .24 .32 .48** .36* .39* .28 .26 -0.38*  —   

11. IRT .52** .06 .63** .68** .56** .28 .21 .45** .49** .57** .22 -0.21 .24  —  

12. IAT .30 .20 .35* .41* .34* .22 .07 .39* .43** .34* .22 -0.14 0.153 .34*  — 
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Table 4.5 summarizes the results of each hypothesis regarding the correlation 

strengths and their statistical significance. Seven factors underlying the four specific 

dimensions were found to be statistically significant based on the correlation matrix. In 

the course dimension, course effectiveness (r = .6, p < .01) represented a factor that had a 

high positive correlation. In the technology dimension, two factors with a strong positive 

correlation were identified: perceived usefulness of wikis (r = .80, p < .01) and of blogs 

(r = .75, p < .01 ); and, perceived ease of use of blogs (r = .37, p < .05) had a weak 

positive correlation. In the environmental dimension, learner community support (r = .45, 

p < .01) had a positive medium correlation and the peer feedback system for wikis (r = 

.33, p < .05) had a weak positive correlation. In the instructor dimension, instructor's 

response timeliness (r = .52, p < .01) was positively correlated on the medium level. It is 

noteworthy that none of the learner dimension factors proved to be statistically 

significant.  

The remaining factors underlying the five specific dimensions were not 

significant, and, thus, the explanation of correlation value would not be statistically 

meaningful. The significance derived from the p value lies in the determination of a low 

probability for correlation from sampling variation. These seven factors consisted of the 

following: course effectiveness in the learner dimension; perceived ease of use of wikis 

in the technology dimension; peer feedback system for blogs in the environmental 

dimension; learner attitude toward computers, learner Internet self-efficacy and learner 

computer anxiety in the learner dimension; and, the instructor's attitude toward Web-

supported learning in the instructor dimension.  
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Table 4.5 Summary of hypothesis testing results 

Hypothesis Results 

Course dimension 

H1: Course learnability has a positive correlation with perceived 

learner satisfaction within the blog- and wiki-supported writing 

environment.   

 

Rejected, not statically 

significant  

 

H2: Course effectiveness has a positive correlation with perceived 

learner satisfaction within the blog- and wiki-supported writing 

environment.   

 

Accepted, strong positive 

correlation  

Technology dimension 

H3-1: Learner perceived usefulness (of blogs) has a positive 

correlation with perceived learner satisfaction within the blog- and 

wiki-supported writing environment.  

 

Accepted, strong positive 

correlation 

H3-2: Learner perceived usefulness (of wikis) has a positive 

correlation with perceived learner satisfaction within the blog- and 

wiki-supported writing environment. 

 

Accepted, strong positive 

correlation 

H4-1: Learner perceived ease of use (of blogs) has a positive 

correlation with perceived learner satisfaction within the blog- and 

wiki-supported writing environment.  

 

Accepted, weak positive 

correlation   

H4-2: Learner perceived ease of use (of wikis) has a positive 

correlation with perceived learner satisfaction within the blog- and 

wiki-supported writing environment. 

Rejected, not statically 

significant 

 

Environmental dimension 

H5-1: Using a peer feedback system (for blogs) has a positive 

correlation with perceived learner satisfaction within the blog- and 

wiki-supported writing environment.  

 

Rejected, not statically 

significant 

H5-2: Using a peer feedback system (for wikis) has a positive 

correlation with perceived learner satisfaction within the blog- and 

wiki-supported writing environment. 

 

Accepted, weak positive 

correlation  

H6: Learner community support has a positive correlation with 

perceived learner satisfaction within the blog- and wiki-supported 

writing environment.  

 

Accepted, medium positive 

correlation 

Learner dimension 

H7: Learner attitude toward computers has a positive correlation 

with perceived learner satisfaction within the blog- and wiki-

supported writing environment.  

Rejected, not statically 

significant 
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Table 4.5 (continued)  

H8: Learner computer anxiety has a negative correlation with 

perceived learner satisfaction within the blog- and wiki-supported 

writing environment.  

 

Rejected, not statically 

significant 

H9: Learner Internet efficacy has a positive correlation with 

perceived learner satisfaction within the blog- and wiki-supported 

writing environment.  

 

Rejected, not statically 

significant 

Instructor dimension 

H10: Instructor response timeliness has a positive correlation with 

perceived learner satisfaction within the blog- and wiki-supported 

writing environment. 

 

Accepted, medium positive 

correlation  

H11: Instructor attitude toward technology has a positive 

correlation with perceived learner satisfaction within the blog- and 

wiki-supported writing environment. 

Rejected, not statically 

significant 

INFLUENCE OF VARIED DIMENSIONS AND FACTORS ON LEARNER 

SATISFACTION 

The purpose of the analysis of the descriptive statistics was to analyze the 

distribution of the basic information about the student participants so that we could obtain 

a preliminary understanding of their basic characteristics and responses in terms of the 

thematic framework of the five pre-determined dimensions and underlying 14 factors. In 

addition, after attending the Web-supported course for a semester, the students revealed 

their perspectives on learner satisfaction. The pertinent comments from the instructor 

interview were also presented at the beginning of each section in order to explain the 

curriculum content and the teaching practices in this classroom. The qualitative data from 

the interview were integrated to answer the second research question about the impact of 

various dimensions and factors on learner satisfaction. The qualitative analysis explains 

the influences between each factor and learner satisfaction based on a selective and 

meaningful reporting of the interviewees' responses.  
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Learner satisfaction   

After experiencing the blog- and wiki-supported writing course for a semester, 

approximately three-fourths of the students (n = 27) felt positive about this type of 

instructional design using technology as a blended support (see Table 4.6). The results 

showed that most students (89.2%, n = 33) liked this innovative idea of learning English 

writing by combining blogs and wikis to support traditional lecture-based teaching. These 

results revealed that 78.4% of the class (n = 29) found value in taking this writing course 

through the experience of in-class writing tasks and activities. Also, 75.7% of the class (n 

= 28) enjoyed taking the course and agreed that this course was effective in enhancing 

their English writing abilities and skills. As a result, a large number of students (n = 28) 

perceived this writing course as satisfactory, while seven of the students adopted a neutral 

stance without revealing their perceptions and two particular students were unsatisfied. It 

can be assumed that the majority of the students were by-and-large content with the 

design and the quality of the course delivered via the integration of online technology and 

communication.   

Table 4.6 Profiles of student responses to learner satisfaction  

 M SD Strongly 

Agree  
Agree  Neutral Disagree Strongly 

Disagree 
1. I like the idea of learning 

English writing in this 

course.           

3.97 .55 4 
(10.8%) 

29 
(78.4%) 

3 
(8.1%) 

1 
(2.7%) 

0 
(0.0%) 

2. Learning English writing 

by taking this course was a 

good idea.  

3.89 .66 5 
(13.5%) 

24 
(64.9%) 

7 
(18.9%) 

1 
(2.7%) 

0 
(0.0%) 

3. My learning experience 

in this English writing 

course was positive.  

3.73 .73 3 
(8.1%) 

24 
(64.9%) 

7 
(18.9%) 

3 
(8.1%) 

0 
(0.0%) 

4. Overall, I am satisfied 

with this English writing 

course.  

3.65 .68 2 
(5.4%) 

22 
(59.5%) 

11 
(29.7%) 

2 
(5.4%) 

0 
(0.0%) 

5. Learning English in this 

course was enjoyable.   
3.73 .61 1 

(2.7%) 
27 

(73.0%) 
7 

(18.9%) 
2 

(5.4%) 
0 

(0.0%) 
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Table 4.6 (continued) 

6. As a whole, this course 

was effective for my 

learning of English writing. 

 

3.76 
 

.76 
 

3 
(8.1%) 

 

25 
(67.6%) 

 

7 
(18.9%) 

 

1 
(2.7%) 

 

1 
(2.7%) 

Course dimension   

Course learnability  

Throughout the semester, the instructor prepared PowerPoint slides for each class 

and handouts for some writing assignments, for which the essential concepts of writing 

knowledge, skills and techniques were carefully summarized and presented. In addition, 

online writing Web resources and videos from YouTube were utilized to support different 

teaching themes. According to the instructor, the reason that she did not use ESL 

textbooks was because their content and activities were culturally charged. 

There was one experience I had with text that was too ESL oriented. The 

activities and examples inside were centered on some family issues related to 

American students in Mexico, and also some topics about the homeless in San 

Francisco. "Who cares" because these topics were way too far from my students. 

We are not in an ESL context and not studying in the US, so the students entirely 

had no connection. Also, it's impossible for the textbook to keep updating. I even 

had a book that talks about Madonna and the students had no opinions of her. This 

should be revised to talk about Lady Gaga. Or the subject was a classic figure, 

Elvis Presley, the text introduced, and he/she [the student] wasn't interested in 

him. I feel we need someone more localized, if he/she [the student] reads about 

Leehom Wang [a popular Taiwanese American singer], they would feel more 

interested.  

Instead of using a traditional ESL writing textbook, the instructor adopted materials that 

were suitable for the students based on her prior writing classroom experience and 

incorporated PowerPoint slides to explain and support the introduction of writing topics 

and processes. She stated the following:   

For PowerPoint, I feel the necessity to go through some teaching content and then 

provide examples for the students to practice. If not, teaching is just teaching. 
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When they [students] sometimes got absent-minded, they totally forgot what I 

was just saying [in the previous section]....as with process writing, we had already 

gone through some stages and I would use the lessons on PowerPoint for 

reiteration and inform them of the reasons we used some particular activities.  

Because of the instructor's considerable effort in preparing and presenting teaching 

materials, many students were able to be attentive to the instructor's teaching input and 

did not encounter too many problems acquiring the content. Thus, most students were 

able to acquire the course content in a clear and concise manner. In terms of students' 

perception of the course materials, 73% of the class (n = 27) expressed a small amount of 

difficulty in comprehending the content delivered in class (see Table 4.7).  

Table 4.7 Profiles of student responses to course learnability   

 M SD Strongly 

Agree  
Agree  Neutral Disagree Strongly 

Disagree 
1. I had no difficulty 

understanding course 

materials delivered in 

class. 

3.84 .60 4 
(10.8%) 

23 
(62.2%) 

10 
(27.0%) 

0 
(.0%) 

0 
(.0%) 

2. This course content was 

presented in a way that was 

easy to understand. 

3.89 .57 4 
(10.8%) 

25 
(67.6%) 

8 
(21.6%) 

0 
(.0%) 

0 
(.0%) 

3. Overall, I found this 

course easy to learn. 
3.86 .67 4 

(10.8%) 
26 

(70.3%) 
5 

(13.5%) 
2 

(5.4%) 
0 

(.0%) 

 Considering the characteristics of this arrangement, Hsi-Xu thought that "the 

course was acceptable and within his level....and there was no need to make any 

changes." Chia-Chi commented on the course having in a technology-assisted format and 

believed that the writing course content as a whole was easy to understand and learn 

either in class or after class.  

I perceived the use of PowerPoint slides coupled with [YouTube] videos 

presented by the instructor as having a better effect than lecture-only teaching. 

Because with such a [blended] presentation, we could watch the video again after 

we went back home if we did not fully catch the [key points] during class. I feel it 

is a good way to retrieve my memories.... For example, like in previous essay 

writing, the instructor asked us to compose something....but I was not fully 
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comprehending when she was explaining in class. When I went back home for the 

writing homework, I went online and searched for the video and after watching it 

again, then I understood her meaning and felt easier to write....This kind of course 

can be deemed easy to learn, and thereby I feel more satisfied. 

The weekly course content usually centered on a particular theme-based writing 

genre or topic, thereby enhancing the learnability of the course content. Overall, most 

students (n = 29) agreed the course content was presented with an approach that was easy 

to understand. Many students (81.1%, n = 30) commented that the writing course was 

easy to learn. The class teaching and learning activities and the take-home writing 

assignments seemed to be related to their responses to the learnability level and their 

writing abilities and development. Although many interviewed students were positive 

about course learnability, they did point out this would not be a critical factor that 

strongly influenced their learner satisfaction in learning about writing.  

To quote Ya-Ting concerning the instructor's handouts, "they are quite clear....and 

easy to understand. The method of presentation the instructor managed to adopt was 

totally OK....but it has little to do with my learning." In addition, Wan-Chi expressed a 

similar opinion and elaborated on the reason that course learnability was a major concern 

of hers. 

Because she [the instructor] used PowerPoint in her class, and she lectured, 

basically structured in bullet points, so we were very sure as to what she was 

attempting to reveal. We followed her words easily....For example, she asked us 

to write something in narrative form, then we followed the style to write. Or she 

found some music from YouTube for us to listen to in class, and after we listened 

to a portion, we started the writing based on the situation, so it was easy to follow 

the steps.....[I] did not feel satisfied about the course, but concerning the aspect of 

being able to understand, I am satisfied.  

Ma-Chun expressed her learner satisfaction with the course learnability in that 

"every week there was a different topic, and I can learn different things. The use of 

PowerPoint made it simple to understand....it was not difficult to understand with the 
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instructor's explanatory speech." A similar reaction was shared by Su-Li's feeling that 

learning the course content was uncomplicated. She said, "the course was well prepared 

by the teacher, so what we needed to search for was very limited, unless there was a 

follow-up exercise, for that extension, the keywords from the teacher could be used in 

Google." Regarding the course presentation from beginning to end, Wang-I indicated "the 

course was easy to understand." He said, "when the teacher wanted to introduce more 

professional or deeper content, she used her PowerPoint to facilitate the process." 

Chun-Yu said "the more rich the course materials, the better it would drive the 

force of active learning." Although the course learnability somewhat influenced his 

learner satisfaction, Chun-Yu added "I was not influenced by the materials too much." 

Given the course materials were designed with understandability, Lee-Mei had hoped to 

have more printed material instead of having all the materials accessible online.  

I am wondering if there could be some paper-based materials....I found archiving 

all the data over the Internet sometimes could be [difficult]. As far as I am 

concerned, it is better to print them [course materials] out. Actually, it is not 

necessary for the teacher to do all the printing, it would be more convenient if I do 

that on my own....Until now, most of the course materials could be understood 

with no difficulty. There might be some professional terminology involved, but it 

was clear if you checked it out.      

Resonating with the preference of a paper-based environment, it is interesting to observe 

that Po-Da confessed with embarrassment that a personal issue of not being mindful had 

contributed to his understanding of the course content. 

Aahh, [the PowerPoint or handouts] the teacher provided were not easy to 

comprehend. Perhaps from time to time I was not paying enough attention....I was 

kind of spaced out, haha....It's my own issue....What should I say! My idea about 

writing, that is, from long time ago was based on pencils and paper....I enjoyed 

handwriting and kept writing. [I] have been using this method to write [English 

essays].  
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Yan-Fa also pinpointed that his learning attitude was pertinent to how a course could be 

learned when summarizing his class attendance. He acknowledged, "my own laziness 

probably counts. If the teacher posts the PowerPoint, the course content [she] taught on a 

particular class day, to the Internet, I was satisfied because you could open it [the file] up 

and review it." Nonetheless, without being that active, Yan-Fa might not have a chance to 

go over the course materials again and make up the missing areas on many occasions. 

Consequently, his unfamiliarity with the course content somewhat influenced his 

perceptions of learner satisfaction in a negative way.  

Accustomed to the former paper-based training and instruction, Hsia-Wen said 

that the adoption of PowerPoint and Web resources made her a little stressed at the 

beginning, but it was a learning motivation to push herself.  

It's acceptable, but there was more pressure to take technology-supported courses, 

although it was tolerable. In the past, we did not have this type of method, and the 

teacher usually passed out papers, but now it's PowerPoint and Internet 

materials....With the pressure, I would like to work harder. I took notes for the key 

points and reviewed those at home.     

 Yet, Yan-Fa proposed some suggestions about the adoption of PowerPoint for 

class lectures. Moving beyond other students' opinions, he revealed his preference for the 

traditional ways of teaching. He stated that "the use of PowerPoint rushed me because the 

slide changed while I was working on my note-taking." It made the learning process more 

difficult in that "the teacher was speaking very fast slide after slide, then the lecture was 

finished before I had absorbed the point." The coordination between the lecture speed and 

the pace of note-taking amounted to a factor with respect to course learnability.  

Course effectiveness 

The writing course aimed to improve the learners' essential understanding of 

writing knowledge and skills as well as to help them apply what they had learned in class 
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to their writing tasks by providing useful technology tools and resources. In explaining 

the design, the instructor explained her intent.  

This course is at a sophomore level, because we don't have compulsory writing 

courses in the junior year, so [I] hoped to equip them with the competence to cope 

with language proficiency tests such as IELTS or TOEFL. That is, they had to 

learn to write English essays fluently...Generally for my philosophy in this 

semester, [I] focused more on fluency before the midterm and more on grammar 

or accuracy afterwards. This is more compatible with the mode of process writing 

as opposed to simply correcting what students write. 

In elaborating on her teaching goals for this writing course, the instructor further 

explained her course design in scaffolding learners' writing knowledge and skills with the 

process.   

In terms of conveying knowledge, he/she [student] should acquire a sense for 

description. Narration is more related to the time, of events taking place, for 

example, from morning to evening is a kind of narration....This is what I meant by 

the knowledge of the genre. It's like when you are writing a letter. The first word 

is dear and then you have the heading style. Later you have the salutation, which 

in English is sincerely yours. Otherwise, the author wouldn't know what to write. 

Also, the topic sentence in a paragraph can be counted as knowledge as well. 

However, if what I asked couldn't be accomplished by him/her [a student], that 

would indicate it was more skill-related. If process writing is my teaching method, 

I would provide him/her [a student] with my rationale, otherwise, he/she might 

complain about the teacher. Why didn't the teacher correct the essays?       

By incorporating blogs and wikis as well as other Web sites, this course expanded 

the possibilities and utilized Web technology in support of teaching and learning English 

writing. Most (94.6 %) of the students (n = 35) felt the course provided useful tools and 

resources to help them learn English writing (see Table 4.8). Apart from the traditional 

paper-based English writing courses, this course enabled learners to write online in a 

more interactive and dynamic way either through individual or collaborative work. It can 

be inferred that proper use of instructional technologies and design of comprehensible 

lessons promoted the course functionality and effectiveness. Being positive about the 
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sufficient resources supporting course effectiveness, Shu-Hao indicated that the economic 

benefit of using digitized materials was to his level of satisfaction.  

There were many resources on the teacher's wiki, those hyperlinks and the 

PowerPoint slides were quite helpful....I feel the bountiful materials on the 

Internet are like a textbook. We don't actually need a textbook because it costs a 

lot of money. The materials that the teacher had prepared could reduce the 

economic burden.  

Table 4.8 Profiles of student responses to course effectiveness 

 M SD Strongly 

Agree  
Agree  Neutral Disagree Strongly 

Disagree 
1. This course helped my 

English writing by 

providing useful tools and 

resources. 

4.11 .46 6 
(16.2%) 

29 
(78.4%) 

2 
(5.4%) 

0 
(.0%) 

0 
(.0%) 

2. This course allowed me 

to learn English writing in 

many different ways. 

4.22 .63 11 
(29.7%) 

24 
(64.9%) 

1 
(2.7%) 

1 
(2.7%) 

0 
(.0%) 

3. This course gave me 

chances to apply what I 

learn. 

3.84 .50 1 
(2.7%) 

30 
(81.1%) 

5 
(13.5%) 

1 
(2.7%) 

0 
(.0%) 

4. This course allowed me 

to improve my 

understanding of the 

essential concepts of 

English writing. 

3.92 .60 4 

(10.8%) 
27 

(73.0%) 
5 

(13.5%) 
1 

(2.7%) 
0 

(.0%) 

5. This course allowed me 

to identify important issues 

in learning English writing. 

3.68 .63 2 
(5.4%) 

22 
(59.5%) 

12 
(32.4%) 

1 
(2.7%) 

0 
(.0%) 

6. This course allowed me 

to learn about knowledge of 

English writing. 

4.00 .62 5 
(13.5%) 

29 
(78.4%) 

1 
(2.7%) 

2 
(5.4%) 

0 
(.0%) 

Other students mentioned their appreciation for using the Web in terms of valuing 

the course effectiveness. According to Po-Yi, the use of the Web technology seemed to 

lead her to a better experience practicing writing.  

I feel quite satisfied with it [the Web-supported course design] because the 

teachers in my previous school [Po-Yi is a transfer student] only used textbooks 

in their courses....This is my first time. In the past, everyone [student] wrote it 

[writing assignment] up, turned in papers and the teacher graded and returned 
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them back the next week. Each week she assigned some topics for us to pick 

up.....probably adopted from the textbook unit and explained how to start the first 

paragraph and so on....Afterwards, techniques of composition writing and 

application of grammar rules....The difference [between the past and present 

courses]is using blogs and wikis. We did not divide into groups before, taking 

turns to write stories....Always wrote on our own....namely on a fixed topic for 

composing essays. I feel the computer-assisted learning is a better approach.  

Lee-Mei looked back at the course training and English writing system she had 

undergone at Zhengzhiu University (a province in northern China).  

The English department in China has three professional divisions: business 

English, translation and education....In the freshman year, we only had 

fundamental intensive courses such as reading, vocabulary and grammar, but no 

English writing courses. The composition classes began in the sophomore year.  

Lee-Mei also expressed her fresh and rewarding experience and ideas for using the 

Internet. 

When I came here [to Taiwan], I also brought some materials with me....It's an 

English-written textbook....I have reviewed a few professional theories about 

writing, which are followed by an explanatory analysis of sample essays, and you 

[students] can follow those examples to write your own essays....In China, the 

situation is more traditional. Most of the time, teachers lectured and students took 

homework back for paper practice. The Web is rarely used!....I feel utilizing the 

Internet is a better learning experience because it has many resources that are easy 

to find. [I] feel quite nice in this fashion and another thing is the interaction 

among the members of the class.  

Due to the explicit approach of teaching writing, many students (91.9%, n = 34) 

reported that they had acquired relevant knowledge of English writing. Resonating with 

the instructor's teaching purposes, Ya-Ting recalled her freshmen writing course and 

compared the previous course effectiveness with that of the current one.  

This course has more practice because every week there was homework. During 

the class, there were in-class exercises. I felt my freshman writing was not like a 

writing course at all. This course was helpful because the teacher would require us 

to type an essay within a certain time frame. Also, the teacher taught us how to 

organize writing structure. Maybe my previous writing was of a less logical 

nature.  
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In his class, Wang-I noted that his freshman English writing had a different focus. 

In my first year, the teacher placed more emphasis on the writing style. She would 

give us articles and explain the structure of the composition, perhaps travel, 

journey documents or some other types. [The teacher] would ask us to make a 

theme-based presentation. For example, if your topic was music, you needed to 

search for some music and go on the stage to share about five minutes....We rarely 

write in freshman English class. Actually we did not write anything, only when 

we were typing up our presentation report. In this sophomore course, we learned 

more because we kept writing and writing.    

Wan-Chi even complained that her first-year composition course did not focus on 

writing.  

We did nothing in the first year writing course. Our instructor was Miss H. She 

had us watch movies, memorize some vocabulary and played word guessing 

games. Anyways, it was quite easy. You did not write any formal compositions, 

that's it....it was a reflection report for the for the midterm and the final. And the 

teacher did not return it [the report] back.    

Su-Li noted that structured lectures coupled with the computer technology and 

Internet were essential in helping her to learn English writing. 

For the last year, we also adopted the Internet but I felt that I learned more this 

time. The former instructor did not teach much about writing but simply asked us 

to do peer editing, giving critiques as well as correcting others' essays. I feel it's 

not reasonable....She [teacher] did teach us a simple structure and a method to 

judge if the writing is logical. Nevertheless, the instructor in this class was able to 

articulate the writing themes and focuses such as descriptive, more visual stuff. 

Chia-Chi confirmed that he had obtained many writing skills and some 

knowledge and expressed his satisfaction with the connection between the course content 

and the instructor's teaching.  

She [teacher] taught more writing skills perhaps. For knowledge, she probably 

covered some different writing methods. I did learned many ways of writing, but I 

haven't learned that much that is new...New skills like what she taught us earlier, 

something like metaphor or....using the third person perspective instead of adding 

too much emotional reaction. This is more akin to a newspaper reporter style 

because in the past what we wrote centered more on our own opinions 

[argumentative essays]. So, like this category [descriptive and narrative ], I think 
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it is a smooth and fresh approach....teaching us the use of modifiers step by step, 

applying added adjectives to construct an essay. I never did this before in my high 

school....The teacher's style is pretty free, and what she passed to us was 

sufficient. Regarding what she had lectured in class or prepared in the material, I 

feel it was all fairly applicable.  

The teacher's explanation and guidance, as Su-Li contentedly noted, was 

indispensible when she tackled the writing issues as well as learning possible ways to 

enhance her writing skills.  

After the teacher pointed out why some sample essays could be composed so 

beautifully,  so different from what we [students] wrote. I realized these are the 

skills we lack and a level we haven't achieved in writing. That is the issue because 

we merely described the events in a plain manner, simply telling....The technique 

of description the teacher talked about counted. Mmm, I think by acquiring the 

correct methods, I can elaborate more. By utilizing active descriptions, the things 

that are portrayed would become more rich.    

More than half of the students (64.9%, n = 24) reported that they had been 

provided chances to explore essential writing issues. Because of the theme-based 

instruction, Su-Li pointed out her personal preference and progress in this course.   

I felt the direction helped orient us as to what we should zero in on and what 

could be improved. I feel this way I learned something.... Actually they  [the 

lessons] did not teach us much last year, we were simply asked to keep writing.... 

For this course, the teacher would use supplementary materials such as today's 

[online] video and movies or music in previous sessions.  

Chun-Yu shared his reflections about his course content arrangement and its 

breadth by positively recalling the use of computer technology as a tool to encourage 

students' learning attitudes and incentives.  

In the future, there will be more opportunities to use computers, mainly computer-

based [ English writing] although this method also has its drawback for students 

without hand-writing essays. Some formal [English proficiency] tests are still held 

in written formats such as TOEFL and final exams [at school]. It is easier to write 

with computers because [I] can use Yahoo to check the vocabulary....Using 

computers motivates people based on a consumer's attitude. After all, we [young 

people] use computers more, thus making it [learning] more often and more 

interesting....It meets the trend needs of young people and meanwhile sharpens 
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our typing skills....Actually, I feel the design of this course is quite nice. It 

combined a lot of different elements such as video, music and peer exercises, it is 

a form of collaborative writing.  

  Many students (84.8%) noted that their understanding of important writing 

concepts was greatly improved. In terms of process writing, Ching-Hui mentioned the 

concept of mapping that was taught as a helpful way to organize and distinguish the 

relationships between ideas in the brainstorming phase.  

I think it is a good way and that you can briefly think about what you want to say 

in your mind concerning the essay first. When I wrote, I used to write and keep 

writing as my priority. I ended up not knowing how to close. Yeah, through that 

[concept mapping] you spend extra time in the beginning, but later on, you could 

consider what you want to type and put in the bubble box, which made the writing 

process easier....If you begin with an outline, you are almost certain of the main 

ideas in a paragraph and you subsequently extend from there for that paragraph. 

Hsia-Wen responded that she has acquired some basic writing concepts from this 

course; however, the introduction of a concept map did not help her to write more 

smoothly because of her own writing habits.    

The process of writing and teamwork were what I learned....My writing issues 

have to do with my illogical organization. I wrote up my draft simply based on 

my impromptu thinking. With the map, it would block my stream of thought. 

Sometimes when I am thinking of writing something now, and then eventually 

what I write is different. So I am not used to mapping it out, even though I create 

one, I would change the structure more or less.   

 Having a similar thought, Hsi-Xu said, "my freshman writing course mainly 

focused on grammar. From this semester, the teacher taught us brainstorming and then 

encouraged us to write. This is a better way than what I learned in my first year." He 

further mentioned that the concepts and knowledge of descriptive and narrative writing 

was helpful, however, "because this is my first-time exposure to these genres, so I could 

not fully absorb them, but they are quite good." In applying the skills into practice, Hsi-
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Xu claimed that "there are times I could manage to apply those new skills, but also times 

that I was not able to completely use them."  

 Wei-Wei appreciated this technique as well, "I think the concept map framework 

is quite handy. It helped me a lot. Using that structure enabled me to understand better 

what I intended to express." Moreover, Po-Yi specified her impressions of the difficulties 

of learning to apply a concept map. 

I think a concept map is of great help. Because usually when I write, I don't think 

within a structured framework. I would go on writing directly and never quite 

finish, but begin the rewriting again and again. With that [concept map], you find 

you're organized. At the beginning, you had to spend much time thinking about 

your topic. Because the structure needed to be thorough, you could start to write. 

Thus, at the beginning when I was not familiar with this method, I would ponder 

what to map out in the second layer and what in the third layer.  

 A percentage (83.8%) of the students (n = 31) felt they could apply what they had 

learned from class to their writing tasks and assignments because of the connection 

between teaching and learning structured by the instructor. For each writing assignment, 

the instructor went over the writing genre, elaborated on the process of writing concepts 

and provided examples for their follow-up writing work. To learn the appeal of the five 

senses for descriptive writing, the instructor attempted to provide vivid examples to 

illustrate the concept of showing rather than telling by using various types of modifiers. 

The instructor shared the following vivid example that the students could identify with 

from their campus life.  

Like the last time, I used a school teacher as my example. That is, whenever the 

teacher walked by, the perfume she applied would automatically emit fragrance 

from her body. Every time I smelled that scent, I would think of her. Actually, 

only a few people described their teacher from the perspective of smell. Most of 

the time, they would say, the teacher is very patient; that sort of thing.  

The teaching of modifier use was coupled with an emphasis on activating the five 

senses in describing the characteristics of a person and was conceptually imprinted on 
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some students' mental processes and used in their writing practice. This session enhanced 

the effectiveness of the writing course and many students showed their appreciation and 

satisfaction. Recalling her memory, Wan-Chi found the powerfulness of applying 

modifiers in deepening the quality of depiction.  

She [teacher] taught us how to organize our paragraphs along with writing skills. 

The following sentence is an example; I raised a dog. You could rephrase it as I 

raised an adorable dog by adding a modifier.  

As another example, the knowledge of modifiers enabled Ching-Hui to write 

more effectively and to do a better job constructing the elements of her writing. 

I was not able to write much in my English writing class, and I want to learn how 

to increase the word content and be more substantive. That is, I want to add more 

constituents to my writing. For instance, when I wrote in the past, I might just use 

a subject, a verb and end with an object. Nevertheless, there are ways to add time 

elements. But I did not know how to do it before until taking one lesson that the 

teacher gave. The teacher used a very short sentence....and asked us [students] to 

continue by adding adjectives, adverbs and clauses. After that, I learned there are 

plenty of combinations available.    

Po-Yi was excited about going through a transformation of her writing 

experience, extending the practice of appealing to the five senses in narrative essays 

through a sample demonstration from a children's story book.  

Originally, I just felt this was sort of boring because I did not know what she 

[teacher] was doing and why she asked us to describe something. Later on, it 

turned out to be quite good. The teacher's intent and requirements struck a chord 

with me. Because once you started to describe an event, you had to check out 

some words you were uncertain of....In fact, the teacher's [example] was an 

interesting children's story. After reading it, I was frustrated and felt I was 

doomed. It was only a children's storybook, but it had vocabulary that I did not 

know....Afterwards, I found the storybook exercise the teacher gave was quite 

fun.   

 Wei-Wei found that the highlighting exercise of appealing-to-five-senses was 

extremely beneficial and expected to do more focused writing as a follow-up exercise. 

She said,  
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One example is the PDF file exercise she [the teacher] used for us to mark up. I 

feel it would be better if there could be an example topic for us to write about. For 

example, we could use each sense to write up an event in one small paragraph as a 

take-home practice.          

According to the perspective of Wang-I as an English major, the learning of 

descriptive and narrative was important and satisfactory in terms of course effectiveness.  

In descriptive writing, the teacher told us to describe a person's characteristics, 

instead of the interpersonal relationship, mainly the look, personality or some 

features that could impresses a person. She [the teacher] often reminded us that 

when it [the writing focus] turned to the relationship, it was no longer a 

descriptive....Also, she asked us to add some adjectives and clauses to make a 

sentence richer and help us imagine the background of a person. In narrating an 

event, this took ones' observation in a good way, because of the things we did not 

pay much attention to, such as a small actions or behaviors and the possible 

connotations and meanings. The key of a descriptive is centered more on the outer 

features and characterizations of a person and you get a picture out of it, whereas 

a narration focuses on the relationship between the person and their surroundings, 

and has more of the feeling of a novel.   

Wang-I pointed out that his understanding of writing was dependent on the teaching of a 

descriptive and a narrative and found what the teacher covered in this course was 

relatively sufficient and satisfying. 

I was not familiar with this when in high school, so I think these two genres were 

the major knowledge I acquired from this class. Although other skills like 

metaphor, simile, onomatopoeia, symbolization and so on was taught in my 

freshman year, the repetition enabled me to use them more in writing. In terms of 

applicability, it depended on the amount of your writing....For me, the more I 

apply, the more versed I would be. Later, I knew where to use these devices and 

in what situations. I felt the writing knowledge, concepts and skills that were 

taught were sufficient. I think this can be counted as a distinction between English 

writing courses for non-English majors and those for English majors....For those 

students who were interested in polishing their English, they would know better 

about what they're writing for. It's an underpinning support to make things 

concrete and let you know what to apply to formulate even more beautiful essay 

writing.    
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Technology dimension 

Perceived usefulness  

In this writing course, blogs and wikis were adopted for individual and 

collaborative writing assignments, respectively. Therefore, perceived usefulness was 

associated with the degree to which the students believed that using blogs and wikis had 

fostered the writing process and enhanced their writing performance. The instructor 

believed that the use of blogs and wikis "should be positive" in their usefulness in helping 

students writing performance and effectiveness. Compared to the paper-based writing 

environment, blogs and wikis did not change the act of writing but rather brought the 

different stages of process writing to the Internet and made the drafting of essays more 

effective.  

As for pencil and paper, I no longer use them. Instead I ask my students to type in 

Word. Nowadays, people are less likely to write essays by pencil.....There may 

still be teachers who require students to write on paper in freshman classes. But 

the paper work is kind of cumbersome and exhausting to read. They [students] 

may enjoy writing with pencils, but they had to erase here and there. If one writes 

a whole paragraph, it is impossible to cut and paste and reorganize. Without being 

able to remove the content, [students] needed to delete [the unwanted words] back 

and forth. It's not ideal. Therefore, it's impossible for them to undertake a 

substantial revision.    

The composing interfaces of a blog and a wiki are quite similar to Word. As the 

instructor commented, they contain multimedia and multimodal gadgets in addition to the 

textual presentation. Nonetheless, she indicated that a major distinguishing feature of 

blogs and wikis is the potential to activate peer networking and the interaction during the 

writing process. Through reader support of each other, students' writing performance and 

productivity was expected to improve.  

Blogs and wikis enable the function of implementing a peer feedback system. My 

original purpose for using blogs and wikis was to apply peer feedback. That is a 

prominent aspect that differs from Word as well....When we talk about technology 
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tools, we are referring to their functions. For example, you can post a photo or a 

hyperlink. These are useful functions of the tools. But I did not strictly regulate 

their [students'] posting of the pictures, so they did not do that much.    

The instructor further revealed that the use of each technology tool interwoven with the 

technology-driven activities had influenced students' perceived usefulness. For each 

class, she tried to make clear the reasons each writing task was undertaken.  

Through narration activities on blogs, I hoped they [students] could write 

something more common in the content and express something they were able to 

describe because a blog is a type of journaling diary. Otherwise, to argue an issue 

may sometimes not be easy. I felt learning to describe and narrate requires 

knowledge of communication.... it was necessary to remind the students why I 

assigned a particular writing activity, like the process writing I mentioned earlier, 

the purpose of mind mapping and later why I assigned peer feedback or peer 

editing. For a new genre, of course I had to go through the key points and ask 

them [students] to learn and acquire them. For example, the technique of 

appealing- to-five-senses in a descriptive, I needed to show them [students] these 

types of articles in order to imitate from the sample models....It required a lot of 

practice and many concrete examples.    

Based on the survey, only 54.1% of the students (n = 20) regarded a blog as a tool 

that enhanced their writing effectiveness, while the proportion was 64.9% (n = 24) for 

wikis (see Table 4.9). This might have to do with the nature of the writing process 

because writing, per se, requires the cognitive operation of thinking in order to generate 

ideas and texts for Taiwanese EFL learners. The incorporation of blogs did not change 

the necessary processes that learners needed to go through, whereas with wikis the 

writing became team-based and the support of other group members altered the dynamics 

of writing effectiveness.  

Table 4.9 Profiles of student responses to perceived usefulness  

 M SD Strongly 

Agree  
Agree  Neutral Disagree Strongly 

Disagree 
1. Using a blog enhanced 

my English writing 

effectiveness. 

3.41 .83 1 
(2.7%) 

19 
(51.4%) 

12 
(32.4%) 

4 
(10.8%) 

1 
(2.7%) 
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Table 4.9 (continued) 

2. Using a wiki enhanced 

my English writing 

effectiveness. 

 

3.54 
 

.77 
 

1 
(2.7%) 

 

23 
(62.2%) 

 

8 
(21.6%) 

 

5 
(13.5%) 

 

0 
(.0%) 

3. Using a blog improved 

my English writing 

performance.  

3.46 .84 3 
(8.1%) 

16 
(43.2%) 

13 
(35.1%) 

5 
(13.5%) 

0 
(.0%) 

4. Using a wiki improved 

my English writing 

performance. 

3.73 .87 5 

(13.5%) 
21  

(56.8%) 
 8 

(21.6%) 
 2 

(5.4%) 
 1 

(2.7%) 

5. I find a blog useful in 

English writing.  
3.46 .77 1 

(2.7%) 
20 

(54.1%) 
11 

(29.7%) 
5 

(13.5%) 
0 

(.0%) 
6. I find a wiki useful in 

English writing.   
3.70 .70 1 

(2.7%) 
28 

(75.7%) 
4 

(10.8%) 
4 

(10.8%) 
0 

(.0%) 
7. Using a blog enhanced 

my writing productivity.   
3.38 .79 0 

(.0%) 
21 

(56.8%) 
9 

(24.3%) 
7 

(18.9%) 
0 

(.0%) 
8. Using a wiki enhanced 

my writing productivity. 
3.59 .80 2 

(5.4%) 
23 

(62.2%) 
7 

(18.9%) 
5 

(13.5%) 
0 

(.0%) 

Wei-Wei thought the use of blogs helped her improve her learning of writing 

more effectively and allowed her to utilize more online resources because she "would 

open up another window to check information if there was anything she did not 

understand while writing the essay." The supplementary online content materials allowed 

her to gather ideas and think of pertinent writing development, thereby fostering her 

writing performance. Su-Li indicated her opinions about the perceived usefulness of 

blogs and wikis. She felt that most of her classmates were more involved in the wiki 

writing projects. 

I don't know why I was less in favor of a blog. When using a blog, everyone was 

not that active like a wiki, and I don't know why. I feel a blog is an open space, 

and one might not have enough confidence to put the essays on it. However, a 

wiki is a safer place because it made people know you joined this group to learn, 

whereas a blog is more like posting an essay that is very certain and perfect. I 

don't know where these ideas originated from....It influenced my satisfaction in a 

positive way.      

Shu-Hao had started using computers at an early age and agreed with the 

effectiveness of blogs and wikis.  
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I started to learn typing and was good at it when I was in junior high school. 

Compared to writing manually, I found it much easier to type in English. I wrote 

more on blogs. But the teacher has the word limit, and comparatively I wrote less 

than before. On a wiki, when I saw others team members' work, I felt I had to 

write better. It's a kind of peer pressure that helped me improve my writing 

performance.    

As a first-time user, Hsi-Xu talked about his positive experiences in his change of 

writing attitude as well as his effectiveness and productivity.  

I feel when I typed on a blog, there were classmates who would read it and 

provide feedback, which forced me to do the work seriously. If the writing is on a 

piece of paper, only you and the teacher would read it. You probably would start 

to make some non-sense, if the teacher was lenient. Because a blog is on the 

Internet, it made me work more diligently and in a better quality. It should be a 

matter of my attitude because of the readers. Also, I felt typing on a computer was 

better than handwriting, but I don't know why. Maybe after you literally wrote for 

a while, you felt tired and the thoughts could not continue. It's easier and I wrote 

more words, although the writing quality may not drastically change a lot. I 

preferred to present essays with better quality to my peers. I felt uncomfortable if 

I showed some bad quality in my writing.  

In indicating a similar writing experience, Hsi-Xu continued. 

In addition to more hyperlinks, the use of a wiki is almost the same as a blog and 

your writing was influenced by the embedded videos. It's a kind of assisted 

function. The writing quality on a wiki is similar to a blog, but the quality would 

be better owing to the use of video clips. When you want to post something, you 

can, and the content on it, the content should be more fabulous than that on a 

blog. Because of the hypermedia functions, I was able to link outside resource to a 

blog and a wiki. I felt satisfied and the impact was positive.  

Given the benefits derived from technology, Po-Yi felt the assigned writing topics 

were also related to her writing effectiveness, because "some are of more contemporary 

issues or more in-depth, which require analytical probing and thinking." The adoption of 

photo-based writing on a wiki was useful in facilitating the process for her.  

In the past, the teacher provided you with a writing topic that I never worked on 

before. And without the use of computer technology, she would not imbed any 

pictures, simply a writing prompt. Right now, I feel more encouraged to write 

based on photos, with which I can develop my thinking and find more sources of 
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writing. I feel it inspires my creativity and the content I write has become richer. 

It was a little difficult to write three paragraphs simply based on a text-based 

topic. With the photos, I would pull my ideas together and see what type of stories 

I could tell. Personally, I prefer pictures because I am good at associating things.   

Regarding writing performance, only about half of the class (51.3%, n = 19) 

perceived that using blogs had improved their writing, while wikis received a higher 

recognition of this effect 70.3% (n = 26). Given the fact that blogs and wikis are both 

Web-based writing platforms, there was no spontaneous human-computer feedback or 

interactions once the learners completed their writing. In this context, the comments from 

peers and the instructor alternatively played a significant role in grammar correction, 

organization development and content clarity that is tied to the enhancement of writing 

performance. Lee-Mei noticed a change in her writing performance after experimenting 

with blogs and wikis for different tasks. 

I used to keep English diaries. From time to time I was appreciative of the writing 

opportunities on high-quality, delicate notebooks. Although writing online 

replaced that kind of traditional texture feeling, however I am more used to it after 

staying here [in Taiwan] for a while. I feel my writing quality has gradually 

become better and better. At the very beginning, I had this kind of psychological 

feeling in terms of the [writing interface] difference. After attending some classes, 

it no longer existed....The writing quality improved due to the repetitive weighing 

of writing. Because of the regulation of the word extension between drafts, I 

would think about adding some more adjectives and consider ways to polish the 

details after going through the whole essay thoroughly.  

In terms of the usefulness of technology, Chia-Chih particularly indicated that the 

feedback from blogs and wikis had a positive effect on his perceived usefulness of 

technology.  

I feel a wiki is almost the same as a blog, but there is no automatic capitalization 

when I typed "i." I remembered I had to press shift key. It didn't change the 

format when I entered "i" without hitting the space bar. I remembered some blogs 

have this function....It requires extra attention. Thus, when I finished my writing 

on a wiki, I usually examined the whole essay regarding the letter sizes and some 

grammar mistakes or inappropriate content, and modified it a bit. Writing wise, I 

feel a blog and a wiki is fine, if feedback was not implemented. What counts is 
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the feedback response from the classmates and the instructor. That is really a plus 

because with their suggestions, I got to know where I went wrong, so it meant a 

lot to me!     

Given that Yan-Fa felt writing performance "had partly to do with one's 

experience with the topics, and the writing environment that technology provided also 

played a part." He stated the use of a blog has a certain level of benefit. 

The advantage is in its convenience because you don't need to literally write with 

a pen, but just type on the keyboard directly. The only disadvantage was I got 

distracted by surfing the Internet while composing my essay, like YouTube, 

actually, I used Facebook more. I feel using a blog is very convenient. When 

writing with pen and paper, the English letters became faded if my palms rubbed 

against the handwriting. Also, if you use a blog, the layout format was organized. 

Due to the typing, it looked like more words but might not be that much compared 

to handwriting. In terms of the writing performance, I felt it became better 

because when you wanted to find a sentence or word usage, you could 

straightforwardly check them out on the Web. It's fast. 

Reflecting on the use of a blog and wiki for a semester, Ching-Hui felt that a wiki 

had provided more functions for writing, and, thus, was a more useful form of 

technology.  

I think the blog [we used in class] is OK because it's quite similar to other blogs, 

so I did not have any special feeling. However, writing together on a wiki with 

other classmates is very unique. I didn't have substantial progress in my writing 

performance by using a blog. It's only putting your essays online and exhibiting to 

others. Because of this course, people had to read your essays and made 

comments. I felt a wiki was more helpful. In addition to helping edit other's work 

within in the same group reading, we were also involved in peer editing and 

evaluation to judge which novel is better. It's convenient to know who was more 

lazy or diligent and who contributed more. The peer editing helped improve 

writing performance. 

As for the teamwork implemented through wiki writing, Yan-Fa felt the 

collaborative writing space was useful as a means of keeping up with each other's 

progress and thus enhancing the writing performance.   

On a wiki, I feel the grouping of a team led to a dynamic bond between group 

members. If you had something unfinished, while your team members were all 
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done, you felt pressure and that pressure pushed you to do your work. Most of my 

team members were fairly responsible. For my writing level among we four, I was 

in the third place....Technology wise, I was quite satisfied because when I typed 

on it [wiki], it used red highlighting when something was wrong and then you 

could modify it.       

Hsia-Wen found the use of a wiki helped increase her writing performance 

because of the collaborative work. 

Like the direct editing the teacher introduced us to. You can revise it after 

checking the red and green colors of the changes. You will remember and will not 

make the same mistakes....Although this took some negotiation regarding the 

portion you were going to write. For example, if I was responsible for the middle 

part, if I kept rewriting the texts, the next person wouldn't be able to go on. And if 

the person in front of me did the same thing, I would have problems, too. It took 

group communication to accomplish this.  

Because of the interaction with the novel-based project on wikis, Chun-Yu also expressed 

that this writing experience was rewarding and fostered his writing performance.  

Overall, it's quite helpful because the more you wrote and the more you managed 

to integrate, the more positive the experience was....The novel section was fairly 

interesting, you were able to learn about each member's perspectives and put them 

all together....The teacher taught us to follow the four basic procedures and 

through discussing with each other we came up with a finalized idea. This project 

was successful. However, I found there is a problem. People who took initiative to 

write had the advantage because the latter writers would be constrained by the 

texts composed previously.... Technology-supported writing is helpful because if 

had been pencil and paper, I would have felt more disturbed and stressed out. In 

terms of my thinking in writing, it became easier when more freedom was 

obtained. 

In addition, 56.8% of the class (n = 21) had the view that blogs had helped 

increase writing productivity while the proportion was 67.6% (n = 25) for wikis. This 

reaction may have been prompted by learners' familiarity and speed with English typing 

on computer keyboards and with the online writing interface. They were satisfied with 

the affordability of blogs and wikis. Hsia-Wen considered the blog supportive of her 

writing productivity. As she stated, "when I wrote on a blog, I would like to make my 
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blog more rich, making many essays, and I thought the quality was average....It's a sense 

of achievement."  

On the other hand, Po-Yi has been using a blog for a long time, so technology per 

se did not motivate her to write more in terms of productivity. She considered blogging to 

be an activity that she would regularly participate in even if not required for a course. 

However, due to the collaboration on a wiki, her productivity and performance was 

consequently enhanced. 

A blog is a personal space, so I wrote less. It's around 400 words. As for 

storytelling, it's group-based; I wrote more. In the past, I was used to Wretch [a 

Taiwanese blog], so when we first began the blog writing, I felt, come on, this is 

nothing special. Then when it came to wiki, that type of more thought-provoking 

writing with the photos and novels, I found I became more productive.  

Lee-Mei, in particular, had a strong feeling about the perceived usefulness of 

technology and was enthusiastic about this learning opportunity. In terms of writing 

productivity, Lee-Mei felt that she wrote more on a blog compared to the paper-based 

writing due to the visual aspects. 

When composing on a sheet of paper, I feel the size of people's characters differ. 

The way I write English letters is much bigger. After I handwrote for a certain 

time, I might literally feel I wrote a lot, but it was not that much as a matter of 

fact. But when I type online, the essay seems much richer with words. Because if 

the essay did not reach a certain level of word quantity, I would force myself to 

keep on going. 

Lee-Mei felt that the novel-based writing project on wikis inspired her to learn to write a 

novel based on a textual template by amalgamating her imagination and her interpretation 

of life. She found this process enhanced her writing productivity in making the story 

narration vivid and eye-catching. 

Because the novel was in a form of adaptation, we already had a general outline, 

but not to be exactly the same as the original text structure. You would want to 

add new protagonists and some plots. In terms of the novel, you could not keep 



 139 

everything a smooth and a happy ending. If there were no ups and downs [in the 

plots], it was hard to attract the readers with twists and turns. Accordingly, I 

added some hardships and frustrations. I had to add my own stuff inside as well, 

sometimes my personal life experience. If that's your own interpretation of life, 

the writing per se became more natural and easily touched others' minds.  

Moreover, while 56.8% of the students (n = 21) felt the blogs useful in English 

writing, wikis received a higher response from the students at 78.4% (n = 29). The 

postulation can be made that writing on blogs only transformed the paper-based writing 

environment into a Web-based one, within which the individual writing process was still 

the same. Nonetheless, the purpose of writing tasks on wikis was geared toward 

teamwork and collaboration, adding extra functional and interactional value during the 

writing processes. Reflecting on the individual writing experience on a blog, Po-Da felt 

the use of technology had a positive impact on his satisfaction. He listed the pertinent 

points for the different styles of writing. 

Learning to use a blog was nice because I had never done it before, which was a 

plus for my course satisfaction. The adoption of a wiki was a bonus as well. The 

interaction became easier and adding hyperlinks was doable....I like wiki better 

because it's more convenient....On a wiki, discussion was required and others had 

to read the story. If others did not review it, I felt I was simply doing an individual 

paper. Of course, writing on a blog would be more effective if I could type faster, 

the same with wiki. As long as there was an assignment, I would start to write.  

Compared to a pen and paper, writing on a blog is more productive. Because of 

inherited constraints, you felt like you were wasting paper if you finished up one 

sheet and took another one. On the second sheet, you probably just used half the 

space. On a blog, you could continuously type throughout the whole essay. On a 

wiki, there were photos which helped generate a lot of imagination. For a novel, 

there were a series of episodes, so you could write a lot there, too. When I wrote 

on paper, I used the cursive style and my hardwiring was inclined to slant. Two 

lines would take a lot of space, so using the Internet was helpful.   

Lee-Mei recalled her group writing experience in the photo-writing task on a wiki 

as she pulled all the different ideas into focus. Also, the collaborative interaction 
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facilitated an idea exchange among group members as well as effective development of 

the writing product. 

We were discussing within the group, trying to piece the story lines together. But 

we did not have very consistent opinions at first. Quite strange! Later on, we 

listened to a member's suggestion and solved the issue. Regarding the application 

of the descriptive writing [on the group project], after all it's just a photo, and 

what still counts is the imagination. You had to figure out what's inside and link 

the connotation between the selected photos. For example, naming those plazas 

and making meaning of the children's talk, the games they were playing, and 

stories they were listening to. I felt I wrote better because it required a certain 

level of creativity. As everyone wrote collaboratively, I needed to write 

something distinctive and individualized.   

Wang-I viewed blogs as useful to meeting his basic writing needs, and he felt 

wikis possessed quite similar functions. He was more familiar with blogs and his review 

about applying the technology as a user follows.   

The functions I usually use on a blog are the posting of articles and editing. That's 

almost about it. At most, I have changed templates and the interface. And a few 

hyperlinks and pictures only if the teacher asked us to do so. As for a wiki, it's 

acceptable— not good not bad. It's similar to a blog, consisting of all the 

necessary functions. There are no particular advantages or disadvantages, I feel 

it's adequate for me....Using a blog is helpful for writing efficiently because we 

[young people] need typing when talking to foreigners. You can learn to type 

faster and think faster and more spontaneously....In terms of the productivity, 

because of typing the writing quantity seemed to increase, but the quality would 

depend on each individual student.  

However, there were still a few students who were not entirely accustomed to 

technology-supported writing due to their previous test-taking training. After 

incorporating a blog in his writing, Chia-Chih felt he wrote more productively in the 

paper format.   

Compared to a blog, I felt I wrote more on a piece of a paper. Growing up, all the 

entrance exams were taken in a paper-based format, so I am more used to it. I feel 

more comfortable writing with a pen. I learned to write English essays on a 

computer more recently when entering college. Because I did not have a good 

mastery of a keyboard, I had to look around to locate each English letter, so the 
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whole process was not that smooth. The flow of my thinking got interrupted 

because of the searching. Because of the typing problem, I was not able to write 

very fast on a blog. 

Although Wan-Chi was fond of writing with technology, her satisfaction was 

mediocre due to the limited progress in writing performance in her situation.  

After all, writing is an individual skill, very personalized. Maybe the teacher 

intended to apply peer collaboration to write a novel, but I felt it didn't help us to 

grow in our writing. Because I feel what you write is yours. Through group work, 

we assigned who wrote the first paragraph and who wrote the second one and 

mutually exchanged ideas, but your writing was still not improved. Your writing 

ability was almost the same. For example, I write about raising a dog, but was not 

able to elaborate on what type of dog.       

Unlike other students, Wan-Chi stated that the use of a computer caused some 

students to fail to concentrate on the writing task as well as to stay original in presenting 

textual ideas without plagiarism.  

During the class tine, the teacher had to switched [from the broadcasting mode] to 

the student-user mode, which distracted us. Also, when writing on the Internet, we 

sometimes used direct copy and paste instead of typing out the texts on our own, 

so it somewhat became mechanic....For example, the teacher gave us a topic like, 

A wonderful day, then we Googled the key words and found an online article and 

adopted it....Although it was not allowed, we still retrieved it [relevant 

information] and edited some content on our own, but maybe not too much. It 

seemed that the teacher did not discover that I finished the writing assignment in 

this way.  

Along with students' self-reported perspectives of their improvements in their 

writing outcomes, their writing performance was examined by using three standardized 

TOEFL writing tests taken in the class during a semester. The test results, presented at 

the very end, helped support the students' perceptions of the use of blogs and wikis on 

learning writing.     
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Perceived ease of use 

The perceived ease of use implies the degree to which learners believe that using 

blogs and wikis will be easy or free of effort in English writing. To guide students 

through blogs and wikis, the instructor provided separate tutorial workshops in class to 

review all the necessary functions. Presumably, the students had to acquire the most 

fundamental concepts of the use of technology, such as editing or publishing an essay, 

leaving comments and adding hyperlinks and photos. The instructor claimed that blogs 

and wikis were user-friendly and similar to the computer-based writing of Microsoft 

Word software in terms of basic functions. She felt that the students would not have too 

many problems using these two online interfaces to write.  

Based on the instructor's observation of the students' online writing, she found her 

students' reliance on Microsoft Word was a springboard for preparing and incubating 

their writing on blogs and wikis.  

They [students] might feel more used to blogs. One more step they took was 

typing on Word and afterwards copying and pasting their draft online. Being 

fearful, they were still not able to write directly online. I know they would spend a 

lot of time essay writing for one blog post. As I know, some of their home 

Internet was not too fast, if one kept staying online, and therefore they [students] 

did extra work, basically drafting on Word, then copying and pasting everything 

later in case the Internet quit working in the middle of their writing process. When 

the computers broke down or got frozen, all they [students] wrote would 

disappear.     

Additionally, the instructor addressed some technical problems that had occurred during 

the in-class experience of using wikis. 

There were a few times that the computers in our class were not running 

smoothly. A student finished her writing but probably hit the wrong key or 

whatever, but the write-up was all gone. Without saving, then....I could only tried 

to console her and keep her calm. Of course, she accepted the provision of a 

make-up opportunity, but after all it's too [troublesome], you know.   
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The teacher's observation corresponded with most students' reflections on their 

perceived ease of use in that they felt these two tools were both easy to use, even though 

there were some technical issues that took place on blogs and on wikis at the very 

beginning when activating the group phase. Overall, the students were satisfied with the 

ease of use, but they indicated it was not an area that would strongly impact their learner 

satisfaction. As for blogs, 64.8% of the class (n = 24) reported that using blogs was easy 

and it was not difficult to become skillful at using them (see Table 4.10). In terms of wiki 

use, none of the students had ever tried this collaborative interface before and thus this 

course offered them a first-time user experience. More than half of the students (62.2%, n 

= 23) agreed that using wikis was easy and that it was easy to become skillful at using 

them. 

Table 4.10 Profiles of student responses to perceived ease of use   

 

 

M SD Strongly 

Agree  
Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly 

Disagree 

1. It was easy for me to 

become skillful at using a 

blog. 

3.78 1.06 11 
(29.7%) 

13 
(35.1%) 

7 
(18.9%) 

6 
(16.2%) 

0 
(.0%) 

2. It was easy for me to 

become skillful at using a 

wiki. 

3.70 1.00 8 
(21.6%) 

15 
(40.5%) 

10 
(27.0%) 

3 
(8.1%) 

1 
(2.7%) 

3. Learning to use a blog 

was easy for me.  
3.70 .94 7 

(18.9%) 
17 

(45.9%) 
8 

(21.6%) 
5 

(13.5%) 
0 

(.0%) 
4. Learning to use a wiki 

was easy for me.  
3.59 .87 4 

(10.8%) 
19  

(51.4%) 
9  

(24.3%) 
 5 

(13.5%) 
 0 

(.0%) 
5. It was easy to use the 

functions provided by a 

blog.  

3.62 .83 3 
(8.1%) 

22 
(59.5%) 

7 
(18.9%) 

5 
(13.5%) 

0 
(.0%) 

6. It was easy to use the 

functions provided by a 

wiki.  

3.62 .83 3 
(8.1%) 

22 
(59.5%) 

7 
(18.9%) 

5 
(13.5%) 

0 
(.0%) 

Because of Wei-Wei's frequent use of technology, she had no difficulty using 

blogs and wikis, but some of her classmates did have problems.  
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I feel quite OK, because I used technological tools quite often in the past, so I 

picked them [blogs and wikis] up easily, with no barrier as a user....However, 

because the wiki was all in English, some classmates had some problems and 

consulted me. The log-in functioned strangely sometimes but I was not able to 

resolve the issue. Later some male classmates figured out how to deal with it.   

As blogs and wikis shared of the same features as basic editing software, Wan-

Chi felt they were both uncomplicated to adopt.  

On a blog, it's all about editing, copying, pasting and inserting some pictures. This 

ability has been accumulated and acquired since elementary school, so it's easy to 

pick up a blog. As for wikis, when the teacher started to apply it, I felt very good. 

Originally, I even wanted to use it as a learning management system to organize 

my own courses, but I gave up eventually. Writing on a wiki is very easy....If it is 

something I totally have no senses of, or need to learn from zero, it would be 

difficult. Because of the similar functions, there were no learning barriers.  

In terms of the ease of use of blogs and wikis, Shu-Hao was satisfied, but he 

pointed out that the technology was not what was most important, because he valued the 

process of the writing more. 

A blog is not too knotty, simply arranging the layout or taking care of the adds-

ons. It's quite easy to use a blog in writing, but I think those functions were not 

that important in fact. What counts is your essay writing. Sometimes the teacher 

would give extra credits due to the interface design, but I feel....After all learning 

English writing is not about if technology is easy or not. For students, the point is 

the essay content. My opinion about a wiki is almost the same, given that the 

teacher said this semester we were focusing more on writing effectiveness and 

next semester on content accuracy.  

Po-Yi was familiar with the features of a blog due to her previous experience and 

thus felt it was easy to use. However, she was a bit burdened by the complexity of the 

technology when using a wiki. Po-Yi said that her learner satisfaction was not profoundly 

influenced by the ease of use of blogs and wikis.   

My computer literacy was not very advanced. Thus, for software that is too 

complicated for the writing course, I would not be able to master it proficiently. I 

don't use those fancy technology tools frequently. However, I used Wretch [a 

Taiwanese blog] for writing articles or Facebook as well, which are similar to the 

posting on blogs and wikis [used in this course]. There was no particular 
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difficulty. The only thing that was most difficult on a wiki in that the theme 

posting and editing techniques were not the same, also the [English] language 

[interface] is also a big problem...In the beginning, it seemed quite easy, but after 

moving to Wikispace, I felt some difficulty. After all, I never used this software 

before and it's all in English. When sharing the group space with each member, 

the instructor did not go through all the details, so we had a heck of a time.  

Experimenting with online writing in high school, Yan-Fa acquired most of the 

technology concepts of online writing. Although he preferred paper-based writing, he still 

acknowledged the ease of use of blogs and wikis.  

I only stayed with simple typing on a blog. I could apply a photo attachment as 

well, but to some extent, this felt troublesome. I asked the classmate sitting by me 

to teach me. I am not really versed in these functions, what I often do is 

typing.....I remember my first blog when I entered high school. At that time, when 

I had free time, I would type up some essays for practice. I felt quite nice at that 

time, but no one would come to respond. What we're doing now is great because 

people provide you feedback. I felt a blog is easier than a wiki due to the 

hyperlinks. A blog is not bad but the text spacing was not like Word, and some 

paragraphs and font sizes became different when copying directly.   

Since Po-Da was not able to practice the new technology tools regularly, he 

invested some time in conquering the learning curve.   

I felt one needs to use a blog as frequently as possible in order to familiarize 

yourself with it. If I have basketball or school swimming team training, it's quite 

late after I get home. That's why I didn't use it [technology] too often....When I 

first used a blog, I didn't know how to use it quite so well, so it was a little 

difficult at the beginning. It became better afterwards. The usage of this blog was 

similar to Wretch. I saw people use Wretch effortlessly. Maybe I am not too 

familiar with a blog, and it took me one to two weeks. 

Po-Da discussed his own user experience with both a blog and a wiki as a student writer.  

Comparatively, a wiki is easier to understand and operate. A blog is more difficult 

because when we copied and passed something, the format became disorganized. 

There was no indent, even when I tabbed it. Also, the colors of the word format 

become different....Regarding this issue, a wiki is more user-friendly....Haha, 

anyways, if you know how to use a blog, then you feel great. I am just ok, not 

really influencing my satisfaction. It's always good to learn something new.  
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Most (67.6%, n = 25) of the students felt that the functions provided by blogs 

were easy to use. In using the provided functions, 67.6% (n = 25) agreed wikis were easy 

to use after some practice. Overall, the learning curve of blogs and wikis is moderate 

without much practice, but experimentation and tweaks were required before the students 

felt masterful with the functions needed for essay writing. Hsi-Xu pointed out that both 

blogs and wikis were easy for him to use, although he did not spend much time using 

technology in his daily life.  

A blogs is easy to learn and there were no problems so far. I am not a very 

frequent blogger, so all the functions I have used so far are OK. What I adopted 

was the interface template change and typing. As for wikis, it's not hard to get 

started. The photo and video attachments are all good to use. These features 

would influence my feelings about the course because of the ease of use. If today 

the website or blog can't be easily managed, I would be impacted. 

Compared to a blog, Ya-Ting felt that wikis were easier than blogs in terms of the 

interface and some of the editing functions. 

I don't know why I felt a wiki is better. Maybe it's because of the interface design. 

The interface of a wiki is better and it's easier to search for other classmates' 

projects. Because a wiki project is team-based, after you entered a group space, 

you could click on each person's space. It's quite convenient to do the peer review. 

In terms of the online writing, it seems that a blog interface is not that 

sophisticated. Say, there is a pop-up confirmation window. However, a wiki 

provides everything needed for editing.    

Hsia-Wen has been using Chinese blogging for a while so she encountered no 

problems while using a blog in English.  

I feel the use of a blog is OK for me because of my prior experience of using a 

Chinese blog, Pixnet....The functions were basically easy. Most of the time I 

changed the background. As for the writing, I typed in Microsoft Word first, then 

pasted the text.  

Nevertheless, Hsia-Wen had some initial difficulties using a wiki.   

The use of a wiki is a bit difficult at the beginning. I was in a mess because I 

didn't know how to use the hyperlink well. Sometimes the source disappeared, 
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and I felt a little panic, but could retrieve everything in the history 

area....Sometimes I just didn't know where some buttons were although the 

teacher taught us, but I still had no idea sometimes. Maybe I am more used to a 

Chinese interface.  

Lee-Mei felt a wiki was more favorable in terms of the ease of use. As she 

claimed, "because the direct editing can be seen immediately, I feel it's better, very neat 

and user-friendly." She also indicated that a blog was easy to use, "there were some login 

problems, but overall it's fine." Additionally, Ching-Hui deemed the use of computer 

technology to be beneficial for her English writing but when she used a blog, she tended 

to draft on Microsoft Word and moved the finished essay from one platform to another. 

Although this course of action was quick and convenient, some formatting problems 

occurred because of the platform difference.    

In the former [paper-based] medium, if you needed to insert something, you had 

to use a check mark (known as ^) to add words. Consequently, when you finished 

an essay, and found particular words needed to be added in between lines, it 

looked ugly when you did the insertion. Otherwise, you could erase it [the word] 

alternatively, but in some cases you forgot what you had just written. With 

computers, however, you don't have to keep track, you can add what is needed 

straightforwardly in specific places without extra work. It's more 

convenient.....For blogs, I think it's OK and I like the interface for typing. 

Habitually, I would type into a Word document and then copy and paste [the 

texts], but this created some [technical issues] problems-- the font size sometimes 

became way bigger or the layout jumped out in disorder. I felt the [blog] system 

was a little bit odd as it formatted the words sporadically, sometimes small and 

sometimes big.          

Conversely, Chung-Yu had a different perspective about the ease of use when he 

recalled his user experience. He also had some suggestions about the wiki tutorial.  

A blog is easy. Although a wiki is more complicated, it is even easier to use. For 

this writing course, we only had to learn relevant technological functions because 

after all it's not a computer course, which required us to acquire everything. The 

teacher went through the major functions of a wiki in class. However, hyperlinks 

were an area that most people were not too sure about. There were many options 

after clicking on it [the icon], all in English, a bit blurry and hard to distinguish, 

because the teacher quickly covered the functions without the students' immediate 



 148 

practice. Although this is a writing course, I still hope the teacher could teach us 

to use a wiki in a more comprehensive way, instead of teaching only the 

necessary items. I would feel less psychologically insecure, more smooth and in 

control.   

On mentioning the necessity of preparing a guideline sheet for the use of 

technology personally, Po-Yi preferred a more detailed, face-to-face, actual 

demonstration from the instructor.  

I don't really think a user manual was that necessary. As long as the teacher went 

through all the procedures specified, we would be able to understand better from 

step-by-step guidance. In the beginning, I was a bit lost after the teacher's general 

briefing, asking us to open a group space with links connected to each individual 

member's space. It was upsetting not knowing what to do.    

Similar to Po-Yi, Lee-Mei also felt better using a blog, but had problems using a 

wiki.   

In China, we have Sina blog. Many critics and reviewers used that for making 

comments, therefore it was not a problem for me. But as for a wiki, it's my first 

time, so I was not too certain. Although the teacher gave a clear explanation 

during the class, when you actually started to operate the interface, the problems 

came. I just forgot sometimes, such as pasting or some other function....But later 

on, I figured out how to use it [a forgotten function] after exploring it for a few 

minutes at home. It took some time to master it [a wiki], but after a week, I picked 

it up. The first week was truly a pain in the neck.  

Environmental dimension  

Peer feedback system 

As the instructor was sharing her points of view in the technology dimension 

about using blogs and wikis, she emphasized an essential leading purpose of the peer 

feedback system. She iterated that peer feedback is an area that she intended to 

implement and actualize through this course.  

If you use a piece of paper, it's more taxing because you need to print it out twice 

and have students take it home for peer feedback. Also, for some students who 

wrote well-structured and articulated essays, other students wouldn't be able to 
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read it. When he/she [a student] wrote online for an assignment, it was an 

opportunity to adjust previous writing concepts and habits where the instructor 

was the only audience. Now, he/she knows the essays are posted on the Web, and 

that his/her audience is the general public and most important that the class peers 

will read it. Supposedly, he/she would like to know more about how other 

students write. I think learning from peers is better than the teaching from the 

instructor. If we could see a nice example, it encouraged not only the student 

author but also other students because they would see a clearer writing goal. I 

always kept telling them if someone can do it, you can achieve it as well. 

While acknowledging the benefits, the instructor also discussed some issues in 

implementing the peer feedback system 

With regard to the feedback implementation, I think mostly they [students] were 

not used to it, so they didn't know how to express themselves. Because their 

interactions like MSN or online communication are all in Chinese and more based 

on some short and fun message, or some emoticons or comments that were very 

brief, not comprehensive. It's not like providing feedback to the writer for an 

important issue. But to the author, I feel it's encouraging, like thumb-ups on 

Facebook. They [students] were delighted to have someone read their essays and 

to receive peer feedback. Nevertheless, they were not able to write their 

comments based on the rules I provided. Although my guidelines were well 

written, they still had problems following it. I probably need to point out good and 

bad examples during the tutorial session.  

Peer feedback was executed for both blog and wiki assignments. After 

implementing the feedback for a semester, 73% (n = 27) of the class acknowledged that 

the peer feedback system had motivated them to do their best work (see Table 4.11). For 

blog essays, each student was required to provide peer responses to three classmates in a 

sequential order based on their student number. As suggested by the instructor, the 

feedback was three-fold and consisted of the following components: compliments, 

suggestions and corrections. Most (75.7%, n = 28) of the students thought that the peer 

feedback system was appropriate for the blog writing assignments. Also, the peer 

feedback for the first wiki collaborative picture-writing project was held within group 

members. Another novel-based wiki writing assignment was evaluated based on team-

based feedback along with analytical rubric guidance. The feedback basically was 
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structured with open-ended space for students to express their comments and opinions. 

Many of the students (83.8%, n = 31) agreed that the peer feedback system was 

appropriate for the wiki writing assignments.  

Table 4.11 Profiles of the student responses to the peer feedback system 

 M SD Strongly 

Agree  
Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly 

Disagree 
1. The peer feedback 

system motivated me to 

do my best work. 

3.70 .70 2 
(5.4%) 

25 
(67.6%) 

7 
(18.9%) 

3 
(8.1%) 

0 
(.0%) 

2. The peer feedback 

system was appropriate 

for the blog writing 

assignments. 

3.78 .75 4 
(10.8%) 

24 
(64.9%) 

6 
(16.2%) 

3 
(8.1%) 

0 
(.0%) 

3. The peer feedback 

system was appropriate 

for wiki writing 

assignments. 

3.97 .83 8 
(21.6%) 

23 
(62.2%) 

4 
(10.8%) 

1 
(2.7%) 

1 
(2.7%) 

4. The peer feedback 

system created a learning 

environment in which I 

felt comfortable.  

3.62 .79 2 
 (5.4%) 

 24 
(64.9%) 

 6 
(16.2%) 

 5 
(13.5%) 

0  
(.0%) 

5. The peer feedback was 

too demanding.  
3.22 .85 1 

(2.7%) 
14 

(37.8%) 
15 

(40.5%) 
6 

(16.2%) 
1 

(2.7%) 
6. The peer feedback 

system made me feel 

responsible for my own 

learning. 

4.08 .64 6 
(16.2%) 

30 
(81.1%) 

0 
(.0%) 

0 
(.0%) 

1 
(2.7%) 

7. The peer feedback 

system made me feel 

responsible for others' 

learning. 

4.11 .70 8 
(21.6%) 

27 
(73.0%) 

1 
(2.7%) 

0 
(.0%) 

1 
(2.7%) 

8. It was easy for me to 

complete my peer 

feedback assignments. 

3.35 .95 1 
(2.7%) 

21 
(56.8%) 

6 
(16%.2) 

8 
(21.6%) 

1 
(2.7%) 

9. I gave my peer 

feedback by the stated due 

dates. 

3.65 .86 4 
(10.8%) 

21 
(56.8%) 

7 
(18.9%) 

5 
(13.5%) 

0 
(.0%) 

10. My peers gave me 

peer feedback by the 

stated due dates. 

3.24 .83 1 
(2.7%) 

14 
(37.8%) 

16 
(43.2%) 

5 
(13.5%) 

1 
(2.7%) 
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Table 4.11 (continued) 

11. The use of a blog for 

peer feedback is efficient 

regarding the overall class 

structure.  

 

3.32 
 

.85 
 

2 
(5.4%) 

 

15 
(40.5%) 

 

13 
(35.1%) 

 

7 
(18.9%) 

 

0 
(.0%) 

12. The use of a wiki for 

peer feedback was 

efficient regarding the 

overall class structure. 

3.35 .82 2 
(5.4%) 

15 
(40.5%) 

14 
(37.8%) 

6 
(16.2%) 

0 
(.0%) 

13. Too much learning 

time was spent doing peer 

feedback activities.   

2.62 .72 0 
(.0%) 

5 
(13.5%) 

13 
(35.1%) 

19 
(51.4%) 

0 
(.0%) 

14. I felt confident in my 

ability to evaluate others' 

work during the peer 

feedback activities.  

3.16 .96 1 
(2.7%) 

17 
(45.9%) 

6 
(16.2%) 

13 
(35.1%) 

0 
(.0%) 

15. I felt confident in my 

ability to evaluate my own 

work during the peer 

feedback activities. 

3.24 .96 3 
(8.1%) 

12 
(32.4%) 

13 
(35.1%) 

9 
(24.3%) 

0 
(.0%) 

16. Blogs allow the 

feedback process to be 

helpful in improving the 

writing quality.   

3.73 .84 4 
(10.8%) 

23 
(62.2%) 

7 
(18.9%) 

2 
(5.4%) 

1 
(2.7%) 

17. Wikis allow the 

feedback process to be 

helpful in improving the 

writing quality. 

3.76 .72 2 
(5.4%) 

27 
(73.0%) 

6 
(16.2%) 

1 
(2.7%) 

1 
(2.7%) 

In this course, the feedback on blogs was done by matching individual students, 

while that of a wiki was hosted by group members in the same project, along with a final 

peer evaluation. Yan-Fan pointed out the reciprocal benefits of conducting peer feedback.  

I like the peer feedback system quite much. They could directly indicate the 

weakness and the grammar or tense issues and later on you would know what 

could be improved. When you read other people's essays, you saw the 

idiosyncratic style difference between you and others, which helped me learn. 

Due to the varied interface affordability, Wei-Wei felt that there was a significant 

difference in terms of the feedback she received from the class.  
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Because a wiki has the function of history, you could know where you went 

wrong and what to change. With the highlight of green and red colors, it's quite 

prominent. For a blog, it's simply about leaving comments. You could not actually 

show and indicate the mistakes that people made. Comparatively, feedback on a 

blog is more general and it is more neat and focused on a wiki because if you find 

anything incorrect, you would edit it directly. When I received the peer feedback, 

I would try my best to see where I made mistakes. More or less, they [classmates] 

would point out something problematic. Regarding the peer feedback on a blog, 

they were more positive. For example, praising what you wrote was very good or 

expressing similar feelings with you. But if it's on a wiki, they usually said you 

needed to add some more elements, or what mistakes had been made. I feel there 

is a discrepancy between the two.  

Wei-Wei continued her peer feedback experience while giving or receiving peer 

feedback.  

Of course, I felt I had to be responsible for others' learning and of course my 

suggestions should specify the mistakes or the writing needs. I usually read those 

essays that were beyond my own writing level. They might not make many 

mistakes. What I could do was give some suggestions such as what kind of 

description could be added into a protagonist's role, but only a little bit addition to 

the content or how to tweak it a bit more content-oriented....Take this wiki project 

for example, they [the group members] indicated some grammar mistakes and 

suggested I include some more descriptions of the two main characters. Because 

they felt I did not write enough. Also, they took the initiative to edit the grammar 

and the words on their own.    

Lee-Mei pointed out the different ways she applied her peer feedback on blogs 

and wikis.  

On a blog, every time I only skimmed the essay roughly as opposed to reading 

thoroughly. Because you could not change it directly, you probably went over the 

writing structure and checked if there was interesting usage. The content and 

structure were the main areas I would examine. In this case, the time I spent was 

pretty short, about ten to twenty minutes....On the wikis, like the peer evaluation 

we did last time, I began realize the time the instructor gave us was actually not 

sufficient. Sometimes the essay was very lengthy, divided into three or four 

components. If you read each part meticulously and checked all the errors, I think 

it would take a lot of time. Also, the peer evaluation form we used yesterday was 

nice....The first part was content-specific, the second part was about the characters 

and the third part was the grammar issues, summing all these three up. If you read 
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it one after one, it took more time. If the teacher let us [students] read again, each 

essay might take 30 minutes.   

In indicating the different means of providing feedback, Yan-Fan noted the constraints 

and flexibilities between the blog and wiki interface.   

When you tried to make comments on others' essays on a blog, you found that 

many of the mistakes they had made were not uncommon in your own writing. 

Sometimes I found there were a lot of tense issues. On a wiki, the situation was 

better than a blog because you could edit the original text. After the editing, you 

could learn from the mistakes and remind yourself not to repeat the same type of 

errors. A blog is limited to reading. If you wanted to suggest modifications, you 

could only leave a message below the essay for the instructions.  

 Po-Da indicated that a wiki is more useful for providing peer feedback compared 

to a blog.  

Because you could edit on a wiki directly, which better indicated the mistakes. 

For a blog, you received comments. As for a blog, it was mostly reading other 

people's comments, but sometimes their opinions were not specifically addressed 

to your writing issues. For example, if your topic was talking about the 

earthquake, he might type something sympathetic, not related to your writing 

mistakes. The feedback forms might vary, not necessarily tied to anything. But 

wiki is more content specific, because you needed to edit.  

In terms of the error-correction function, Po-Da talked about his expectations and attitude 

of learning to write well. 

On a blog, others gave you feedback, but you did not necessarily know where 

your mistakes were. If the peer let me know something concrete, I would change 

the mistakes. If not, I had no idea how to do the revision....But on a wiki, the 

feedback was direct editing, so this prompted a writing experience. Like the group 

project, we had to go through each other's writing and edit it, so we made some 

progress....As for the summative evaluation, I felt there were some problems 

using that sheet because those comments required subjective judgments....For the 

peer feedback guideline, it's more tangible, so I would be able to express myself.  

A percentage (59.5%) of the students (n = 22) felt it was easy for them to 

complete their peer feedback assignments and most (67.6%, n = 25) could finish their 

feedback work on time. Nevertheless, only a few students (40.5%, n = 12) stated that they 
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had received their peers' provision of feedback by the stated due dates. Because each 

student was rotated to different classmates for each peer feedback, some late students had 

been assigned more students as the time wound down. This could have been the reason 

that the two items for the giving and receiving of peer feedback were slightly 

inconsistent. Su-Li finished her sharing of the peer feedback by indicating that some 

issues occurred.  

I almost finished the feedback within the time regulation. Some did not because of 

laziness. Some people felt it doesn't matter if you postpone and do it later. Some 

made it up in class and some didn't provide feedback at all. The peer feedback 

occupied some time in reading through others' essays, and then you were able to 

give feedback. Like the novel writing, I read it twice....For a blog, it is faster, 

about ten minutes to read and fifteen minutes to finish the feedback. For a wiki, it 

takes longer to write and people write more....The peer feedback helped my 

writing quality because I would take a look at their response and think it over. 

This is a good approach to better writing. I feel it's helpful to receive some 

feedback because your efforts were noticed by others.  

Although Yan-Fan worried about the harmonious relationships between 

classmates, he still stated his own opinion for the sake of their benefit in learning writing. 

Yan-Fan experienced some difficulties providing the feedback punctually and created 

strategies to cope with the issue of being on task.  

I would cover both good and bad aspects. Of course, I was afraid that people 

might say I was too critical about the error corrections. But as long as the 

feedback it constructive, I would pinpoint that, otherwise they [classmates] did 

not know where to change....It took me about 10 to 20 minutes to read an essay on 

a blog. After that, I would respond immediately. As for the wiki project, it was 

more difficult. There were many groups, and each writing consisted of four or 

three components, 400 words for each. It took a longer time to read, though I did 

not accurately calculate it. If the mistakes were more obvious, I felt more 

confident. But if it's something I was not certain about such as word usage, 

spelling or grammar, I would discuss with others first and then make the 

correction. Because I was not sure if I am correct, I feel better to do so. If I was 

home without friends at the side, I would check some dictionaries. 
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The peer feedback was meant to require the students to be more responsible for 

their own learning (97.3%, n = 36), and it made them feel responsible for others' learning 

(94.6%, n = 35). A learner's EFL background and English proficiency level might be a 

major issue accounting for the lack of confidence and inability to perform as 

professionally as a language teacher. Ma-Chun found value in the peer feedback. 

I felt I needed to take responsibility for my own and others' learning. The essays I 

read were all ok, not beyond my level for feedback. If there were no major 

problems in the details, I would check the story content or help them [classmates] 

to think deeper and see what can be refined in order to make the whole piece of 

writing more complete. Sometimes I did not provide my response on time, I 

simply forgot it. I had little confidence to give peer feedback, but the feedback I 

received was somewhat helpful to me....The guideline that the teacher passed to 

us was clear, no difficulty. I didn't keep the sheet on hand all the time, but would 

recall what the teacher said, the main directions.    

 Chia-Chi thought the duty for other classmates' learning was in the feedback 

process.  

Of course you took some responsibility more or less because your suggestions 

represented better ideas. Of course, the feedback should be constructive in order 

to help other people to learn, instead of doing it in a careless way. It's a must to 

have a responsible attitude for peer feedback. As long as the writing was not too 

advanced, I am confident to provide comments. For those whose writing that are 

too abstruse, I feel less secure to give better suggestions, so I would use 

compliments mostly. If I tried to write up some directions, it would sound like I 

was pretending I was competent. So my feedback was conditioned to the writing 

content.   

Shu-Hao approved of the concept of using the Internet to facilitate an English 

writing course, but also pointed out some issues in real practice via peer responses. 

Overall, I feel it's quite good, particularly the peer feedback as well as many 

different teaching techniques and methods that I never heard of before. But this 

type of teamwork could be hindered because of other classmates' laziness and you 

simply couldn't continue. Take myself for example, I sometimes got sluggish and 

did not take the feedback seriously. Maybe 30 words in total. Compared to some 

other classmates, I was not that diligent at all. 
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Most of the class (70.3%, n = 26) indicated the peer feedback system created a 

learning environment in which they felt comfortable, but there were still a few students 

(40.5%, n = 15) who deemed the workload too demanding. Hsia-Wen liked the 

establishment of peer feedback because of the Internet accessibility, from which a 

network of learning among classmates was made obtainable. 

In the past, it's more like writing alone at home. Now with the Internet posting, 

everyone could make comments on your essays. You had to keep thinking of 

ways to revise and improve your writing. People provided suggestions mostly 

about grammar, vocabulary and spelling.  

Ching-Hui reflected on her observation of the mandated peer feedback system in forming 

a learning mechanism of reciprocal support.   

As for that [peer feedback], classmates usually left some comments. If the 

instructor did not ask us to do feedback as an assignment, I don't think people 

would be willing to do so. It's good that the classmates could leave some positive 

response and encourage you a bit. However, if it's not regulated, people may not 

make suggestions because of embarrassment. Yet it was still better to share ideas 

in order to fulfill the assignment. 

Po-Da addressed the advantages of incorporating peer feedback, but he also 

noticed the value of being harmonious among classmates in an Asian collective culture.   

Many of them [classmates] left positive feedback as opposed to negative 

responses on a blog. Maybe they didn't want or hurt others, haha! Asian students 

are more humble, and we only criticize each other if we are very close, otherwise 

we tend to use euphemisms. The peer feedback was actually full of stress, When 

you had similar viewpoints, you felt ok, but if not, you would start to get some 

pressure. The words you expressed represented yourself. You had to be 

responsible for each word and perspective. Like some person might talk about a 

movie he likes, and actually I don't like it at all. I could not write something I 

would like to reveal. This is an example.   

Instead of taking a critical attitude in pointing out writing mistakes, however, Hsia-Wen 

felt the classmates were too polite.   

The teacher assigned us the writing tasks based on the teamwork in which 

everyone had to cooperate and provide feedback. I feel it was useful to read other 
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groups stories and have other classmates to read ours....However, if the peer 

feedback was too courteous, it would not help much.   

In contrast, Po-Yi indicated her psychological reaction in giving peer feedback to 

other students.  

I felt stressed out when I edited others' writing. I would remind myself that the 

feedback can't be too bad. Because I am worried what if she [the author] thought 

her original writing was better and my suggestions were wrong. Although they 

never informed me of such an issue, but I would think about that....There was a 

group member whose writing proficiency was quite nice. When I read her essay, I 

felt pressure that I can't write something too awful because they [group members] 

would read my essay as well....I think I had to spend 20 minutes to finish the 

feedback for that person.  

Su-Li also felt some pressure when giving peer feedback to someone with better English 

proficiency.  

I feel the pressure depended on different cases. Because we're all in the same 

class, you were quite clear about each other's writing level. For those whose 

ability was superior to mine, it's quite stressful to give feedback because I was not 

too certain about the right and wrong aspects of some usage. Also, I am afraid of 

others' refutations. People may feel their usage was actually correct, but it's you 

who don't understand it. That type of feeling. When people's writing are way 

better than I, I usually check their logics because their ideas sometimes jumped up 

and down. At the beginning, it might focus on one thing, but was later back out, 

not coherent at all for the wiki part. 

Less than half of the class felt confident in their ability to evaluate others' work 

(48.6%, n = 18) and their own work (40.5%, n = 15) during the peer feedback activities. 

The students' insufficient level of English knowledge might also explain why only 45.9% 

of the students (n = 17) perceived doing peer feedback as efficient considering the overall 

class structure. Although the students were not affirmative of their capability and the 

effects of peer feedback, they still valued the technological affordability of blogs and 

wikis in formulating peer feedback. Many students felt the peer feedback system was 

interesting and interactive, but they were not able to meet the expectations that the 

instructor set up. In favor of the peer feedback, Shu-Hao liked and felt the system 



 158 

contributed to his learner satisfaction, but the online interaction did not match his 

expectations. 

I think the peer feedback should deal with the writing content, it's not only 

formatting the layout. My classmates would suggest where to change. Actually I 

feel some people provided the response casually. The feedback I have received 

was like "good job" or "perfect" as opposed to indicating the areas for better 

improvement. Some are in a form of joking or chatting. However, I felt my 

English essay writing was not that good. They [classmates] did point out some 

sentences can be modified but mostly the grammar mistakes. Some were not 

specified, just saying there were some mistakes in your article. I think the teacher 

should strictly regulate the students' being lazy, otherwise all the feedback are in 

short sentences. In my wiki writing, I only got one feedback one time. Some 

teammates didn't give me any feedback.  

Ma-Chun considered the peer feedback system to be perfunctory, and did not 

reach her full satisfaction. She shared the feedback she received on a blog first.  

The peer feedback was not that excellent because the comments they made were 

mostly about what can be added. Like the feedback on my blog was about what 

content can be expanded, pretty much this kind of type or what level of advanced 

vocabulary can be replaced. It's more general, but not specifying the details. I 

would expect people to pick up the grammar mistakes for me. Maybe the 

classmates did not dare to take action due to a lack of confidence. Overall, I feel 

fewer people commented on the details. Even if the feedback was on grammar, it's 

very obvious there were mistakes and usage problems.  

Chun-Yu had some concerns about the peer feedback given the fact his English 

proficiency level was quite advanced for his class. 

On a blog, it's like quantity matters more than quality. Although a wiki has a few 

drawbacks like this [quantity-oriented production]. The point was that I felt the 

English abilities among peers are not the same. I am not saying that I am more 

competent and others are less. There are loopholes in peer feedback through 

correcting each other's writing. Sometimes there were some obvious mistakes that 

I had made, but other people could not see them. For example, there was a 

classmate who edited my essays, but he only found the omission of a "S" 

throughout the whole passage. I felt I could not learn anything in this manner.   

Wei-Wei suggested that it would be better if the instructor could spend more time 

going through the writing details for feedback modeling. 
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During class, the instructor could indicate the linguistic points that we can pay 

attention to. Maybe the teacher could read a student's article and tell us how to use 

the modifiers and express different types of feeling. Or the teacher could use a 

sample article that was not graded yet and guide the students through the whole 

paper together. The guideline was a little bit too prescriptive and in reality it may 

not be achieved. In terms of compliment, suggestion, and correction , these three 

steps were ok, but the details are tedious. If there were enough time, it would be 

better if the teacher could go over one rule after another....Of course, it's very 

time-consuming to go into all the details, so maybe due to the time constraints, it 

was not doable.   

Most of the class indicated that blogs (73%, n = 27) and wikis (78.4%, n = 29) 

allowed the feedback process to be helpful in improving writing quality. The comment 

function on a blog enabled the exchange of ideas and opinions and the direct editing and 

discussion board on a wiki served as a space for form-focused and open-ended peer 

feedback. Due to the peer feedback, Chia-Chi mentioned that he became more aware of 

his English writing issues.  

I felt I learned better because I took their [classmates] suggestions and applied 

them to the next writing particle. For example, they would suggest that I pay 

attention to grammar, tense usage, maybe better in past tense, or some better 

adjectives in some sentences. I found if the corrective feedback were customized 

for me, I would look into the problems and try to correct them. I felt quite nice.  

Chia-Chi felt that the peer's responses on a blog were more directly viewable while those 

on a wiki required an extra check. He also felt the necessity to point out the mistakes in 

reviewing others' essays.  

I feel there are differences in terms of functional affordances because we typed 

the comments underneath the essay on a blog. On a wiki, you need to hit the 

history in order to retrieve the data, so it's one extra step....The history made me 

know what corrections people had made and better ways of usage....I did not feel 

any pressure when giving peer feedback because they're all friends I know. I think 

it's ok to be straightforward in giving the suggestions, no need to be tactful and 

indirect. Revealing the writing issues engenders more space for improvement.  

Ma-Chun in turn talked about her experience on a wiki and how she benefited 

from peers. 
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On a wiki, the feedback was still similar, nothing changed much from the 

interface difference. One thing that was better than a blog was the capacity to see 

what editions and the deletions have been made. If the essay was too verbose, 

they [peer] would delete it into a more succinct one. I felt some pressure from 

peer feedback, but it's a positive effect, which made you more prudent in writing. 

Because the teacher did not provide her feedback every week, so it may make 

some people not that serious. However, with the peer feedback, we would force 

ourselves to be more careful to make the writing quality a bit better, not in a 

casual format.   

Ching-Hui discussed the editing interface on a wiki that helped her to review her 

classmates' writing.  

I like the function of multiple editing on a wiki. That is, for people who were 

asked to review your space, they could help revise the essay by deleting and 

adding the text, and you could notice the changes. I felt it's quite helpful....Like 

the novel we were trying to make, others [group members] would come to read 

your writing and edit it. Like the evaluation we had last week, we were trying to 

select the best novel, through which you could learn to judge and appreciate each 

group's efforts. Some teams were lazy, whereas other typed a lot. You can see 

who contributed more and because everyone could join in on the editing, you 

knew how to polish the essay through opinion exchange. As for the blog 

feedback, it's not that effective. People [classmates] left the message for the sake 

of teacher's regulations. For a wiki, you had to directly read through the essay in 

order to edit it, but for a blog, I might read part of the content.    

Satisfied with the incorporation of Web interaction, Su-Li exhibited a positive 

attitude about the peer feedback system, while acknowledging that some problems 

existed in this give-and-take process. 

Like some people suggested that I describe more on a blog, which told me that I 

was just telling not showing. People might feel unclear and would like to learn 

more, and I would add more content. I felt a blog is suitable for the peer feedback 

system, but the drawback was that some people were not able to give you 

negative feedback. They did not tell you how to modify the essay better, but only 

said you did a good job or something was not clear. Not knowing why, maybe it's 

an Asian cultural habit not to be critical. As for myself, I would critique on both 

sides, indicating what could be elaborated on coupled with some encouraging 

words. If I pointed out those good and bad aspects, the problem was to do with his 

own ability to express in English.  
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Chun-Yu's opinions concerning the effectiveness of giving and receiving peer 

feedback in between drafts were a little extraordinary. 

If I had inspirations, it [first draft of essay writing] probably took 40 to 50 

minutes. The second draft was usually faster. In terms of the 500 word extension, 

it rarely came from other classmates' feedback. Their comments did not help too 

much, by and large, because I would make the judgment on my own....Of course, 

I would expect others to read my essays, when it reached a certain proficiency 

level. However, other people did not really want to read, after all we're 

classmates.....I myself was quite punctual in finishing the feedback. For topics 

that I was interested in, I could provide my responses very quickly. However, for 

those whose writing was problematic or who talked about nonsense, I would have 

no idea about how to give feedback, maybe focusing on grammar only.         

Chung-Yu also reflected on the actualization of the three steps based on the peer 

feedback guidelines regarding compliments, suggestions and corrections. 

That was work that we [students] were supposed to do, but when it became a form 

of assignment, people just did not care about it. Because our habit was when we 

thought of something, we wrote it up instead of looking for ways to make it 

better. Because blogs are more casual in the interface design, when people found 

some topics entertaining or interesting, they kept discussing and sharing ideas 

with you, for example, movies and music in my case. However, there was less 

discussion in terms of writing activities, so it was hard to lose our focus at the 

end.  

Learning community support 

In this course, the students shared the same goal of learning to write well in 

English and were engaged in the assigned writing activities to express personal opinions, 

ask for help or for specific information and to swap ideas for stories or events through 

particular writing tasks. The classroom settings and the ways of interaction fostered the 

students' sense of belonging to this community. The instructor distinguished the different 

orientations of writing tasks on blogs and wikis and indicated that wikis were more 

powerful and geared toward the creation of a learning community.  
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Blogs are more like an individual reflection and journaling with the peer 

comments....The tasks on wikis foster the collaboration of writing, which was not 

taught by other teachers who use pencil and paper. This type of learning from the 

community on wikis is strong and they [students] could observe the collaboration 

of other students....When they worked together as a team, I found they learned 

more and were more satisfied.    

Based on the instructor's reflections, she felt that a learning community adds extra 

benefits to the learning of English writing considering the students' major goal is to 

acquire and polish their writing abilities and skills.      

Usually their [students'] major concern was focused on their own individual 

enhancement in writing. If they felt they made some progress, they would feel 

beneficial and satisfied. As for the learning community interaction generated on 

blogs and wikis, it's more an affective connection that persuaded students to like 

this [writing] course, such as the class attendance and writing activities. I feel 

their satisfaction is mainly tied to the improvement of writing.      

The instructor's teaching observation resonated with some students' opinions, yet 

still quite a few students showed that the support of a learning community fostered and 

created extra learning opportunities in addition to their regular course. Most (78.4%) of 

the students (n = 29) agreed that this course made it easy for them to learn from others as 

well as to facilitate their sharing of what they had learned with other students (see Table 

4.12). Wei-Wei expressed how the learning community was established "through the 

team collaboration or finding each others' advantages and disadvantages. It helps my 

writing motivation and helps me pay attention to the details [in English writing]."    

Table 4.12 Profiles of student responses to learning community support    

 M SD Strongly 

Agree  
Agree  Neutral Disagree Strongly 

Disagree 
1. This course made it 

easy for me to learn from 

other students. 

3.89 .66 5 
(13.5%) 

24 
(64.9%) 

7 
(18.9%) 

1 
(2.7%) 

0 
(.0%) 

2. This course facilitated 

my sharing of what I had 

learned with other 

students. 

3.92 .76 7 
(18.9%) 

22 
(59.5%) 

6 
(16.2%) 

2 
(5.4%) 

0 
(.0%) 
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Table 4.12 (continued) 

3. The group interaction 

helped me to see 

connections between my 

personal experiences and 

class learning.  

 

3.97 
 

 

.60 
 

5 

(13.5%) 

  

27 
(73.0%) 

  

4 
(10.8%) 

 

1  
(2.7%) 

  

0 
(.0%) 

4. It was easy for to 

discuss questions about 

the course contents with 

other students. 

4.30 .57 
 

13 
(35.1%) 

22 
(59.5%) 

2 
(5.4%) 

0 
(.0%) 

0 
(.0%) 

The group support from the learning community enabled Po-Yi to think 

collaboratively and to learn from other students.  

The students were divided into many groups. Each group member could learn 

from each other and urge each other to keep up the schedule. In each assignment, 

we came up with a shared idea and distributed the workload and progress to 

develop the story content. I feel the good thing is that it [group support] reduced 

the great writing pressure on my own. There were other classmates' thoughts for 

reference that refrained me from thinking for a long time.   

Given the fact that the learning style of Ching-Hui was more individualistically 

oriented, she found the online discussion and responses helped her to learn from other 

classmates.     

Because I prefer individual writing, I feel carefree to express ideas on my own. 

But in working collaboratively with a team, there would be different opinions that 

required further communication and exchange of opinions. In terms of the peer 

feedback, some [classmates] were very earnest, but others may just do it as a 

homework. The [feedback] quality varied. I found some people's suggestions 

were very helpful in terms of my spelling and grammar usage. I don't have a big 

vocabulary, so my writing doesn't read that professional.   

Hsi-Xu felt a learning community "has increased the interaction among peers and 

could instantly allow the sharing of our own learning outcomes. It's helpful for self 

learning and development and meanwhile to build up confidence." He viewed the 

incorporation of blogs and wikis as successfully connecting students to the class learning 
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community. He felt secure within the learning environment with support from his fellow 

classmates.  

The teacher let us use wikis and blogs to post our writing, and through the Internet 

our classmates could respond right away. It has tremendously increased the 

interactivity in learning. This learning community enables active peer interaction 

and sharing of the learning outcomes, which helped me a lot. It also helped me 

build my learning confidence.     

Wan-Chi acknowledged the functions of a learning community and felt the 

support was positive; however, she suggested the group-based collaboration should not 

be overused.   

Basically, in this writing class I felt my own writing production was more 

important than the group writing cooperation with other classmates. After all, the 

purpose is to improve my own writing from this course. It's helpful to learn from 

peers regarding [the abilities] that I lack. We could utilize the after-class time to 

learn from each other. We need to learn some skills from the course design. 

However, if the team collaboration was used too frequently, it may cause some 

antipathy.   

By building up the community-based aids in the traditional English writing 

classroom, almost all students (94.6%, n = 35) found that it was easy to discuss questions 

about the course contents with other students. Compared to the traditional classroom 

setting, Chia-Chi thought that changing the seating arrangement in a language lab made 

the channel of dialogue in a learning community accessibly easy and controllable.   

I enjoyed the atmosphere of taking the class at the computer center. It was quite 

different from other writing courses. It's not simply sitting quietly on the seats, but 

interacting with the teacher and classmates dynamically. We were able to discuss 

topics together with the whole class. For example, previously the teacher 

combined the popular issues with our writing tasks. The teacher invited the 

students to express our own ideas. When it came your turn, you had to think of a 

word. I felt it's very interesting.    

Wang-I felt that the adoption of the computer and the Internet extended classroom 

activities from on-site classrooms to the cyber space.   
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The learning community indeed did play a great role in my English writing 

course. Writing courses were traditionally taught in the classrooms, writing the 

essays one after one. The classroom, filled with a dull atmosphere, is a pain for 

me as I don't like writing. To date, because of the convenience of the computer 

and the social community on the Internet, I felt my motivation in writing was 

greatly promoted.  

In addition to the online tasks, Wang-I was impressed by the connectivity that made the 

classroom dynamic. 

After all, typing [on a computer] is faster than handwriting and searching 

information online was more accessible than going to the library. In addition to 

the conveniences from the computer and the Internet, the interaction between 

classmates meant the discussion was not limited to a the physical classroom. You 

could discuss with your classmates without the constraints of time and places. All 

in all, the learning community was great for me.      

Po-Da found the construction of groups in a learning community helped the 

students experience different ways of writing and enhanced the communication among 

them.  

I think learning in a community is a good method. In the past, we students might 

associate essay writing with the use of pencil and paper or composition in three or 

four paragraphs. However, the interaction among students was very helpful. 

Formerly, we wrote the essays on our own and turned in the assignments to the 

teacher. Although this kind of traditional approach was not wrong, the learning 

community made the passive writing more active and engaging.    

The discussion within a learning community expanded Yan-Fa's understanding as 

well as knowledge of English writing. Being a member, he found the collective power 

and intelligence complementary to his own learning.   

Learning by myself is restricted. Talking to friends and exchanging opinions can 

compensate what I don't really know. Sometimes when I was uncertain of some 

usage, I consulted Ching-Hui or other classmates to ensure the forms and 

accuracy. Now I don't actually remember what the sentences were talking about. 

Anyways, I felt discussion among classmates is very crucial. I can learn 

something I am missing through the interchanges with my peers.  

Sharing a very similar perspective, Su-Li found advantages in the community support. 
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The reciprocal learning and discussion about writing among classmates was 

encouraging for me and generated various kinds of inspiration. Through the 

conversation, you could see your the areas you were incompetent in and 

weaknesses you might have by comparing yourself to others. The mutual learning 

may create pressure of competition, but it forced me to focus on writing more 

fully and conscientiously.  

Su-Li thought the support among group members worked quite well in fulfilling the 

project tasks as well as monitoring the work progress.  

It [the learning community formed] is quite effective. For example, I reminded a 

member who was about to sleep one time. I told him he couldn't hit the bed until 

he finished [his writing section]. On that night, we two were typing together. The 

next time, the four members' collaborative work was all done. I felt it is a way to 

improve together as a team. There wouldn't be a situation that people didn't want 

to take their responsibility.... Because we saw the first person's typed production, 

the whole chunk of paragraphs, so we tried to follow up.  

More specifically, the collaborative writing project on wikis, as Po-Yi pointed 

out, facilitated students' sharing of what they had learned as well as discussion about the 

course content and assignments. 

The students were divided into several groups. Each group of students could learn 

from each other and monitor the work progress of one another. In every 

assignment discussion, we discussed and finalized our topics as well as distributed 

our work and story content. I feel it [community support] helped reduce the 

writing pressure. Some classmates' ideas were worthy of referencing, instead of 

thinking on our own. I need classmates' input from time to time. I am positive and 

satisfied with this support.   

Ya-Ting shared her experience and engagement on the wiki learning community as well. 

The community provides opportunities for additional discussion. It's not like only 

one person is reading your essays. The whole group were paying attention to your 

production, and they might guide you in the direction and criticize your 

writing....I feel this type of interaction is quite satisfying, no barriers in 

communication and exchanging of ideas. For example, the starting point of a topic 

or the forming of the essay structure.       

By providing chances to work toward sharing understanding, skills and 

knowledge for the purpose of learning to write in English, 86.5% of the students (n = 32) 
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responded that the group interaction helped the community members to see connections 

between their personal experiences and class learning. From the community support, it 

was not difficult to see the essential role and interwoven relationships that participation, 

reciprocity and collaboration played as the students aspired to learn to write well in 

English. Ma-Chun felt that "participating in the discussion created a sense of belonging in 

the course and helped my learning" through the formulation of a learning community.  

Shu-Hao felt that the learning community had a little relationship with his course 

satisfaction. He recounted the experience of his freshman writing classes and the current 

sophomore course structure. 

The interaction and feedback made us [students] learn about the difference in our 

abilities. Due to the varied English proficiency level, some students who were 

more diligent might be influenced by those who were not that hard-working. 

However, in my freshman English writing course, we did not write much and had 

no feedback at all, so I looked forward to learning from this course regarding the 

analysis of the errors, grammar and corrections.  

Chun-Yu had a neutral perspective about the construction of the learning 

community, given that he liked the concept, yet he was more concerned about how 

English writing was taught and learned. His learning objectives somewhat resonated with 

the instructor's reflection.  

A learning community is a useful way to enable students to learn and 

communicate over an online platform. However, the issue is that the students had 

low learning motivation and autonomy. Plus the instructor's teaching approach 

was not something that some classmates expected, so the outcome and influence 

were subsequently reduced. I feel creating a learning community is a good idea, 

but it did not go well with this course. In addition to the course design and content 

richness, many students were hoping to see the learning effectiveness in writing.  
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Learner dimension  

Learner attitude toward computers 

This generation of Taiwanese students was introduced to computers in primary 

schools. Born when the use of information and communication technologies was 

prevalent, this population of university students has a better understanding of computer 

use and are more technologically adept with it than previous generations of students. It 

was anticipated that more than half of the class (70.3%, n = 26) would disagree with the 

notion that working with computers is difficult (see Table 4.13). Given that the learners' 

attitudes toward computers might be influenced by individually or educationally related 

factors, the results showed that this class of students generally held a positive attitude.  

Table 4.13 Profiles of student responses to learner attitude toward computers     

 M SD Strongly 

Agree 
Agree  Neutral Disagree Strongly 

Disagree 
1. I believe working with 

computers is difficult.  
2.30 .88 0 

(.0%) 
5 

(13.5%) 
6 

(16.2%) 
21 

(56.8%) 
5 

(13.5%) 
2. I believe working with 

computers is complicated.  
2.43 1.02 1 

(2.7%) 
6 

(16.2%) 
6 

(16.2%) 
19 

(51.4%) 
5 

(13.5%) 
3. I believe working with 

computers requires 

technical ability.  

3.03 .99 0 
(.0%) 

17 
(45.9%) 

5 
(13.5%) 

14 
(37.8%) 

1  
(2.7%) 

4. I believe working with 

computers makes me feel 

great psychological stress.  

2.46 .93 0 
 (.0%) 

7  
(18.9%) 

 7 
(18.9%) 

19  
(51.4%) 

 4 
(10.8%) 

5. I believe working with 

computers can only be 

done if one knows a 

programming 
language. 

3.62 .68 2 
(5.4%) 

21 
(56.8%) 

12 
(32.4%) 

2 
(5.4%) 

0 
(.0%) 

6. I believe working with 

computers is only suitable 

for people with a lot of 

patience.  

2.81 .94 1 
(2.7%) 

9 
(24.3%) 

10 
(27.0%) 

16 
(43.2%) 

1 
(2.7%) 

7. I believe working with 

computers makes a person 

more productive in his/her 

work. 

3.65 .68 1 
(2.7%) 

25 
(67.7%) 

8 
(21.6%) 

3 
(8.1%) 

0 
(.0%) 
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Table 4.13 (continued) 

8. I believe that working 

with computers is for 

young people only.  

 

2.24 
 

.72 
 

0 
(.0%) 

 

2 
(5.4%) 

 

9 
(24.3%) 

 

22 
(59.5%) 

 

4 
(10.8%) 

The instructor indicated that learner attitude toward computers was not an 

essential factor that influenced students' perspectives about the course satisfaction.  

According to my observation, the use of computers is very common and prevalent 

nowadays, which is the norm in the field of computer-assisted language learning. 

Using blogs and wikis is more like a word processor, students shouldn't complain 

too much because it's now as normal as writing with a paper and pen. Unlike 

those modern technologies, blogs and wikis are not that fancy and complicated, so 

the students' attitudes toward computers would not get involved too much, after 

all it's similar to using a word processor.  

As a college student, Wei-Wei considered herself a user with a positive attitude 

toward computers and she expressed that "personally I don't have too many difficulties in 

using computers and the Internet." Due to the university assignment requirement, Po-Da 

reported that the computer use has become part of his school life. However, his attitude 

toward the natural immersion into computer applications did not greatly impact his 

satisfaction.   

I think most college students are familiar with computers. We use computers to 

complete most assignments. There was no big problem in general. Thus, the use 

of computers did not influence us too much in this course.   

Given the frequent use of computers, she did not associate her attitude with her 

course satisfaction too much. Since primary school, Chia-Chi has had opportunities to 

learn to use computers in relevant applications in schools. Because of the prior training, 

his attitude toward computer use was positive and automatically led to a smooth 

connection with the use of blogs and wikis in the writing course.   

I felt the use of computers is quite easy for me. I was exposed to these 

[technology tools] before. There were computer courses in my elementary, junior 
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and senior high schools. The teachers in the past taught us [students] some 

software applications, so I was used to working with computers.  

In view of user suitability, most students were quite open to the different 

possibilities. For example, 27% of the class expressed that they believe working with 

computers is only suitable for people with a lot of patience (n = 10) and that working 

with computers is for young people only (5.4%, n = 2). In addition, most (64.9%) of the 

students (n = 24) did not think working with computers is complicated, nor did many of 

them believe that working with computers requires technical ability (40.5%, n=15). 

Ching-Hui believed that it is not difficult to learn to use a computer as long as time is 

invested. Her attitude toward computers was relevant to the class technology's 

learnability, although not to course satisfaction.     

For a person who is not familiar with a computer, there are some difficulties at the 

very beginning. As far as I am concerned, there was no obstacle. When I first used 

a wiki, I felt it was quite foreign. There were a lot of functions that I did not know 

how to set up, but after the instructions offered by the teacher, I gradually 

mastered it. I did not have any special dislikes of using computers. I felt the 

difference because I used pencil and paper during my high school, and started to 

use computers in college.      

Wei-Wei revealed that her attitude toward computers was not related to her 

learner satisfaction of the writing course. As she said, "for me, there were no difficulties 

using computers and the Internet," the use of a computer was a natural and common task 

in her school studying and learning. Similarly, as he had started learning computers when 

he was young, Wang-I thought computers were part of his life and he indicated that he 

was satisfied with the use of computers in writing. According to his reflection, "basic 

computer-related skills were required when I was in primary school. I didn't have any 

problems using a computer at all, so the use of technology in the writing course works for 

me. I am satisfied with this."  
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Most students (70.4%, n = 26) had a positive response to the notion that 

computers can make a person more productive in his or her work. Exploring the benefits 

of using technology in writing, Ching-Hui found her attitude toward computer was one of 

the supporting reasons that had to do with her satisfaction with the course.  

Using a computer could save a lot of time and energy. Unlike a paper 

environment, you don't need to erase back and forth. For example, adding some 

sentences in a previous paragraph in the middle of drafting, which is not feasible 

on a piece of paper. Using a computer is very relaxing for the young generation of 

students. There's another benefit of using computers in fluency writing. Like the 

teacher may give us ten minutes to type up and share our essays with the class, 

which helped us appreciate the different writing styles.    

Ma-Chun took a positive attitude toward computers because she is accustomed to 

applying computer technology in solving her learning problems. She felt her attitude had 

a slight relationship with her satisfaction. As she suggested, "using a computer was 

efficient for knowledge and information searching, it's not that rigidly fixed like 

textbooks." Po-Yi summarized the potential of computers in assisting her learning. Yet, 

she did not link her attitude toward computers with her course performance or 

satisfaction.  

There are still many things that I need to learn in improving my personal 

computer competence, especially using computer software to learn practical 

English. After the studying, I knew I depended on computers, but the process 

requires self exploration in order to master the skills. Compared to the pencil and 

paper approach, I feel I acquire more by using a computer. I learned to practice 

typing speed, computer software application and so on. It's a plus for future 

development.  

Wan-Chi noted that using computers to compose essays is helpful to improve 

writing effectiveness. Showing an affirmative attitude toward computers, she noticed that 

using technology to write did not improve the level of her writing quality as she expected, 

and, therefore, it had little to do with her satisfaction with the course.  
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Using a computer requires a lot of patience. When we [students] did not know 

what to write and racked our brains for a writing topic, using a computer enabled 

us to easily delete some mistakes. This makes the learning efficient, but in terms 

of the delicacy of the writing, it's not that complete. As for me, I feel using a 

computer resulted in the improvement of quantity not quality in writing.   

Chun-Yu considered the use of computers follows the trend of the English 

proficiency tests. Personally, he is good at using computers and his attitude led to his 

satisfaction with the technology-supported writing course. Given the necessary 

concentration, it seems that Yan-Fan's positive attitude toward computers was pertinent 

to his own writing experience but not closely related to his satisfaction with the writing 

course. 

The computer offered us the service of a quick search and writing space. 

Although I am in a transitional period, I still have to keep up to date because 

technology advances day by day. The only drawback is that it's hard to stay 

concentrated with the vast online resources spreading. I actually have no idea 

about the solution to this absent-mindedness. Maybe we need strong self-

discipline, and the teacher has to patrol around.  

Only a few students 18.9% (n = 7) believed working with computers made them 

feel great psychological pressure. According to Shu-Hao, he felt that "using a computer is 

stress-free, it's very easy to pick it up," thus the use of blogs and wikis was not a problem 

for him at all. Yet he did not find that this attitude boosted his satisfaction with the 

course. 

Regarding the computer use, I feel quite carefree, no difficulty or stress. It reduces 

a lot of burdens in writing and increase my own speed in typing as well as 

coherence in thinking. I think this is a good way. Nowadays, many tests are 

computer-based, so applying computers to practice writing in a composition 

course is great.   

However, the students reflected that they believe working with computers can 

only be done if one knows a programming language (62.2%, n = 23). Because English 

majors in Taiwan have limited training in learning a computer language such as C
++

, Java 
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or PHP, it is understandable that the students would value programming skills in tackling 

more advanced computer work. Hsi-Xu's attitude toward computers was generally 

positive; however, he said that when he is using complicated computer software or 

applications that are a challenge, it changed his perspective. In this writing course, the 

writing tools were basically manageable, so the course did not negatively impact his 

satisfaction.   

I don't have a deep understanding about computers, but using computers to look 

for information was not a problem at all, because a computer is an important 

focus in my life. However, using advanced computer language programs is very 

difficult for me. If I use more sophisticated software, it would influence my 

writing motivation and disturb me. Currently, the use of a blog and wiki did not 

bring any trouble to me because I am able to handle them.    

Yan-Fan acknowledged the benefits of computers; however, he was also 

conscious of some issues generated from the use. As he described his experience from the 

writing course, "using a computer is more convenient and the computer languages are not 

that difficult to understand. I could type the English essays whenever I had access to 

computers. But it required strong self-control, otherwise, I got distracted easily."  

Learner computer anxiety 

Although students of the digital generation are more comfortable with technology 

(C. Jones & Shao, 2011; Prensky, 2001), reluctant adopters or special individual cases 

might not see the necessity of using technology in their lives and try to avoid it when 

possible. It is apparent that only a few students (8.1%, n = 3) felt that computers made 

them feel confused and only one student (2.7%, n = 1) thought that computers made them 

feel uncomfortable (see Table 4.14). The instructor found that the students she taught had 

more and more computer familiarity each year and were able to respond to many learning 

tasks supported by computers.  
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I felt the students were not anxious using computers at all. In this class, some 

problems I found were in the registration of the school blogs and some students 

reported that to me. I did find some students felt antsy, not being able to activate 

the account. However, it was not quite related to students' writing.    

The instructor did not think that the students' computer anxiety had much to do with their 

course satisfaction. She recalled the students she taught a few years back.  

When I started to use technology to teach, some students were unhappy and were 

not supportive of this approach. Afterwards, students had no problems with blogs, 

but more on wikis. Recently, even though certain students were not proficient in 

using technology, they did not feel anxious at all.  

Table 4.14 Profiles of student responses to learner computer anxiety 

 M SD Strongly 

Agree  
Agree  Neutral Disagree Strongly 

Disagree 
1. Working with a 

computer makes me 

nervous. 

2.38 .92 0 
(.0%) 

6 
(16.2%) 

7 
(18.9%) 

19 
(51.4%) 

5 
(13.5%) 

2. I get a sinking feeling 

when I think of trying to 

use a computer. 

2.27 .93 0 
(.0%) 

6 
(16.2%) 

4 
(10.8%) 

21 
(56.8%) 

6 
(16.2%) 

3. Computers make me feel 

uncomfortable. 
2.03 .73 0 

(.0%) 
1 

(2.7%) 
7 

(18.9%) 
21 

(56.8%) 
8 

(21.6%) 
4. Computers make me feel 

confused. 
2.05 .82 0 

 (.0%) 
3  

(8.1%) 
 4 

(10.8%) 
 22 

(59.5%) 
 8 

(21.6%) 

In Su-Li's situation, she was not affected by computer anxiety as a frequent user. 

"I have the habit of using computers in my daily life," she said, "so I had no hard or 

uneasy feelings." Additionally, Shu-Hao conveyed that he has no computer anxiety and 

was not bothered by it. Without thinking too much, Wei-Wei directly responded that she 

has no anxiety toward computers in that "the use of a computer for me was very trouble-

free and friendly." She was not aware of any issues concerning her anxiety toward 

computers and her satisfaction about the writing course.  
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Using the computer almost on a daily basis, Chun-Yu regarded himself as a 

proficient user. Having no stress using a computer, he did not identify computer anxiety 

as a prominent factor that affected his satisfaction.    

I don't have any computer anxiety, and this has nothing to do with my writing too 

much. I was able to use the computers to finish the homework assignments that 

the teacher assigned in this course....It's not an issue of using a blog or wiki, but 

one's own familiarity with computers. If a computer is not a tool frequently used, 

it would generate pressure naturally.  

Being computer literate, Hsi-Xu was not worried about the use of a computer in 

his writing assignments and anxiety played no role in his level of satisfaction. Instead, he 

felt the incorporation of computer technology had helped him broaden his thoughts and 

ideas due to the use of Internet search engines. 

I am pretty competent in using computers to write English essays, so I am not 

bothered by computer-assisted writing. Writing with a computer did not cause me 

any perplexities or negative effects, and there were only positive effects because 

it's very convenient to search for relevant information.  

Chia-Chi felt her use of a computer was intuitive and she was capable of applying it in 

the class writing tasks. She reflected that "I am not that kind of person who would be in a 

panic due to using computers. I feel it's effortless to use computers." Ma-Chun felt that 

her computer anxiety did affect her psychological feeling and adoption in using a 

computer to write. As she explained, "if I am familiar with the computer interface, it 

would improve my writing fluency and inspiration."  

In terms of human-computer interaction, 16.2% of the class (n = 6) agreed that 

working with computers made them nervous and had a sinking feeling when thinking of 

trying to use computers. This might be attributed to the individual learners' computer 

competence and skills or to tasks they had to perform. In normal occasions, using a 

computer was not nerve-racking for Yan-Fa, but he noted that "it makes me uneasy if 
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there is a time constraint when writing with a computer, in particular, writing the 

openings and grammar." Given that he possessed the basic skills of using a computer, he 

found that the Web resources caused his essay composing process to be unfocused. As he 

stated, he had no serious computer anxiety, but his slow typing coupled with the deadline 

during writing practice would somehow influence his satisfaction.  

Using a computer makes me less concentrated. Although I am not good at 

programming, as long as there is a computer, I could type words. Nevertheless, I 

need to be in full control, otherwise I get preoccupied by other online programs 

easily....Because my foundation in English writing is not solid, it takes a long time 

to write an essay that I like. It's kind of like an excuse. But I have problems 

writing up an essay I like within a certain time constraint. I am worried about the 

grammatical issues and my typing speed is not fast at all. There would be some 

anxiety connected to writing with a computer.   

Wang-I adopted a similar perspective as Wei-Wei. "Unless a computer crashed or 

the Internet lagged," he said, "I would not have any nervous or uncomfortable feelings. 

This simply did not affect my satisfaction about the writing course." Po-Da felt that the 

computer anxiety was not an issue he considered in the writing course. He said, "there 

was no nervousness at all for me. Operating a computer is a piece of cake." Hsia-Wen 

indicated there was no particularly anxious feeling when working with a computer, and 

was bothered only by the long hours of use. He felt that computer anxiety was not a 

problem that would hinder his satisfaction in the course.  

I began to surf the Internet when I was in junior high school, so I had no anxious 

or uncomfortable feelings. If I worked with a computer for a long time and felt 

agitated, I would go outside for a walk. I don't usually sit in front of a computer 

for too long, at most two hours.     

Po-Yi had no anxiety or setbacks in using a computer except for tasks that 

required more complicated skills. In essence, she did not feel there was a relationship 

between her computer anxiety and course satisfaction.  



 177 

Unless there's a big challenge, there wouldn't be any anxiety issues. Using a 

computer at home is not like school. It required some self investigation. If you 

have many questions, it's inconvenient to consult your classmates as well, but not 

to the extent of feeling nervous. It's a matter of unfamiliarity and the problems 

and puzzles encountered.  

As Wan-Chi said, the pure anxiety toward computers did not affect her 

satisfaction in the course, yet she acknowledged that a type of fearful feeling brought on 

by the pressure of deadlines pulled her a bit down during the writing process. She found 

the computer-supported writing was not that smooth, but that it was not a problem 

directly derived from the computer per se, because applying computers for other non-

academic tasks had become a part of her daily routine.  

The anxiety was not actually from the use of computer technology or products. 

It's more an outcome of using a computer to assist the writing course. I spent a lot 

of time using computers to browse websites or network communities and so forth. 

But I haven't formulated the habit of typing up my assignments, so I was not 

initially used to it and a little bit disliked it.  

Learner Internet self-efficacy 

Due to the development of Internet literacy advocated in K-12 computer 

education in Taiwan, this class of students grew up in a time where Internet access and 

use was promoted. Their familiarity with Internet concepts and applications can be 

observed from the following areas. The instructor knew that most of her students were 

born at a time when the accessibility of the Internet was common, and, thus, use of the 

Internet should not have been a problem. 

I found their [students'] Internet self-efficacy has improved and I have used these 

tools [blogs and wikis] in my class, so they would feel this course keeps up with 

the times and fits into their life, and attending the classes is not like living in an 

ivory tower.  

She expressed her perceptions about students' use of blogs and wikis relative to their 

Internet self-efficacy.  
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Using blogs and wikis did not involve too much Internet abilities or knowledge, 

so the Internet self-efficacy is not related to their course satisfaction too much. As 

I mentioned, blogs and wikis are more like Internet-based word processors, hence, 

students' Internet self-efficacy did not greatly impact their writing that much. 

However, the instructor also indicated that in rare cases it is not uncommon for students 

to possess a lower level of Internet self-efficacy.  

If his [student's] Internet self-efficacy was too terrible, then he might feel this 

class incorporated too much technology, like my Masters' course, using Endnotes 

and wikis at the same time, he might not like it at all.  

Nearly 50% of the class felt confident understanding terms relating to Internet 

hardware (n = 18). Slightly more students (59.5%, n = 22) felt confident understanding 

terms relating to Internet software (see Table 4.15). Taking into account the application 

of the Web in English writing, Chun-Yu felt that Internet self-efficacy was pertinent to 

his course satisfaction. As he clarified, "if one is not familiar with the coordination of the 

software and the Internet, it's easy to get pressured and unable to obtain the best learning 

outcome and effect." More specifically, 32.4% of the class (n = 12) agreed that they felt 

confident describing the functions of Internet hardware. Many students (67.6%, n = 25) 

responded that they felt confident learning advanced skills with a specific Internet 

program.   

Table 4.15 Profiles of student responses to learner Internet self-efficacy 

 M SD Strongly 

Agree  
Agree  Neutral Disagree Strongly 

Disagree 
1. I feel confident 

understanding terms 

relating to Internet 

hardware.   

3.30 .85 1 
(2.7%) 

17 
(45.9%) 

11 
(29.7%) 

8 
(21.6%) 

0 
(.0%) 

2. I feel confident 

understanding terms 

relating to Internet 

software.     

3.38 .92 1 
(2.7%) 

21 
(56.8%) 

7 
(18.9%) 

7 
(18.9%) 

1 
(2.7%) 
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Table 4.15 (continued) 

3. I feel confident 

describing functions of 

Internet hardware. 

 

2.97 
 

.87 
 

0 
(.0%) 

 

12 
(32.4%) 

 

13 
(35.1%) 

 

11 
(29.7%) 

 

1 
(2.7%) 

4. I feel confident 

troubleshooting Internet 

problems. 

3.00 .78 0 
 (.0%) 

 10 
(27%) 

 18 
(48.6%) 

 8 
(21.6%) 

1  
(2.7%) 

5. I feel confident 

explaining why a task will 

not run on the Internet.  

2.59 .90 0 
(.0%) 

7 
(18.9%) 

11 
(29.7%) 

16 
(43.2%) 

3 
(8.1%) 

6. I feel confident using the 

Internet to gather data. 
4.16 .60 9 

(24.3%) 
26 

(70.3%) 
1 

(2.7%) 
1 

(2.7%) 
0 

(.0%) 
7. I feel confident learning 

advanced skills with a 

specific Internet program. 

3.70 .85 5 
(13.5%) 

20 
(54.1%) 

8 
(21.6%) 

4 
(10.8%) 

0 
(.0%) 

8. I feel confident turning 

to an online discussion 

group when help is needed. 

3.84 .73 5 
(13.5%) 

23 
(62.2%) 

7 
(18.9%) 

2 
(5.4%) 

0 
(.0%) 

A large number of students were sure of their confidence in using the Internet to 

gather data (94.6%, n = 35). This corresponded to the reflections indicated by many 

interviewed students that the Internet provides an arena for them to look for possible 

answers or solutions to their questions in writing via search engines or on discussion 

boards, in addition to enquiring about their friends. Ya-Ting noted that her computer skill 

is only at the intermediate level; however, she also said that "I feel I am very good at 

searching for information online. When other people are still probing, I have already 

found the necessary data." This facilitated learning of the course-related topics.  

Wei-Wei asserted that her Internet efficacy allowed her to "find the online 

information that can be used as references" in writing and increased her satisfaction 

subsequently. Su-Li felt Internet efficacy was a plus for her writing process. 

The more I am more familiar with the Internet, the less nervous and more calm I 

am as I think and respond to the writing topic. Also, I can search for information 

more efficiently and this can increase the richness of the content.  
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Feeling less confident about using all the Internet functions, Po-Yi still 

acknowledged the effectiveness of utilizing the Web for locating relevant information. 

However, she felt her Internet efficacy was only slightly related to her satisfaction.  

I myself do not have high familiarity with computers, but I am good at searching 

for information. Writing an English essay assignment requires many online 

references and can refer to other people's writing styles and content in order to 

obtain more writing ideas and directions. However, there are many functions that 

I don't use often such as online discussion or some Internet software. To me, it's 

more efficient to consult classmates or teachers. By looking for the online data, it 

can help us absorb English knowledge. 

 Benefiting from the power that the Internet brings, Yan-Fa agreed that his 

Internet efficacy was essential to his English writing. 

You need to have some basic understanding in order to search for information 

capably. I feel my Internet efficacy is sufficient. If you ask me to go for in-depth 

investigation, I probably can't do that. I found Wang-I's ability is great, he can 

always find a bunch of data I wanted but couldn't get.  

Ching-Hui found the Internet was particularly beneficial in checking unfamiliar 

English words when writing essays. Her Internet efficacy played a role in her satisfaction 

with the writing course. 

Because I use computers very often, there were no adaptation issues in applying 

technology for the writing course. Also, the Internet on campus was very fast, it's 

not slow, making people feel irritated....The university's Internet was stable. 

There's rare cases of breakdown. Thus, I enjoy using the Web to search for my 

writing topic. Because I am familiar with using a computer, I can look for the 

words quickly without any stress.   

Hsi-Xu did not regard Internet efficacy as an area of major concern in terms of his 

satisfaction. Nonetheless, the affordable functions of the Internet did influence his 

expectations and performance in writing.  

I am not familiar with using a lot of Internet software, but adopting the basic 

functions for information searches is not a problem for me. It's no big deal to use 

computer technology to write essays based on my competence, but the 

affordances of the Internet such as poor software quality and insufficient 
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supporting gadgets do influence my writing satisfaction and willingness to 

compose.   

Although Hsia-Wen viewed her ability to use the Web to search and participate 

was good, she thought her Internet self-efficacy had more to do with her course 

satisfaction because she was not accustomed to openly having conversations with people 

online.    

Because now the Internet was boundless and you could look up any type of 

information. This is the source of my writing inspiration. I feel online discussion 

for me is just fine, because after all I didn't want to share all that I think with all 

the people. That is, I would choose to discuss my ideas with specific people 

instead of sharing with all the people.  

When they encountered problems, most students stated that they felt confident 

turning to an online discussion group when help was needed (75.7%, n = 28). Shu-Hao 

said that a good command of Internet efficacy literally supported his writing process and 

made him feel more interactive and satisfied. In accordance with his sharing, "online 

discussions could inspire a passion for English among students. According to Po-Da, 

online social networking is a communication channel that is crucial to the younger 

generation. He evaluated himself as a person with adequate Internet efficacy, and it was 

helpful to be able to find and integrate relevant information into his English writing.     

In terms of my understanding of computer technology, I have a certain level of 

studying and exploration, though I can't be counted as an expert. For English 

writing, searching online is indispensible because we [students] like to use the 

Internet to converse with each other.   

Ma-Chun was capable of utilizing the Web to search the information she needs 

for her learning. As she said, "being able to use the Internet enables me to have 

conversations with people to discuss and learn from each other." Chia-Chi reported that 

he has decent Internet efficacy and that the Internet is helpful in exploring possible 

answers for his learning because of the input from his Internet friends.   



 182 

The Internet nowadays is prevalent and accessible such as yahoo knowledge 

sharing or Google. As long as you typed out your questions, there're always new 

friends who would provide answers to your questions. I feel it's quite ok. This 

type of question responding approach was effective so far....I think as long as I am 

confident and can get opportunities to learn, I feel the knowledge obtained from 

the Internet is learnable to me.    

Wang-I thought Internet efficacy fostered his satisfaction with the writing course, 

although he did not regard himself as a skillful and advanced Web user. 

My familiarity with the Internet was of average level. I would categorize myself 

as a user with general ability. Collecting information and participating in the 

discussion online was not a big deal. In terms of this point, this is helpful and 

effortless for a writing course.  

Nevertheless, for aspects dealing with technical problems, only some students 

(27%, n = 10) demonstrated that they felt confident troubleshooting Internet problems. 

Even a few students felt they were confident explaining why a task would not run on the 

Internet (18.9%, n = 7). According to students' self reports, they believed that they 

possessed primary Internet self-efficacy in their capabilities and attainment of Internet 

use when it was required in order to organize and execute online tasks.  

Instructor dimension  

Instructor response timeliness 

For this course, the instructor intended to provide merely brief verbal feedback in 

class for students' blog and wiki assignments via formulating supplementary teacher-

student conferences in person or in groups when necessary. For this particular reason, not 

all the students could receive the teacher's feedback for each assignment. The instructor 

talked about her plan regarding the modes and roles of the teacher feedback and 

explained why she was not able to give written feedback for every writing assignment.  

Due to the time constraints, I thought about conducting the teacher feedback in 

lecturer-based format originally. That is, using a demo to indicate the mistakes he 

[a student] makes or things that students ignore most and kept monitoring them. 
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However, this requires a lot of constant attention and reminders. The feedback 

was intended to be provided in examples and discussed with everyone [students] 

in the class. It's too exhausting to write feedback on blogs and wikis directly. If 

it's like Facebook to give a thumb-up, it's doable, but too time-consuming to go 

through everyone's essays and provide teacher responses. 

Only 59.5% of the class (n = 22) pointed out they received instructor feedback in 

a timely manner (see Table 4.16). The class size and time available were the main issues 

that made the instructor hesitant to give detailed feedback in terms of the learning 

effectiveness.  

In my perspective, this is proportionally cost-effective with regard to the time I 

spent. Although I would like to do it, but it's really impossible concerning the 

busy schedule. What I was trying was to "induce" my students to write more. This 

is more important because if I keep giving feedback [to students]. It's akin to 

nagging in a written form. I am not sure how much they [students] would pay 

attention to that [my words]. My philosophy is not to give feedback all the time, 

unless it's a tutor-based system. If it's one-to-one, I could check right after [each 

assignment]. In the next class, I might go in depth or see the improvement. But in 

a school class like this, I feel I could only briefly go through, ask them to write 

more, and mention some writing issues....It matters to give teacher feedback, but I 

don't have that much energy. The ideal number for a writing class is ten students.  

Table 4.16 Profiles of student responses to instructor response timeliness  

 M SD Strongly 

Agree  
Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly 

Disagree 
1. I received comments on 

my assignments for this 

course in a timely manner.  

3.49 .93 3 
(8.1%) 

19 
(51.4%) 

9 
(24.3%) 

5 
(13.5%) 

1 
(2.7%) 

2. I received comments on 

my assignments for this 

course in a constructive 

manner. 

3.35 .95 3 
(8.1%) 

15 
(40.5%) 

12 
(32.4%) 

6 
(16.2%) 

1 
(2.7%) 

3. I received comments on 

my assignments for this 

course in a regular manner. 

3.08 .98 2 
(5.4%) 

11 
(29.7%) 

14 
(37.8%) 

8 
(21.6%) 

2 
(5.4%) 

This open style of teaching somehow influenced students' perceptions and 

explains why only a small number (35.1%, n = 13) of students thought they received 
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comments on their assignments in a regular manner. Describing her experience about her 

teacher's limited feedback, Ma-Chun offered some suggestions.  

There were not too many teacher responses so far. There were a few times the 

teacher switched to the computer [in broadcasting mode] and went through some 

students' essay writing orally....I prefer feedback in the fashion like the wiki's 

[direct editing], adding or deleting some words. It would be more beneficial if the 

teacher could do it essay by essay....Maybe three [feedback] for blog writing, and 

one for wiki.     

Hsia-Wen discussed her expectations about the teacher feedback and concluded 

the following about her in-class experience.   

I feel that ideally two or three weeks per time is good [for teacher feedback]. I 

prefer oral feedback. Like when the teacher told me I was conflicting with my 

own ideas, I would really reflect the reasons. Written feedback is also workable, 

but I think discussion in person is clearer....As for the face-to-face conference, I 

only had one time....She did not give me any suggestions but asked me some 

advanced questions based on my writing.  

After receiving the sporadic feedback in oral form by the instructor in class, Lee-

Mei suggested the instructor should consider using the written form to give feedback 

given its better retention and long-term effects.  

I think the teacher could give more feedback. Although I didn't count [the times], 

it would be even better to receive a written one. The oral feedback is forgettable 

after a period of time after on-the-spot corrections. Written feedback can extend 

my memory time because I like to check notes, in particular the ones I took, and 

all the records are there....I feel the teacher's schedule is quite tight, so I felt one 

time per month would be enough. 

The instructor's timely response influenced the students' motivation and attitudes 

in writing their homework. Ching-Hui stated her strategic reaction to assignment 

regulation when she realized the teacher might not check all the assignments in detail.   

My former teacher would give writing topics [in class], then ask us to take this 

home to write and grade. However, it seems like the teacher did not grade [writing 

essays], providing comments with that kind of task....Or maybe she did, but not 

my turn yet. Originally I thought since everyone all told me that the teacher did 
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not really read our compositions. Because she [the instructor] specified the.... 400 

and 500 [word requirement]....Then we [students] kept thinking what we could do 

if not reaching 500....Later, one classmate said that I don't really need to write that 

much. After all, it did not make any difference, the teacher simply checked if you 

turned in the assignment or not. It's impossible for her to count your words.  

However, Ching-Hui changed her attitude about the assignment writing when the teacher 

made an announcement about the feedback in a class meeting.  

The teacher said she would read our writing after the midterm and since then I 

started to [work harder]. Because I had been lazy for several times earlier and 

wrote quite less....less than what she required. After that, she browsed it [students' 

essay] one after another on the computer screen [broadcasting mode] during the 

class by providing the oral feedback for improvement.  

Shu-Hao talked about what he heard from the practice of another writing course at 

the same university.  

I feel that the teacher needs to edit the students' essays, otherwise we didn't know 

if we're not aware of our [writing problems]. I heard one teacher collected and 

graded students' essays almost every week. I feel it's better. That teacher was very 

industrious.  

Shu-Hao shared the reasons why he was eager to receive the teacher's written feedback.  

I know teacher A [abbreviation of the last name] is busier but I feel it's more 

helpful to receive the teacher's prompt feedback. Given that we write more within 

the limited time constraint [in a semester], those who worked hard and completed 

all the assignment requirements may feel a bit [disappointed], so I still hope the 

teacher could invest some time in feedback.....in particular the grammar mistakes. 

There were times the classmates made corrections to something that was actually 

correct. Maybe she did not have a good command of fundamental English. 

Therefore, I still need someone who is more professional.  

Although Chun-Yu indicated that he enjoyed the writing tasks for the whole 

semester, he was a little critical about the necessity of the instructor's timely response.  

Although using technology meets the needs and trends of young people, and we 

[students] can also practice typing, there is also a disadvantage. The instructor 

could not collect our papers. All the writing was saved over the Internet. When 

turning in the papers, we knew the teacher would grade our assignment. But with 
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the computer-assisted writing, it's hard to know if the teacher has provided her 

feedback.  

Also, the instructor's feedback, due to the time constraints, was sometimes not 

thorough enough to cover all the writing issues such as grammar mistakes and vocabulary 

usage as well as suggestions for better content and organization. Consequently, less than 

half of the students (48.6%, n = 18) thought they received the teacher's comments in a 

constructive way. Po-Yi suggested that "the teacher could spend more time correcting a 

bit [our English essays], it seems that she did not go into too much content." Wei-Wei felt 

that the teacher did not provide enough feedback on the students' essays because she was 

not confident that students possess adequate linguistic knowledge in conducting peer 

response. 

Overall, I am good with this course, but I hoped the teacher could provide some 

of her feedback because classmates did not really know how to react to correct 

essays. I feel [students] lacked the professional knowledge and were afraid or not 

sure about the correctness. I know she [teacher] has many classes to teach, so she 

doesn't have much time.... I hoped the teacher could correct our [writing] errors 

promptly.  

In Ya-Ting's case, she thought the teacher's oral feedback was acceptable. Still, 

she had anticipation that the teacher would increase the frequency of feedback on her 

essays.     

The teacher may not be able to give feedback to each of us on a weekly basis. A 

possible way would be to select some students' essays for each class, having the 

students take turns to receive comments. The oral response should be fine because 

our draft essays are about 400 words for each draft.... Also, some suggestions 

about the modifications of grammar and possible suggestions about the writing 

direction or writing styles.  

Wei-Wei stated the importance of "the immediacy for the teacher of correcting 

the writing errors" in helping the students' writing progress and satisfaction about the 

course in EFL. She said in a previous paper-based writing experience that "we [students] 

wrote up the essays and turned them in to the teacher and the teacher graded them and 
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returned them in the next class." She emphasized that EFL students' major focus is to 

improve appropriate and grammatical use of wording while writing English essays. She 

further explained her reason by saying "I was expecting some teacher responses because 

our classmates did not necessarily know to correct [mistakes] due to the lack of 

professionalism."     

Although Yan-Fa was somewhat satisfied with the writing assignment practice in 

the class, he pointed out the effectiveness of this course in making students write 

continuously. He recommended the necessity of more teacher feedback in addressing 

students' writing problems.  

I think it's better for the teacher to correct the essays because you could know 

where to improve. So far the teacher did not really give [written feedback], but 

she asked us to go to the front to provide the oral debriefing. The two or three 

times I received so far, the teacher felt my writing is quite good. But I hope the 

teacher could directly correct and suggest what type of usage could make a 

particular session better. In this way, we would be able to know our writing 

issues.  

Lee-Mei also elaborated on her expectations for teacher feedback in a way that could 

particularly address the lexical and sentential refinement.     

I am looking for more concrete feedback. For example, if she [teacher] thought 

the word usage was not good enough, she could directly give alternative terms. Or 

when she sees an ill-structured sentence, she could offer a better one. So next 

time, when I write similar patterns, I could pop out an example quickly and add 

some new elements. I hope I can receive feedback of this kind, more effective, but 

the teacher may have a heavy work load.    

Technologically, Lee-Mei felt that a wiki was a more suitable way for the teacher to 

provide a written response in terms of its interface design and function.  

If the teacher has time to read a wiki, it will be more convenient and time-saving. 

For us [students], it's more noticeable as well because of the direct editing and 

messaging. There wouldn't be any occurrence of the issue for turning in the essay 

and returning back and forth. Very time efficient.  
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Chun-Yu regarded the teacher as the very person who could help him improve 

and grow due to her scholarly knowledge and academic background in English writing.  

The idea was great to write a lot of different topics and to write an essay of more 

than 400 words, but I am not satisfied.. However, there was no way to judge if my 

writing is good or bad, or even off the topic. I hope the teacher could spend more 

time on our writing work....Although I received peer feedback on my essays, I 

still hope that the instructor could read my work in person. I hope my writing can 

be judged from professional lens. 

The results signified that these EFL students still trust the instructor's language 

profession and value her feedback highly in their writing production. This could be 

tracked back to the way English writing was taught in senior high schools in Taiwan 

where teachers usually work as the sole knowledge providers and authoritative figures 

with judgmental abilities in students' language mistakes. The students' responses 

suggested that the instructor had to think about a way to tackle their needs and 

expectations of teacher feedback while balancing the workload generated from time-

consuming essay reading and grading.   

Instructor attitude toward technology 

At the beginning of the course, the instructor illustrated the purpose and rationale 

for applying blogs and wikis in learning English writing and showcased the examples 

from former students. At the proper time during the semester, the instructor informed and 

emphasized to her students the advantages of using technology while introducing varied 

online writing tasks and assignments. She exhibited an enthusiastic attitude for 

technology use while demonstrating the functions and features of the technology tools 

needed. As a consequence of the instructor's encouragement, as well as her endorsement 

for using blogs and wikis, the students learned to realize the benefits by participating in 

online writing and experiencing the power of an online writing environment. As 
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expected, a great number of students showed that the instructor thought it useful to learn 

writing through the use of blogs (81.1%, n = 30) and wikis (89.2%, n = 33) (see Table 

4.17). The instructor's intended arrangement of blogs and wikis in writing subconsciously 

reinforced the students' perceptions of her attitude toward technology.  

Table 4.17 Profiles of student responses to instructor attitude toward technology   

 M SD Strongly 

Agree  
Agree  Neutral Disagree Strongly 

Disagree 
1. The instructor thought 

learning writing by using 

blogs useful. 

4.00 .62 7 
(18.9%) 

23 
(62.2%) 

7 
(18.9%) 

0 
(.0%) 

0 
(.0%) 

2. The instructor thought 

learning writing by using 

wikis useful. 

4.14 .59 9 
(24.3%) 

24 
(64.9%) 

4 
(10.8%) 

0 
(.0%) 

0 
(.0%) 

During the whole semester, the instructor had tried to promote the helping aspects 

of integrating technology in her writing course.  

First of all, because I have used technology already, of course I take a positive 

attitude on it. That's why I have kept persuading them [students] of the benefits of 

using computers respectively. Learning to use a computer is like learning English. 

Two things for the current [course]. Take a student's complaint for example, I told 

her that if you have problems with computers, just let me know, I could teach you. 

But you [students] can't judge my course negatively because you did not know 

how to use computers. I am offering you [students] a bonus. Are you going to 

learn to use a computer in other courses? 

Only a few students had some opinions and suggestions about the teacher's 

positive attitude toward Web technology, many of them simply recognized her as being 

proficient in applying blogs and wikis in teaching writing. Wan-Chi believed that the 

teacher's attitude toward Web technology was the reason for the idea of using blogs and 

wikis in English writing as well as an influence on her own satisfaction with the course. 

Of course, it's only when the teacher likes blogs and wikis first that she tried to 

convince us [students] of their convenience and practicality. If the teacher does 

not care about Web technology at all, then we don't need to spend time and effort 

in using wikis. The teacher's attitude had influenced mine. In the past, I was not 
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fond of typing an essay on a computer, all handwriting, but now I am 

familiarizing myself with producing an essay with technology.  

While Po-Da did not indicate that the teacher's attitude toward technology had 

impacted his learning satisfaction, he shared his ideas about the teacher intent of using 

blogs and wikis and acknowledged that her positive attitude had facilitated the use of 

technology in learning.  

I guess the reason the teacher used blogs and wikis was to change the convention. 

It's [Paper-based writing] a bit old-fashioned and brought students learning 

pressures....The classmates might want to use the traditional approach to learn 

about writing, but I think the new teaching method engendered more time for 

students to interact and exchange different points of view among one another. The 

teacher's moderation and demonstration was very useful.  

Shu-Hao acknowledged the instructor's preparation and guidance of the Web 

technology in this writing course; however, he pointed out that "the instructor spent a lot 

of time and introduced us to blogs and wikis earnestly. But it seems that her attitude has 

little to do with the improvement of our writing competence." In contrast, Ma-Chun 

considered that the teacher's attitude toward Web technology created a different writing 

environment and changed her thinking about the process of learning writing. She 

confirmed that, "through blogs and wikis, my writing ability was greatly improved 

compared to the paper-based writing." Her response implied the indirect influence of the 

instructors' attempt at Web-supported writing on her learning experience in English 

writing.       

Yan-Fa felt that the teacher's advocacy of the advantages of blogs and wikis 

would more or less influence students' user perceptions. Of this type of immersion, he 

said, "If the teacher has a positive attitude toward Web-supported language teaching and 

learning, the students will respond to this [method] more naturally." However, he said 

that the instructor's attitude "did not affect me too much." In addition, Chia-Chi felt that 
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the teacher's attitude about Web technology was positive and provided an example about 

the teacher's mastery of wiki in her instruction.  

I think the teacher was very good at using wiki. Because she taught us about how 

to add other members, so we could help edit essays for others. If this is the first 

time that we used wikis on our own, we wouldn't know how to use its functions 

thoroughly─ not only sending the group invitation but also responding to others. 

She taught us how to make use the functions of wikis while editing their [English 

essays].  

Wang-I felt the teacher kept up with the updated development of technology and 

was able to apply it to the writing class. 

Blogs and wikis are both useful platforms for learning and discussion. Unlike the 

traditional pencil-and-paper course, the teacher's attitude toward Web technology 

is very innovative. Anyways, the teacher was familiar with the Web technology 

and I felt quite satisfied with this English writing course.   

Hsi-Xu thought the teacher showed a promising attitude toward the Web 

technology she used and found he liked those technology-driven writing activities in this 

course.  

I am satisfied with the way that the teacher used Web technology, which 

increased convenience and promptness. The adoption of Web-supported English 

writing was influential to me, not only in my personal thinking but also learning 

habits, mostly positive....Using computers to assist the teaching and learning of 

English writing has its impact on me, mostly positive. As for the negative aspect, 

like what I mentioned before, something related to the learning software or 

affordance of technology.   

Because she was able to troubleshoot for the students, Po-Yi thought the 

instructor had a professional attitude about the use of technology that was applied to the 

writing course. Nonetheless, she suggested the teacher could give more detailed guidance 

while training the class.  

Because the teacher asked us to use these Web software, so she had to be versed 

in the functions. Otherwise, she wouldn't be capable of answering our questions if 

the students encountered any usage problems. The writing teacher is very earnest 
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and interesting, but the tutorial was not sometimes that clear. It took some trial 

and error on our own. Later when we had some doubts, we had to consult the 

teacher. This is the two sides of a coin. The good thing is that we had to learn on 

our own, the bad thing is that the learning curve is long. I felt the teacher should 

give us [students] better guidance, otherwise some people would get lost because 

we did not have any prior experience of the Web technology.  

Hsia-Wen felt the teacher was positive and confident about using the Web 

technology, but she was also worried about the side effects of these online tools.  

As a matter of fact, the teacher's teaching method was acceptable to me because I 

like to write on a blog, but formerly in Chinese previously, and now in English. 

Web-based writing is somewhat different from test-oriented writing because you 

could check out words and phrases online. Not knowing how TOEFL or IELTS is 

taken. Is the Internet accessible? I feel writing by hand is more fairly like the 

college entrance exam.  

 Although Chun-Yu knew that the teacher was positive about using technology to 

support the writing course, he had some complaints about the issues derived from the 

overreliance on blogs and wikis.      

Personally, a blog was not a very useful tool and did not help me too much. 

Because of the teacher's priority focused on the online community interaction and 

information sharing, we students did not pay much attention to the writing 

content...As for a wiki, it's better in terms of the writing interface and the function 

of directing editing, which is helpful for the learning of writing. However, an 

issue occurred regarding the teacher attitude toward responding to the 

assignments archived on the Internet. The incorporation of Web means the teacher 

had to correct our [students'] writing, instead of asking the students to correct 

each other's essays. How could this be effective?   

Learners' English writing performance 

The students' writing grade reports were categorically sorted after the analytical 

grading based on the iBT TOEFL rubric. Based on these scores, inter-rater reliability was 

calculated by applying Cohen’s Kappa in order to examine the agreement between the 

two raters (see Table 4.10). This provided a score of the degree of consensus 

or homogeneity there was in the ratings given by the judges. Viera and Garrett (2005) 
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claimed that the Kappa value ranges generally from -1.0 to 1.0 where large numbers 

mean better agreement, values near or less than zero suggest that agreement is 

attributable to chance alone. The results of the two raters agreement are summarized in 

Table 4.18. According to Landis and Koch (1977), they have defined the different levels 

of agreement in terms of the kappa value: moderate agreement (.41-.60), substantial 

agreement (.61-.80) and almost perfect agreement (.81-.99). Thus, it could be claimed 

that the two raters had an acceptable level of agreement in grading students' writing 

essays.  

Table 4.18 Inter-rater reliability of the students' TOEFL writing grades 

Measures Time        Student Number             Kappa Value 
Content  Pre-test   35 .41 

Midterm   35 .50 
Final   35 .68 

Organization Pre-test 37 .58 
Midterm 37 .68 
Final 37 .78 

Language use Pre-test 37 .66 
Midterm 37 .55 
Final 37 .91 

In addition, an ANOVA with repeated measures was applied to evaluate the 

development of their writing performance in content, organization and language use. 

Table 4.19 illustrates the students' performance at the pre-test, midterm, and final based 

on three selected topics from the TOEFL writing test pool. In the content development, 

the mean scores from each test had increased, indicating that students showed 

improvement in generating ideas related to the writing topics. However, the pair-wise 

comparison only indicated that the outcome of the final test was better than the midterm 

and pre-test because the progress between the midterm and pre-test was not statistically 

significant. Accordingly, in this course context, the implementation of wikis occurred 

after the midterm, the timeframe in which the increase in students' content development 
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was statistically significant; whereas, the use of blogs occurred before the midterm, a 

timeframe that did not reveal statistically significant changes. In the measures of the 

development of organization and language use, there was a statistically significant 

progressively increasing tendency of students' mean scores from the beginning to the 

midterm and to the final. The incorporation of blogs and wikis both played a role in the 

organization and language use of students' writing performance. As a result, the 

integration of blogs and wikis in this EFL writing course did make a difference in 

students' overall writing performance. The results corresponded to the findings previously 

discussed as to the perceived usefulness of blogs and wikis underpinning the technology 

dimension.  

Table 4.19 A repeated measures ANOVA comparing students' writing performance 

 Time Student 

number 

Mean SD F value Significance Pair-wise 

comparisons 

Content Pre-test   35 1.96 .67 45.88* .000 Final> Mid 

Final>Pre Midterm  37 2.15 .88 

Final  37 3.19 .79 

Organization Pre-test  35 1.73 .79 34.51* .000 Mid>Pre 

Final> Mid 

Final>Pre 

Midterm 37 2.14 .90 

Final 37 2.91 .77 

Language use Pre-test  35 1.69 .76 40.27* .000 Mid>Pre 

Final> Mid 

Final>Pre 

Midterm 37 2.10 .82 

Final 37 2.78 .74 

* p < .05 

SUMMARY 

This chapter presents the results of the students' learner satisfaction in a blog- and 

wiki-supported EFL sophomore writing course as well as the relationship and influence 

between learner satisfaction and factors under pre-determined dimensions. Correlation 

analysis was used to answer the first research questions about the association between 

these factors. Several proposed hypotheses were tested and the testing results showed that 
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five factors were positively correlated with the course satisfaction. These factors included 

the following: (1) course effectiveness—course dimension; (2) perceived usefulness (of 

wiki), perceived usefulness (of blog), perceived ease of use (for blog)—technology 

dimension; (3) learner community support, peer assessment system (for wikis)— 

environmental dimension; and, (4) instructor feedback timeliness—instructor dimension. 

It is noteworthy that no factors in the learner dimension were found to be associated with 

learner satisfaction.  

Descriptive statistics and qualitative data were integrated to map out the answers 

for the second research questions, the impact of varied dimensions and factors on learner 

satisfaction. Descriptive statistics were used to provide basic investigation of the 

distribution of each survey item. Qualitative analysis, mainly consisting of the interview 

of the instructor and students, archived assignments on blogs and wikis, course materials, 

and the researcher's observation field notes were collected to triangulate and supplement 

quantitative results. These data were thematically analyzed based on the five dimensions.  

In terms of the course dimension, the primary goal of this writing course was to 

encourage the students to practice and cultivate their writing abilities. The students' major 

concern focused on how the course facilitated their writing development and 

performance, and thus the course effectiveness was closely tied to their learner 

satisfaction. The class lectures supported by the use of PowerPoint and Web resources 

made the course easy to understand and learn, but comparatively the course learnability 

was directly related to the students' writing progress or outcomes, therefore, their 

satisfaction was not that relevant.  

In the technology dimension, the perceived usefulness was recognized by the 

students because blogs and wikis were found helpful in facilitating their writing either 

individually and collaboratively, respectively. In addition, the ease of use for blogs was 
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mentioned due to many students' previous use experiences and intuitive interface. As for 

wikis, the English and unfamiliar interface took some time for students to figure out and 

learn in using the necessary functions, which speaks to the less-pertinent relationship 

with learner satisfaction. Furthermore, based on the three writing proficiency tests 

administered, the students' English writing development was investigated as an additional 

finding in terms of their writing content, organization and language use. The results 

suggested that the students made improvements in the different areas of their writing 

because of the incorporation of blogs and wikis to facilitate their writing tasks.  

In the environmental dimension, the use of blogs and wikis was intended to 

engage students to write more and to share in the writing community. The created learner 

community support enhanced students' satisfaction with the writing course due to the 

extended affinity and interaction outside of the traditional classrooms. Many students 

indicated that the openness of the online writing environment enabled them to share and 

help each other. Also, because of the varied interface design, the peer feedback was 

implemented differently on blogs and wikis. The peer feedback on wikis was associated 

with learner satisfaction due to the direct editing that enabled the students to correct their 

grammatical mistakes and word usage as well as the history that traced the revisions 

made.   

In the learner dimension, the new generation of students has more opportunities to 

learn and explore computers and the Internet. As a result, many students took a positive 

attitude and experienced little anxiety using computers. However, frequent use has 

naturally made computers become a part of their lives and their attitudes and anxiety did 

not negatively influence their satisfaction about the writing course. Because of the online 

writing environment, many students thought that being able to search for information 

related to the writing topics or to check English usage was advantageous to their writing 
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processes. Consequently, their Internet self-efficacy was regarded as a factor that 

influenced their satisfaction.  

As for the instructor dimension, many students found that the teacher's attitude 

toward Web technology was helpful, but it was not an issue that impacted their learner 

satisfaction. Most students still greatly valued the teachers' comments in improving their 

writing quality, due to students' reliance on teachers' professional knowledge and 

training. While the incorporation of peer feedback did increase the opportunities for 

students to interact with each other by sharing and exchanging ideas, the teacher was still 

viewed as an authority who was competent and qualified to detect writing problems and 

provide students with better direction in writing. Hence, the instructor's prompt response 

was highly valued and was connected to the students' learner satisfaction with the writing 

course.  
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Chapter 5: Discussion  

The main purpose of this study was to examine the dimensions and factors that 

are related to students' learner satisfaction with a blog- and wiki-supported writing 

course, and how each dimension and factor influences learner satisfaction. Toward this 

end, the quantitative data were examined by means of a correlation analysis, and the 

qualitative data from the course materials, interview transcripts, and students' archived 

assignments were analyzed by means of thematic coding to generate the findings for the 

two research questions posited for this current study. In this concluding chapter, essential 

issues derived from the results will be discussed in relation to previous theories and 

research in Web-supported teaching and learning environments. In addition, theoretical, 

methodological and pedagogical implications are explored and presented. Based on the 

limitations of the study and suggestions for future research, some conclusions are drawn.  

This study investigated the learner satisfaction of Taiwanese EFL university 

students focusing on two research questions: (1) What are the dimensions and factors that 

correlate with learner satisfaction within the blog- and wiki-supported writing 

environment?; and, (2) How do the different dimensions and factors affect learner 

satisfaction within the blog- and wiki-supported writing environment? As illustrated in 

Chapter Four, the quantitative and qualitative findings were categorized based on pre-

determined themes. Based on the hypothesis testing, four dimensions, including the 

course dimension, technology dimension, environmental dimension and instructor 

dimension were found to correlate with perceived learner satisfaction (see Figure 5.1). In 

the discussion that follows, a focused discussion and in-depth interpretation of the results 

are delineated. Several implications have emerged from the study and the following 
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section discusses crucial issues in terms of the design, implementation and evaluation of 

blog- and wiki-supported EFL writing.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 5.1 Dimensions and factors correlated with learner satisfaction  

BLENDED LEARNING FOR EFL WRITING COURSE DESIGN 

Compared to traditional face-to-face English writing courses in Taiwan, this class 

was unique because of its blended instructional design in process writing and the 

incorporation of Web 2.0 technology in an interactive way to provide scaffolding for the 

students through individual and collaborative writing tasks. The design of the writing 

course addressed the fundamental knowledge, concepts and application of process 

writing via the practice of descriptive and narrative genres. By incorporating individual 

and collaborative writing tasks, students were able to improve their relevant writing 

knowledge and skills. Adopting the definition of Hiltz, Rotter and Turoff (2000), the 

perceived course effectiveness is the degree to which a student believes he or she has 
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acquired specific knowledge or skills from the writing course. In the course dimension, 

course effectiveness was proven to be significant and had a strong correlation with 

learner satisfaction. Many students also reported their positive perspectives of the 

blended course design. The results correspond to the findings of previous studies (Keller, 

1983; Y.-S. Wang, 2003) showing that Web-supported course effectiveness plays an 

important role in learner satisfaction.  

The blended design of the course helped to address some of the limitations of 

traditional classroom environments. Conventionally, the teaching and learning of 

process-oriented practices may be constrained due to limited class time. In addition, due 

to their linguistic level and development, EFL learners may need more time and support 

during the process of composing. Applying only teacher-led process activities may fail to 

accommodate individuals’ specific writing needs as well as fail to facilitate the learning 

of self awareness and autonomy that can help students develop their writing skills (Y.-C. 

Chao & Lo, 2011). Another drawback of traditional face-to-face instruction is that 

focusing intently on the processes related to single-author skills may not consider the 

influence of social aspects on writing in classroom settings (Atkinson, 2003; Elola & 

Oskoz, 2010). The use of blogs and wikis supported the basic knowledge, concepts and 

skills that the instructor intended to teach in an EFL writing course, and helped extend the 

paper-based writing environment to an online-based one using technology, internet 

access and social networking. In addition, the instructor expressed that she utilized many 

YouTube videos and Web resources related to the topics of the course teaching sessions. 

As the instructor claimed that the ESL writing textbooks were not customized to EFL 

students' learning interests and needs, she opted to prepare materials on her own and 

adopted topics that were suitable for Taiwanese students based on her prior course 

teaching experience.  
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The use of up-to-date materials was to make the class more interesting and 

inspiring, instead of following the ESL writing texts that may be culturally irrelevant to 

the Taiwanese students. The existing writing course design coupled with blogs and wikis 

allowed the students to explore different ways of practicing different stages of process 

writing through online interaction with available resources. Through the combination of 

individual and collaborative writing tasks on blogs and wikis, the students were allowed 

to apply the essential writing concepts and skills they had learned in class to real practice 

with the instructor's guidance. The descriptive and narrative writing on blogs had 

provided a preparatory scaffolding for students to move on to the follow-up collaborative 

writing tasks on wikis. The structured course teaching provided a major input for 

students' learning of writing and their in-class exercises and take-home assignments 

supported their class learning. Overall, most students recognized the lecturer's effort in 

preparing relevant course content and arranging process-oriented activities. As a result, 

the blended course teaching and learning activities that addressed the learning needs of 

the sophomore English major learners in Taiwan at their proficiency level were found to 

be effective and satisfactory.   

In terms of course learnability, most students thought that by applying technology 

tools such as PowerPoint and Web resources the instructor was able to deliver the course 

content in an easy and clear fashion. Course learnability refers to the degree to which 

students view the course materials as easy to learn based on the students' writing levels 

and needs. In the composition class, the instructor prepared and delivered the course 

content mostly through the use of technology such as PowerPoint slides, YouTube 

videos, or websites along with a few paper-based handouts. Because, as previously 

mentioned, the instructor felt that ESL writing materials may not be well suited to EFL 

learners, PowerPoint was used in order to allow the instructor to flexibly prepare and 
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present appropriate materials according to the course syllabus. Although the students 

seemed to indicate that the content of the course was at the appropriate level and easy to 

understand, the results of the answers related to course learnability failed to corroborate 

previous research (Bertolo, 2001; Hui, et al., 2008) that indicated learnability would be 

associated with learner satisfaction. It is possible that the EFL students evaluated their 

learning outcomes in writing as the most essential aspect, and thus course learnability 

became a more peripheral factor.      

According to the students' reflections, the digitalization of the materials made the 

presentation of the course more convenient and efficient in its delivery. Most of them 

expressed positive feelings and acceptance of the course content presentation in class, yet 

it was not the students' major concern in learning English writing well and therefore did 

not greatly impact learner satisfaction. In a sense, the course learnability reduced the 

required time and effort spent digesting the course material at their fundamental level of 

comprehension and understanding, yet the students' writing production and progress 

required another higher level of cognitive operation in process writing within each 

individual student writer (Flower & Hayes, 1980; Flower & Hayes, 1981; Hayes, 1996). 

Although the instructor arranged the course materials to be manageable and learnable at 

the students' writing proficiency level and based on the course syllabus, there were still a 

few students who thought that using a PowerPoint-based lecture made the teaching pace 

too fast and thus hindered their understanding of the course content. Overall, 

implementing blended teaching and learning for EFL writing increases the options for 

greater quality and quantity of course content and delivery, due to the integrated 

combination of face-to-face sessions and technology-based materials to present content. 

Although it requires the investment of more time and effort, using a blended approach the 

instructor takes on the major responsibilities of developing the writing course structure 
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and content in terms of the pedagogical richness, guiding the student writing tasks and 

assessing writing performance with greater access to personalized learning. Because of 

teaching blended learning courses can be time-consuming , it is advised that EFL writing 

teachers request technical support for technology use and maintenance or teacher 

assistants for grading the students essays from their universities. The ultimate goal of the 

blended approach in EFL writing is to provide practical opportunities for teachers and 

learners to make their writing experience useful, meaningful and sustainable.  

AFFORDANCES OF TECHNOLOGY IN LEARNING EFL WRITING 

The notion of affordances is a way of focusing on the strengths and weaknesses of 

technologies with respect to the possibilities they offer to the people who might use them 

(Gaver, 1991). In this study, the affordances of technology are associated with the 

perceived usefulness and perceived ease of use of implementing blogs and wikis in 

support of a writing course. Compared to the paper-based writing environment, blogs and 

wikis transform composing activities from requiring handwriting into keyboard typing 

and expand the traditional one-way teacher-student interaction to computer-mediated 

communication not only between the teacher and students but also among the students 

themselves through the openness and connective features of Web 2.0. In the technology 

dimension, perceived usefulness of blogs and wikis were both found to be significantly 

and strongly correlated with learner satisfaction. Perceived usefulness, as Davis (1989) 

posited, is the degree to which an individual believes that using a particular application 

system could augment his or her work performance. In terms of the benefits of 

technology-supported writing, the results related to perceived usefulness resonated with 

the findings from previous studies regarding the incorporation of blogs (Aljumah, 2012; 

Armstrong & Retterer, 2008; Fageeh, 2011; Godwin-Jones, 2003; Horváth, 2009; 
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Huffaker, 2005; Lowe & Williams, 2004; Simsek, 2009; Ward, 2004) or wikis (Y.-C. 

Chao & Lo, 2011; Franco, 2008; W.-C. Lin & Yang, 2011; Liou & Lee, 2011; Mak & 

Coniam, 2008; Pae, 2007; Richardson, 2006; Wheeler, et al., 2008; Wichadee, 2010). The 

students had positive responses toward the application and benefits of both blogs and 

wikis in English writing.  

In the course design, blogs were introduced for individual writing tasks before the 

midterm whereas wikis were adopted after the midterm for collaborative writing. For 

each writing assignment, the instructor provided a particular writing direction and areas 

of focus in addition to prescribing a word limit for writing development between drafts. 

Based on the students' course experiences as EFL writers, they deemed that blogs and 

wikis are helpful tools that fostered their writing processes. This corresponded to the 

instructor's assumption that blogs and wikis combined not only the features of Word 

processing but also coupled with interactions via computer-mediated communication on 

the Web, created an online writing space where the students were able to connect and 

network with each other and boost the readership of their essay writing. Some students 

indicated that the peer assessment and the dynamic environment that blogs and wikis 

brought in indirectly boosted their perceived usefulness of technology. Compared to the 

paper-based handwriting environment, the students could easily draft and edit their essay 

content when inputting text through keyboard typing. By simple typing, they were able to 

modify texts flexibly when they wanted to add or remove some ideas during their writing 

processes. The advantage of writing multiple drafts easily on the Web also benefited the 

overall essay modification and development. 

The usefulness of employing blogs and wikis for students' writing improvement 

was experienced in writing quantity and quality. According to the different students' 

reflections, they found their writing effectiveness, performance or productivity improved 
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by writing on blogs and wikis. The interviews indicated that between these two Web 

tools, the wiki writing activities were perceived to have more of a significant impact on 

writing performance and effectiveness. Although the writing tasks on both blogs and 

wikis supported the learning of process writing, the blog phase before the midterm 

centered on the individual learning of descriptive and narrative genres, while the wiki 

phase focused on the integrative application of these two genres to collaborative writing 

projects after the midterm. It is possible that as time went by students had acquired the 

concepts and skills of process writing and the two genres, and thus the impact of the 

photo and novel projects using the wikis had more degree of impact on the students’ 

writing improvement than blogs. The group projects using online collaborative writing 

promoted students' planning and discussion pertaining to the content, organization and 

language use as well as a reduction in the students’ anxiety about writing alone as the 

single author.  

While some students still indicated a lack of progress, these students felt that their 

low proficiency level was more related to their own lack of ideas and skill in writing as 

opposed to the technology use. While the learning tasks on blogs and wikis could play a 

role in fostering the students' acquisition of writing skills, there are no short cuts to 

developing a linguistic repertoire as a writer. Growth in writing is a time-consuming 

process and growth can be slow and painstaking. Cultivating and stabilizing students' 

writing competence still requires practice writing various types of essays and genres. 

Another problem pointed out by a few students was related to originality and the greater 

possibility of plagiarism in the online writing environment due to the free access and 

strong search functions of the Internet. While Chinese rhetorical traditions may not insist 

heavily on documenting sources of words and ideas, the English writing tradition does 

take the stance that this documentation is important to establish a writer’s credibility and 
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accountability. For Taiwanese EFL students, the orientation and difference between 

Chinese and English writing may be unfamiliar. The instructor could take this 

opportunity to underscore the importance of and raise relevant issues of being original 

and documenting sources in English writing. 

Technically, blogs and wikis are both Web-based interfaces that provide 

multimodal functions such as composing, editing, and hyperlinks or hypermedia, yet 

there was still a slight difference in their application in writing. As defined by Davis 

(1989), perceived ease of use is the degree to which an individual person believes that 

using a particular system is free of effort. In this writing course, perceived ease of use for 

blogs was proved to be correlated with learner satisfaction, which corresponds to former 

related studies about blogs' simple design and user-friendly interface (Campbell, 2003; 

C.-L. Hsu & Lin, 2008; Andrew Johnson, 2004; Saeed & Sinnappan, 2010; Wu, 2006). In 

contrast, the perceived ease of use for wikis was not found to be significant, which was 

inconsistent with former research that reported that wikis are an easy platform that can be 

flexibly adopted for collaborative writing (X. Liu, 2010; Mindel & Verma, 2006; Parker 

& Chao, 2007; Schwartz, et al., 2004). After exploring and using each tool for various 

writing tasks during a semester, the students reported their perceived ease of use for blogs 

was better than it was for wikis. In terms of function, blogs are more like personal or 

reflection journals published on the Web that consist of discrete posts displayed in 

reverse chronological order. From an operational viewpoint, in order to publish an essay 

in a blog, only simple typing ability is required. As many students noted, typing on 

computer keyboards was not a problem at all, and because of their prior experience using 

Taiwanese local blogs, using the course blogs sponsored by the university did not take 

too much effort. Most of the Taiwanese college students had experienced using local 

Chinese blogs for personal journals or reflective posting before they were matriculated 
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into the university, so to a certain extent they were already familiar with the functions of 

blogs. 

The wiki system provided students not only with the basic functions to add, 

modify or delete the content via a web browser but also allowed collaborative writing 

opportunities in shared group tasks. Nevertheless, due to the wikis' English interface and 

students' lack of prior user experience, it took a while for the students to get accustomed 

to the interface and relevant functions. Because of the feeling of unfamiliarity, a few 

students encountered some technical problems at the beginning and showed their 

disappointment with the co-writing process. Compared to blogs, wikis have a more time-

consuming learning curve. The technical problems resulting from students' first-time use 

of the unfamiliar English interface of the wikis affected the perceived ease of use as well 

as their satisfaction. Most Taiwanese students rarely participate in collaborative English 

writing before college. Due to the unfamiliar English interface, the learning curve of 

wikis is a little higher than blogs. For first-time user, it takes some time to get 

accustomed to the different functions available. Future instructors should note that it is   

necessary to wait and ensure each student's mastery of wikis in operating the basic 

functions for required writing tasks, as perceived ease of use works as a critical factor on 

learner satisfaction. To ensure the process of selecting the right technology for the right 

pedagogical purposes (Garrett, 2009; Levy, 2009), the instructors should experiment on 

the value and affordances of targeted technology before formally using them as class 

tools. Teaching centers at the universities that provide technology integration support to 

faculty members can be consulted, as EFL writing instructors endeavor to effectively 

incorporate technology into their teaching assignments and guide their students to 

become effective users of technology in the classroom. 
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APPLICATION AND IMPACT OF PEER AND INSTRUCTOR FEEDBACK 

Written feedback is a crucial aspect for English writing with the predominance of 

the process approach that requires some kind of second party feedback, usually from the 

instructor, on student drafts (Williams, 2003). Although feedback is valued by students 

and teachers, English teachers in EFL settings may suffer from the thankless and tedious 

chore of correcting students’ essays (Hyland, 1990). Due to the constraints of time and 

class size, teacher feedback is often criticized as being more product than process 

oriented because most frequently it takes place at the end point of writing an essay. To 

alleviate the teachers' feedback load and promote learner autonomy, peer feedback among 

students has been considered a satisfactory addition by EFL teachers. In this EFL writing 

course, a peer feedback system was arranged so that learners could help each other 

evaluate their learning performance or assignment quality within the learning context 

(Tseng & Tsai, 2010). In the environmental dimension, the peer feedback system on 

wikis was found to be significant, although weakly correlated with satisfaction. These 

results still coincide with the findings of former research (Y.-C. Chao & Lo, 2011; Liou 

& Lee, 2011) in terms of wikis' effectiveness in facilitating peer interaction and response. 

The wiki collaborative writing projects were team-based and each team member had to 

cooperate with the others. The within-group peer feedback was closely tied to the overall 

writing quality and performance, so members took it more seriously because of the 

shared responsibility. The editing function of wikis enables each member to modify the 

texts directly with the colored highlights archived in the history tracking area. The 

discussion board provides an open space for the group members to pose suggestions and 

comments on a particular writing topic in threaded formats. 

In view of the writing characteristics, the wiki writing projects were team-based, 

so students were grouped together in order to work collaboratively, and thus each 
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member within the group learned to co-author for their picture and novel-based writing 

projects. Because of the group communication and discussion initiated at the beginning 

of the writing assignment, shared authorship and connective bonds were created among 

group members. The within group peer feedback provided on wikis tended to address 

more writing issues leading to better refinement in the language use, organization or 

content development. Many students indicated the history section on wikis was extremely 

helpful in showing the editing their peers had made on wikis, as this archiving feature 

displayed all the modifications made during the writing process. Also, in the novel-based 

writing, the instructor conducted a formative evaluation to select the best writing piece 

among the groups, so each group of students had a chance to review other groups' writing 

in depth and learn from their writing skills and creativity.  

In contrast, peer feedback provided on blogs did not prove to be significant, 

which seemed to verify the proposition of W.-S. Wu (2006), which stated that peer 

comments on blogs failed to serve the linguistic functions of being meaningful and 

constructive. Because the writing tasks on blogs are individual-based, the feedback 

providers did not share responsibility for the writing but only readership, and this may 

have contributed to the lower quality of blog peer responses compared to the peer 

responses and edits that came from group members working together and sharing 

responsibility for the project on the wikis. Many students appreciated the different 

perspectives and opinions they received in the blog feedback, but they felt the feedback 

given by peers was sometimes short or contained few constructive suggestions that 

enabled those on the receiving end to follow-up with organizational and content 

development on the writing topic. Peer feedback on blogs centered more on casual 

conversational talk and a micro-level of correction in grammar. Compared to the 

interactive editing permitted on wikis, blogs only allow comment making underneath 
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each post. It is almost impossible to make direct changes to vocabulary use, grammar or 

sentence structure, which physically builds a constraint for feedback providers during the 

editing process and may hinder the depth of feedback quality. Because the direct editing 

and shared authorship features were not available on blogs, the effects were not as 

prominent and effective as in the wiki environment. Although the three feedback steps of 

compliments, corrections and suggestions were advocated by the instructor on the 

guideline rubric, the instructor did not check the students' comments attentively, and 

often the students did not thoughtfully follow this guideline when giving feedback. Some 

students expressed that when they did not have time, they could write peer comments 

simply by skimming other classmates' essays or sharing some personal experience, 

instead of staying focused on the writing content per se. As the instructor did not check 

each student's feedback quality, students might make their response simply for the sake 

of the assignment and might post non-revision-related or chit-chat style comments.  

Without an in-time monitoring and grading mechanism, the peer feedback system 

on blogs was not as engaging and effective for students as the instructor expected. 

Considering the ecological nature of online interaction, students might read essays 

written by someone with better language usage and organizational structure. In this 

situation, it would be difficult for students to give meaningful and constructive peer 

feedback to classmates with higher proficiency levels. Due to the discrepancy in language 

proficiency level, some students were not very confident to give detailed comments when 

checking each other's essay writing because of their limited English ability. Also, the 

Asian culture of being reserved and polite to peers made the students reluctant to be 

perceived as critical and sharp in their individual comments on their classmates essay 

writing, and to value keeping the interactions harmonious. To achieve the optimal 

effectiveness of peer feedback, teachers should provide students with constant modeling 
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of the strategies in each step of the writing tasks (A. K. Teo, 2006). To provide 

scaffolding to the students, teachers should encourage each student to ask himself/herself 

the questions listed on the feedback guidelines. Given the fact that students usually 

encounter difficulties about what they should target while commenting on their peers’ 

essays or even do not know how to prioritize the marking of content or language errors, 

teachers should make use of effective guides as a starting point and help students 

understand on which issues they are expected to focus (Lam, 2010). Furthermore, 

teachers should constantly promote the building of trusting relationships among the 

students throughout the writing process. 

In the instructor dimension, instructor timely response proved to be significant 

and had medium correlation with learner satisfaction. This finding corroborates the work 

of Dennen, Darabi, and Smith (2007) and E. J. Johnson and Card (2007) who found that 

students appreciate their instructor's support in assisting and encouraging them with 

problems encountered online. The writing course was situated in an EFL context in 

Taiwan, and the key role of the teacher as a subject expert in guiding students' learning 

processes has been imprinted and traditionally practiced in most English classes in this 

context. Because of the convention of relying on teachers, the students in this writing 

course consciously specified the necessity of having the instructor's comments in 

correcting their essays. In the EFL writing context, the traditional roles of the teacher as 

the expert and evaluator is still an issue in discussing the effectiveness of instructor 

feedback (Muncie, 2000). In Taiwan, the ideology that teachers have the roles of experts 

still dominates students' minds due to the teachers' profession and mastery of the English 

language as well as the students' first language background in Mandarin Chinese. As 

students' English writing is influenced by their Chinese writing rhetoric and conventions, 
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teacher feedback on mid-drafts or final drafts of compositions is highly appreciated in 

process writing. 

Teachers having the role of evaluators also means that they have a higher level of 

authority in deciding the revision direction and ensuring that the feedback has an effect 

on the immediate composition. According to the students interviewed, they regarded the 

instructor as the one who possessed professional language knowledge and felt more 

confident about the validity of the teacher's feedback. Although feedback is complex and 

can be time-consuming on the instructor side, EFL writing research studies have claimed 

the importance of instructor feedback and have showed that it is more likely to be 

adopted by students, thus leading to greater improvements in the writing (Paulus, 1999; 

Wible, et al., 2001; Wu, 2006; M. Yang, et al., 2006; H. Zhao, 2010). In addition to 

linguistic enhancement, teacher feedback can contribute to more meaning-driven changes 

than those revisions made by students on their own. Unfortunately, many students 

indicated that the instructor only provided sporadic oral feedback during the whole 

semester, which some students felt did not provide the opportunity to learn about ways to 

improve each written essay effectively. Many students recognized that that the writing 

course had a big class size and if the instructor had to read over all the students' writing 

assignments, it would impose an incredible heavy workload on her.  

Nonetheless, some students suggested that the instructor increase the frequency of 

teacher feedback times since they valued the corrective feedback and valuable 

suggestions with an expectation that this feedback would help them fix mistakes they 

made as well as address writing issues and improve the writing quality. Others felt the 

need to receive written feedback because the oral feedback was not easily memorable and 

could not be traced systematically. The instructor noted the infeasibility of providing 

teacher feedback on all the writing assignments and that was one of the rationales for 
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adopting peer feedback in this writing course. Yet, because the timely response from the 

instructor can contribute to students' awareness of their own writing mistakes and better 

direct the improvement of the writing development and quality, it is tied closely to 

learner satisfaction. As feedback plays a very important role in EFL students’ revision of 

writing, balance and coordination between instructor feedback and peer feedback is 

needed, leading to successful revisions with final versions being better than initial drafts 

(J. Gao, 2007; Maarof, Yamat, & Li, 2011; Muncie, 2000; T. Teo, 2006). The impact of 

instructor and peer feedback is different in terms of the percentage incorporated. 

Instructor feedback seems to result in a higher percentage of meaning-oriented revisions 

while most peer-influenced revisions happen at the surface level (Wu, 2006; M. Yang, et 

al., 2006). Instructor-initiated revisions are more convincing than peer-initiated ones, 

probably because negotiation of meaning during the teacher-student conference helps to 

enhance mutual understanding and reduce incorrect communication and interpretation. 

Students appreciate instructor feedback more highly than peer feedback but recognize the 

importance of peer feedback. Although peer feedback has less impact than instructor 

feedback, it does encourage student autonomy and lead to improvement, so it can be used 

to complement teacher feedback, even in cultures that grant great authority to teachers. 

Thus, it is important that teachers and students are mutually understanding in their own 

beliefs about feedback in writing. In addition to the instructor and peer feedback that take 

place in the online context, it is recommended that teachers can incorporate classroom 

discussions on the connection between error correction, feedback and writing in order to 

help their students understand why feedback is given in a particular way and how it is 

intended to affect their writing quality and performance (Diab, 2006; Ferris, 2007). 
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INTENT OF CREATING DYNAMIC INTERACTION AND LEARNER 

COMMUNITY 

For this specific writing course, technology was used as a tool to provide students 

with a different learning writing environment that allowed them to interact, communicate 

and learn from one another. The introduction of blogs and wikis in the writing course 

undoubtedly strengthened the interactions and mutual learning among the class members 

both inside and outside of the writing classroom. Although the instructor took a positive 

attitude toward technology use, it was not found to be significant statistically related to 

learner satisfaction. As P.-C. Sun et al. (2008) suggested, the instructors' attitudes toward 

technology should be explored more thoroughly in order to be able to effectively 

elucidate the effect on student users' behaviors in the classroom setting. More detailed 

information about this situation is needed in order to study why instructors' attitudes 

toward technology did not seem to affect the learner satisfaction. Previous research 

studies (Bordbar, 2010; Egbert, Paulus, & Nakamichi, 2002) suggest that EFL teachers 

who use computer-assisted language learning activities are often those teachers who have 

experience with relevant technologies prior to teaching or those who are provided with 

adequate time, support, and resources. Considering these contextualized factors, one 

speculation could be that EFL students may take the instructor's attitude toward 

technology as a plus during their learning of writing, but they do not see it as having any 

direct influence on their writing improvement, a factor that was majorly associated with 

their satisfaction.   

From the students' interviews, they assumed the instructor had a positive attitude 

toward technology and they believed that was the reason she incorporated blogs and 

wikis into the writing course. The teacher's attitude toward computers suggested that she 

was optimistic about the effectiveness of integrating technology tools in the traditional 
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onsite writing classrooms. Because instructors play a crucial role in facilitating learning 

activities, instructors' positive or negative attitudes would affect their students' learning. 

As the implementation of Web-supported writing in EFL settings aims to meet the needs 

and expectations of both learners and instructors, it is a necessity to explore teachers’ 

attitudes toward technology use as their willingness may have an impact on the success of 

students’ learning (Naeini, 2012). Theoretically, the effectiveness of student learning 

with technology will depend chiefly on the attitudes of teachers and their willingness to 

embrace the technology (T. Teo, 2006, 2008). An enthusiastic instructor or one with a 

positive attitude toward technology is expected to impart high motivation or satisfaction 

to students. Although the instructor had a positive attitude about the use of blogs and 

wikis, it did not influence the learner satisfaction much because this invisible attitude was 

not a direct force impacting the development of students' writing abilities and skills.  

On the other hand, with the instructor's pedagogical arrangement, learner 

community support was found to be significant and to have medium correlation with 

learner satisfaction. These results supported the proposition of previous studies (Brook & 

Oliver, 2003; S.-W. Chou & Liu, 2005; M. J. W. Lee & McLoughlin, 2007; Maloney, 

2007; Swan, 2002), which reported that the creation of a learning community fostered 

knowledge or information sharing among peers within a specific learning context. As the 

writing course seeks to establish a common practice of learning community that leads to 

collaborative construction and sharing of knowledge, information and opinions, it should 

be noted that simply employing Web technology and expecting that conditions conducive 

to the formation of community will develop is unlikely to result in community 

development. For this to take place, the instructor must attempt to align her philosophy of 

teaching with the structure of the learning environment, including the writing tasks and 

activities. The development of a collaborative learning environment is not only a matter 
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of informing the students about blogs and wikis and telling them to use these tools but 

also a process of employing the Web technology affordances to facilitate networking and 

communication among students.   

Because of the establishment of a peer feedback system as well as the 

implementation of collaborative work, the students were connected in the learning 

community and had more opportunities to support and challenge each other in the 

relevant construction of knowledge and writing skills. The students were involved in 

discussions about the course content, work-in-progress assignments and exchanged their 

experience about particular writing topics. The learning community in this writing course 

offered a possibility for higher quality learning, collaborative knowledge construction 

and skills and the acquisition of knowledge pertinent to process writing. Presumably, the 

scaffolding processes facilitated the learning of English writing skills between more 

capable and less able peers within the learning community. The online activities were 

also expected to give students greater opportunities to both reinforce and expand the 

knowledge they had acquired in class. Nonetheless, because of the EFL students' limited 

knowledge and experience in English writing, they were not capable of addressing the 

writing issues as professionally as the instructor. Hence, at times their community support 

may have been an affinity that was more affectively-driven rather than academically-

driven in relation to the writing, such as giving encouragement to each other, or sharing 

common interests and experiences related to the content. In addition, a few students 

pointed out that the instructor should not rely too much on technology. While blogs and 

wikis created more online peer interaction, the use of a learning community has its own 

limitations and cannot replace the desired teacher feedback. Also, there were still some 

formal language proficiency tests that had to be taken in the traditional paper-based 
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format, and students were concerned that using too many technology tools would 

possibly be detrimental to their ability to write English essays by hand. 

CHARACTERISTICS OF LEARNERS AND THEIR RELATIONSHIP TO 

TECHNOLOGY  

In the learner dimension, no factor was found to have a significant effect on 

learner satisfaction and student-level technology characteristics did not seem to matter. 

This dimension consisted of three underlying areas: learner attitude toward computers, 

learner computer anxiety and learner Internet self-efficacy. Learner attitude toward 

computers is the learners' accumulative impressions of using computers via their daily 

practice and participation in technology-supported activities and courses. The results of 

learner attitude toward computers failed to correspond to previous findings (Akbulut, 

2008; M. K. Hsu, Wang, & Chiu, 2009; Liaw, et al., 2007). To evaluate learners' 

computer use, learner computer anxiety was considered, and this factor refers to a 

composite of emotional reactions caused by exposure to situations that require the use of 

computer technology (Barbeite & Weiss, 2004; Coleman, Hampel, Hauck, & Stickler, 

2010; Leso & Peck, 1992; North & Noyes, 2001), and was ascertained to be one of the 

essential factors in perceived learner satisfaction in previous studies. However, no 

significant correlation was found between computer anxiety and learner satisfaction in 

this writing course. Learner Internet self-efficacy is the learners' ability to organize and 

execute actions for required tasks by using the Internet, the level of which impacts their 

online learning process and performance. Based on the students' reports, the results of 

Internet efficacy did not show any significant correlation with learner satisfaction, a 

finding that was inconsistent with the claims from previous studies (R. D. Johnson, 2005; 

Moos & Azevedo, 2009; A. Y. Wang & Newlin, 2002).  
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As the instructor noted, it was expected that a better attitude toward computers 

and higher learner Internet self-efficacy would result in more positive learner satisfaction. 

To better understand the roles that learner attitude toward computers and Internet efficacy 

played, it is necessary to review the current state of Taiwanese computer education. In 

Taiwan, the use of computer technology and Internet has been incorporated into the 

formal curriculum in the nine-year integrative courses starting in elementary schools. 

When students enter higher education, they are also required to take at least one 

fundamental computer course in order to understand basic computer technology, software 

applications and online programming applications for their college study (P.-C. Sun, et 

al., 2008). Due to the primary and secondary school training, computer and Internet 

illiteracy no longer exists in most of the university students. The mentality of using 

computers and Internet as common and necessary tools has matured, and thus users' 

attitude, efficiency or skills should not be an issue that needs to be taken into 

consideration in a Web-supported learning environment. 

As this generation of Taiwanese university students were born in a time where 

modern technology appliances are widely accessible, their conceptualization of using 

computers and Internet could have become as part of their life. While these technologies 

have been internalized as part of their life, using the necessary Internet skills to write 

online has became naturally automated. This internalized mentality may also account for 

students' attitude toward computers and Internet, Internet efficacy and reaction to 

computer anxiety, so as to the reason why learner satisfaction was not greatly impacted 

by these factors. In the context of the Web-supported writing course, where blogs and 

wikis were integrated, the students had to apply technology and cope with computers and 

Web communication tools in different learning tasks. As the writing course required only 

simple typing on computers along with some hyperlinks and hypermedia editing 
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functions on the Web-based interface on blogs and wikis, most students did not undergo 

major computer and Internet problems except for some practice time required to learn 

about the new functions at the beginning. Given the fact that many students reported a 

positive attitude toward computers and possessed adequate Internet efficacy in searching 

for online information, they did not feel these two factors had anything to do with their 

learner satisfaction in the blog- and wiki-supported writing course. 

With regard to information processing, it was expected that the higher the 

computer anxiety, the more the writing task performance would decline. According to the 

instructor's observation, university students had become more and more computer literate 

year by year, so the fear of using computers should not seriously arise with this group of 

students. In this context, students should have few barriers that would prevent them from 

being comfortable participating in Web-based writing using blogs and wikis. Compared 

to a traditional writing classroom, many students indicated that they enjoyed the 

innovative writing assignments and Web-based writing projects. However, due to their 

previous intensive use of computers, the students had quite a good understanding and 

mastery of computers and were not aware of any anxiety when using blogs and wikis for 

writing. From the perspective of the learner writers, computer anxiety was not an issue 

that affected their learner satisfaction because of their familiarity with computers and 

Internet use. Only a few students reported that anxiety existed when using blogs and 

wikis while reporting their conceptual view of computers as a technology appliance in 

daily use. This situation can be accounted for by the structure of the writing course in that 

each writing task was assigned with a certain due date and time, so for those students 

who preferred writing activities with traditional pencil and paper, some psychological 

stress and obstacles inevitably occurred and had to be overcome. The concept of utilizing 

Web-supported technology in the EFL writing classroom is not novel. Applying this 
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approach makes sense for the students who are digital natives, for whom digital 

technologies and social networking have become commonplace and indispensable in their 

daily lives. With other kinds of student populations or in other countries where 

technology is not as ubiquitous, it is will be helpful if the universities can appropriate 

funds to develop and disseminate resources that support faculty as they seek to increase 

their own understanding of technology and as they incorporate technology into teaching 

and learning. 

IMPLICATIONS 

Theoretical and methodological implications 

With regard to theoretical implications, this study drew on research in a blog- and 

wiki-supported EFL writing course to explore learner satisfaction and performance. By 

examining correlations and influence between selected dimensions with learner 

satisfaction through quantitative and qualitative lenses, this study adopted a framework 

that identifies factors connected to and influencing students' learner satisfaction. This 

study connected the theory of constructivism and process writing and offered the 

following implications. This study provides a comprehensive theory review of social 

constructivism and language learning with an expanding linkage to technology 

integration, specifically using Web 2.0 technology in process writing. The incorporation 

of blogs and wikis in the EFL writing context is an interdisciplinary area that deals with 

instructional design as well as technology integration in language teaching and learning. 

From a constructivist perspective, effective learning requires the active process of 

connecting learners' existing knowledge system to new concepts and information 

acquired in order to make meaningful interpretation of new learning situations and 

contexts (Driscoll, 2005; Duffy & Jonassen, 1991; M. G. Jones & Brader-Araje, 2002; 
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Naylor & Keogh, 1999; Wadsworth, 1996). In this study the varied writing topics and 

exercises that the students investigated, shared and discussed on their blogs and wikis 

also prepared them to reach an emerging understanding of their experience, performance 

and roles in writing. There is increased communication as students help each other and 

interact with each other, extending learning beyond the classroom as they search for 

information and write online.  

Social constructivist theory proposes that the development of knowledge involves 

active engagement and social interaction on the part of the learner, and consequently this 

social process both inside and outside of the language classroom works as a medium 

internalizing concepts and ideas exchanged in the socio-cultural domain (Gagnon & 

Collay, 2006; Jenkins, 2000; Wells, 2000). In line with constructivist beliefs, blogs and 

wikis when incorporated have potential to be great mediums for students to contribute to 

their writing work and collectively display their work for others to review (Seitzinger, 

2006). It is postulated that the combined use of the fundamentals of constructivism with 

blogs and wikis might encourage collaboration and the social construction of knowledge. 

Blogs and wikis provided space for students to construct and reconstruct their knowledge 

through social interaction with their peers via the Web. Students can express their own 

personalized voices on the assigned essay topics, while the collaborative nature of the 

assignments reflects the constructivist principles used to underpin the writing projects. 

This process included sharing one's understanding about writing concepts and techniques, 

proposing questions about writing issues, and summarizing the characteristics of specific 

genres learned. When a student raised a problem online, he or she made it easier for 

others to contemplate and respond to the issue in a Web-based format by not only 

reflecting the issue through the process of constructing the text, but also by inviting 

others to engage in the problem-solving and knowledge construction dialogue. The social 
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and emotional support provided by the blog and wiki projects proved these two Web 

tools were effective as means to promote reciprocal social interaction that is beneficial to 

knowledge development and subject area learning.   

 In terms of the methodological implications, most writing research explores 

technology-supported writing process with students' learning performance, strategy use, 

and user perceptions applying descriptive statistics or qualitative approaches. This study 

applied and examined the learner satisfaction framework of blog- and wiki-supported 

process writing from a more holistic perspective using a correlational analysis along with 

thematic coding to identify major factors related to learner satisfaction and subsequently 

undertook an in-depth qualitative analysis that allowed an account of the influence of 

factors underlying the different dimensions. Also, repeated measures ANOVA were used 

to evaluate the students' progress through the standardized TOEFL writing test 

administered at the beginning, midterm and final phase of the semester. The present 

investigation touches on several core aspects that were essential to learner satisfaction: 

course dimension, technology dimension, environmental dimension, learner dimension, 

and instructor dimension. However, the framework is still far from comprehensive, and 

more studies on similar types of blog and wiki technology integration in EFL writing  

classrooms would be encouraged to supplement the selected dimensions underlying the 

current framework.  

Pedagogical implications 

The findings give rise to several pedagogical implications for instructional design 

related to integrating blogs and wikis in EFL writing classrooms for better learner 

satisfaction. To maximize the benefits of the use of blogs and wikis in teaching EFL 

writing, teachers and educational practitioners are expected to understand the dimensions 
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and factors that are associated with learner satisfaction and how each of them influences 

learner satisfaction. Being aware of the students' expectations and the issues that may 

surface in each dimension, teachers and educational practitioners can be more prepared to 

lead the students through different tasks and provide useful strategies to help students 

learn English writing. Given the fact that Web technology is marvelous for accessing 

authentic materials as well as creating original resources, teachers have to evaluate the 

necessity and effectiveness of integrating blogs and wikis in the writing course with 

respect to the time and effort required for teaching and learning with blogs and wikis. In 

many EFL classrooms, writing skills may be taught using a traditional paper-based 

approach, focusing on the textbook-driven curriculum and individualistic practice. The 

results of this study suggest the incorporation of blogs and wikis can be effective for 

facilitating process writing.  

Journal writing as a feature of blogs (Chretien, Goldman, & Faselis, 2008; D. 

Zhang, 2009) and collaborative writing as a feature of wikis (Elola & Oskoz, 2010; 

Hadjerrouit, 2011) serve important purposes, such as allowing students to externalize 

their reflections on relevant experiences within the language classroom contexts. Writing 

about their experiences also encourages students to think critically and develop insights 

when writing about particular essay topics by connecting classroom concepts to everyday 

experience. However, using Web technology to teach English writing may not always be 

successful for all students, as there are many key concepts and issues that need attention. 

When constructing a Web-supported writing curriculum, teachers are encouraged to draw 

on pedagogical knowledge and beliefs to design educationally beneficial lessons, tasks, 

or projects to achieve course objectives in language classrooms. To initiate a blog- and 

wiki-supported writing course, teachers must first evaluate students' needs and difficulties 

in learning English writing since the course content design is a key element that affects 
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whether the learning needs are met as well as playing a role in learning performance and 

satisfaction. Well-structured course content and materials will be indispensible for 

creating a writing course that will be beneficial to students' learning of writing and 

follow-up writing development. Blogs and wikis can be flexibly integrated into a class 

according to different course objectives and design, and each design will offer an 

opportunity to trace students' perceptions and writing performance and development 

within different teaching contexts.  

With regard to technology use, the results of this study suggested that utilizing the 

distinctive technology features of blogs and wikis can help restructure conventional 

writing courses and create an online learning community through online access to 

learning materials. Skills for the use of blogs and wikis should be explicitly taught, 

making it less difficult for students to apply the Web technologies and participate in the 

writing tasks. Teachers are encouraged to provide a user guide and supporting documents 

for students who are using blogs and wikis. This guide can list essential and possible 

functions that will be applied in the writing tasks along with a description of how to 

resolve commonly occurring technical issues. These descriptions can be text and video-

based formats that can serve as handy aids and resources and enable students to quickly 

become familiar with the writing interfaces. Ensuring usability is a key attribute for a 

positive user experience (C.-K. Huang, Hsin, & Chiu, 2010; Minocha & Roberts, 2008). 

A better understanding of Web technology can increase the perceived ease of use of each 

selected tool and decrease potential difficulties or frustration when using the programs 

from the very beginning. This will be particularly helpful for technology tools with which 

students do not have prior user experience such as wikis. It is noted that many students 

still use Word processors as crutches for drafting in a Web-based writing environment 

due to the convenience of the spelling and grammar check and to guard computer crashes 
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because blogs and wikis do not have auto save features. Teachers are expected to 

elaborate the connection between the use of technology and learning of writing to 

students, so they can learn to implement learning strategies that optimize the 

effectiveness of blogs and wikis in helping improve writing productivity and 

performance. After students feel comfortable with technology use, teachers can remind 

them that technology is not a panacea to English writing, and thus students will not 

overestimate its usefulness and benefits without acknowledging its limitations and their 

own problems in EFL writing. 

Peer feedback can foster a greater degree of reader-writer interaction and student 

autonomy and can serve as an essential complementary source of language input in the 

EFL writing classroom. However, often EFL students are not confident enough of their 

language proficiency to provide comprehensive comments that help improve writing 

content and language use at the sentential and lexical level. To mitigate this language 

driven barrier, the teacher could use sample essays to train the whole class to go through 

the peer feedback process with structure worksheets that indicate areas students could 

apply the guidelines of giving compliments, suggestions and corrections. Scaffolding 

through peer feedback in the writing process plays a crucial role in improving writing 

because students not only correct errors in language accuracy but also help each other 

organize and produce better content. By substantial demonstration and training in the 

peer feedback process, students will get clearer ideas about the procedure and relevant 

issues they need to focus on in their comments. That is, instructors need to moderately 

guide students in effective use of feedback and continue to offer them tips and hints at 

times during the revision process. Training in peer feedback should involve students in 

drawing up the evaluation rubric and, if feasible, include the provision of meta-linguistic 

tools for providing feedback. Teachers could introduce online dictionaries and grammar 
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websites that can be referred to when students need to check uncertain phrases and 

vocabulary words and usage, such as synonyms or antonyms.  

In addition, the Asian culture which values harmony in group interactions 

acculturates students to be reserved and polite and impedes them from being critical 

when reviewing peers' essays. Students tend to be hesitant to point out each other's 

mistakes as this might cause classmates to lose face in Taiwanese learning culture. 

Although this may continue to be difficult for students from this culture, teachers can 

spend time communicating with students about the potential benefits of performing peer 

feedback in a constructive manner. Furthermore, as suggested by Dippold (2009), online 

moderators can be used to facilitate the peer feedback through encouraging students' 

contributions and summarizing themes or issues from discussions. It will also be helpful 

if the instructor can count students' online feedback as a graded component based on the 

number and quality of the accumulated written responses. This approach might raise the 

intrinsic motivation to provide peer feedback to others and make students more receptive 

to feedback by others. High quality peer feedback can sustain meaningful interaction in 

the online environment and contribute to a more connected learning community.   

LIMITATIONS OF THE STUDY  

Several limitations need to be acknowledged in interpreting the research results. 

First, this writing course had a particular overarching goal and teaching objectives based 

on the instructor's teaching philosophy, approach and prior class experience. The inherent 

nature and instructional design of the writing course impacted its selection of technology 

tools as well as the sequence of using these tools with respect to the learning activities 

and tasks. It should be noted that there are a variety of ways to incorporate blogs and 

wikis in different writing contexts, given the affordances of technology use. Different 
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ways of technology integration would create different dynamics and add varied 

possibilities to a traditional lecture-based course and syllabus, thereby having different 

influence on the learner satisfaction, writing ability and progress. In the present study, the 

course was grounded in a process writing approach and the application of Web 2.0 

technology, blogs and wikis was intended specifically to scaffold and facilitate students' 

writing progress. To interpret and apply the research findings appropriately, the enacted 

curriculum is a major element pertinent to the learners' perceptions and response to the 

technology-supported writing course. This curriculum also affected the students’ 

satisfaction and their writing product and performance.  

Second, the data of this study were collected in a specific one-semester EFL 

writing course for English majors at a university in central Taiwan. The student 

participants in this particular university cannot represent the overall university population 

in Taiwan or EFL contexts in other countries. Thus, the results may not be over-

generalized to a full range of other EFL writing courses either locally to courses with 

other purposes, student characteristics and majors, or globally to courses with students of 

different native languages and cultures in other countries. As empirical studies are still 

limited in evaluating blog- and wiki-supported writing courses, this study could be 

replicated in various EFL writing course settings and contexts. The replication would test 

whether the factors are still valid across other courses and would indicate whether the 

conclusions drawn from this specific EFL writing course will be applicable to other 

courses and groups of students. Future empirical studies could provide a more complete 

understanding of and more evidence related to learners' satisfaction with the use of blog- 

and wiki-supported EFL writing courses.  

Finally, the data in this study were collected primarily through self-reporting 

using surveys and interviews, and mixed methods were used to enrich the understanding 
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of students' experiences. It should be noted that a validity issue may stem from the 

appropriateness and effectiveness of the way in which these methods are applied 

(Bazeley, 2004). Applying sequential mixed methods in this study allow the richness of 

qualitative data to be used to supplement quantitative outcomes at the level of the 

statistical analysis and the extent to which the data support the pre-determined themes. 

However, the data about learner satisfaction were only collected at the end of the 

semester, and cannot represent learner's perceived mental processes and satisfaction at 

different stages of the use of blogs and wikis.  

RECOMMENDATIONS FOR FUTURE RESEARCH 

This study sought to investigate learner satisfaction in a blog- and wiki-supported 

EFL writing course. The inquiry generated information regarding the essential factors 

that were correlated with learner satisfaction and how each factor impacted the perceived 

satisfaction. The findings of this study can contribute to a better understanding of the 

elements of instructional design and technology implementation that need to be 

considered to produce a customized blended learning environment. This study, with a 

small number of participants, provides insights and evidence for the effectiveness of 

using blog and wiki-based writing tasks in an EFL context. However, as this current 

study was conducted within a small sample of participants, statistical analysis such as 

regression in which data are modeled using linear predictor functions cannot be applied. 

With adequate sample size, the strength of the regression model may indicate a level of 

representativeness in the predictor variables. A prediction formula can be established for 

use of blogs and wikis respectively: LS= (CE)w1 + (PU)w2 + (PES)w2 + (PFS)w3 + 

(LCS)w4 + (IRT)w5. In this equation, LS refers to the perceived learner satisfaction; PU 

is the perceived usefulness; PES is the perceived ease of use; PFS represents the peer 
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feedback system; LCS is the learning community support; LCA is the learner computer 

anxiety; and, w1, w2, w3, w4, w5 are empirically determined weights. 

The correlation analysis did not indicate any casual relationships, and thus it is 

expected that future studies can consider using an experimental design that would 

investigate the impact of implementing blogs and wikis. According to Gribbons and 

Herman (1997), experimental designs are particularly useful in addressing evaluation 

questions about the effectiveness and impact of specific programs. Emphasizing the use 

of comparative data for interpreting findings, experimental designs increase confidence 

and creditability that observed outcomes are the result of selected technology tools 

instead of a function of extraneous variables. Nonetheless, the manipulation of random 

sampling may not be practicable in university settings due to the school registration and 

course arrangement rules. To assure and make inferences about what blogs and wikis 

cause or contribute to EFL students' writing, the use of the quasi-experimental design can 

be used to explore the actual influence of technology, controlling and eliminating the 

alternative causes. As opposed to simply delineating research contexts and variables 

researchers observed, an essential purpose of quasi-experimental design stems from the 

quest for inference in terms of causes and relationships (Kirk, 1995; Shadish, Cook, & 

Campbell, 2001). This design may contain an experiment group and a control group, 

which serves to reduce the influence of confounding effects of using blogs and wikis 

collectively and allow the researcher to test whether blogs or wikis respectively have 

effects on students' writing performance.  

Applying the same course syllabus with the same instructor within the same-level 

of EFL students, the treatment group would be a group using blog- or wiki-supported 

curriculum, whereas the control group would be a group using paper-based writing 

without blogs or wikis. A pre-test and post-test of students' TOEFL writing scores will be 
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collected before and after the use of the blog technology. The pre-post test design will 

allow the researcher to measure the potential effects of the intervention of blogs or wikis 

by examining the difference in the pre-test and post-test results. By having a group that 

received the intervention and another group that did not, researchers control for the 

possibility that other factors not related to the intervention (e.g., practice effect of 

students getting accustomed to writing tests, simple maturation of writing over the 

intervening time) are responsible for the difference between the pre-test and post-test 

results. While the number of EFL students ought to be decided by available participants 

from particular teaching contexts, it will be ideal that both the treatment group and the 

control group have an adequate size of at least 30 participants to be able to determine 

whether the technology use affects students' writing performance and progress. Given 

that quasi-experiments are natural experiments, findings may be applied to other EFL 

participants and settings, allowing for some generalizations to be made about population. 

Additionally, this experimentation method is efficient for longitudinal research that 

involves longer time periods which can be followed up in different environments. 

Furthermore, recruiting a larger sample size of 200 to 400 participants would 

create the possibility of conducting further analysis using structural equation modeling 

(SEM). SEM is a statistical technique for testing and estimating causal relations using a 

combination of statistical data and qualitative causal assumptions (Bollen & Long, 1993; 

Byrne, 2010). SEM consists of three main processes: path analysis, confirmatory factors 

and structural models, which are suited to both theory testing and theory development 

(Keith, 2006; Schumacker & Lomax, 2004). In path analysis, the observed variables and 

their structural models are explored. Latent factors and how they are related to indicator 

variables are also observed and counted in the confirmatory factor analysis stage. Finally, 

structural models analyze the relationships between latent variables based on the 
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measurement models determined by the first two processes. In the practice of language 

studies, the adoption of SEM is encouraged to explore the construct validity in relevant 

assessment (Bachman, 2002; Kunnan, 1998). Based on the exiting research framework, 

the adoption of SEM will help examinee the relationship between different selected 

dimensions and learner satisfaction. 

Combining the advantages of blogs for individual writing and wikis for 

collaborative writing, the blended learning environment of the course provided abundant 

potential learning opportunities and an innovative way for the students to cultivate their 

writing abilities and skills. Although this study evaluated the students' writing 

performance through the three writing tests, their online writing essays were not 

compared and analyzed in terms of the textual changes and improvements in the 

organization, grammar and language use. Future studies are encouraged to use student 

essays for in-depth Web content analysis. Also, the question of whether the learning 

retention from both individual and collaborative writing could be internalized by the 

learners and transferred to their subsequent future writing tasks has not been addressed in 

this study. It is therefore suggested that future research be conducted to investigate this 

line of inquiry since the findings could provide more convincing evidence to support the 

application of blogs and wikis in the EFL writing classrooms.  

CONCLUSION 

Web 2.0 technology has become more prevalent in language teaching and 

learning nowadays due to its technological flexibility and affordance. This study showed 

how blogs and wikis were integrated into an EFL writing course design and investigated 

students' perceptions about the different dimensions and factors they experienced in and 

out of the writing classroom. The current study explored learner satisfaction with using 
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blog- and wiki-supported EFL writing from the perspective of students majoring in 

English at a Taiwanese university, and its findings suggested that the factors they there 

were several factors that were correlated to their satisfaction.  

Blogs and wikis shared similar online drafting features, and were regarded as 

useful tools helping students improve their effectiveness, productivity and performance. 

The collaborative writing by multiple authors on wikis facilitated students' writing in a 

more dynamic and challenging way, whereas the individual authoring on blogs was less 

interactive and reciprocal due to the lack of constant communication and ownership. 

However, students' prior user experience influenced their better perceived ease of use on 

blogs than wikis. Due to the varied editing, archiving and forum functions, peer feedback 

was found to be better on wikis than on blogs. The peer feedback system and group 

writing tasks created a community that fostered learner support. Compared to traditional 

paper-based writing, the use of blogs and wikis transformed the learning of process 

writing from limited interaction between the instructor and learners to one that was 

supported by peer networking. As EFL students still appreciate the instructors' language 

knowledge, professional teacher feedback is still valued and desired more than peer 

feedback. It is also noteworthy that as the new generation of students had been equipped 

with better Internet and computer skills, technology-related learner factors did not 

influence their satisfaction at all.  

Perceived dissatisfaction will hamper students' motivation and interest in learning 

of writing and the writing tasks in which they are involved. Understanding the critical 

factors and dimensions in a blog- and wiki-supported writing environment can help 

instructors better integrate technology in their writing courses as well as prepare learners 

to become more effective and collaborative writers. The findings of this study may shed 

light on the future incorporation of blogs and wikis into EFL writing courses as well as 
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provide insights for teachers that can help to strengthen their technology implementation 

and further improve learner satisfaction.  
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Appendix A: Sophomore Writing Syllabus 

 

A. Goal 

This course aims to help students to write well-organized and well-developed essays. 

Students should be able to write a topic sentence in a paragraph and to develop 

supporting details in a paragraph. The use of computer-mediated communication such as 

blogging is intended to engage students to write more and to share in the writing 

community. 

 

教學目標  

1.熟悉文章段落之寫作模式及過程寫作之步驟。(認知)  

2.培養良好的溝通和表達技巧。(技能)  

3.藉由過程寫作從實做和檢討中增強作文的寫作能力和興趣。(技能、情意)  

 

B. Content 

The teaching and learning activities are designed to engage students in writing processes, 

such as mind-mapping for pre-writing, drafting for fluency, and peer reviewing for 

metalinguistic awareness. Writing activities also integrate with reading, listening and 

speaking. The main writing genres are summary, reflection, description and narration. 

 

課堂寫作教學運用網路寫作學習，藉由過程寫作之多樣化活動（例如部落格日誌寫 

作、寫作 前心智繪圖、起草流利及學生主動參與，同儕編輯等寫作活動，寫作活

動還結合閱讀，聽力和口語，主要的寫作文類，以總結、反思、描述和敘述為主，

使學生充分 學習，提昇學生學習動機，邏輯思考能力，增進英文寫作能力與技巧

並分享寫作成果與樂趣 

 

C. References 

Hornby, Turnbull, J., Lea, D., Parkinson, D., Phillips, P., Francis, B. et al. (Eds.). (2010). 

Oxford advanced learner's dictionary (8th ed.). Oxford: Oxford University Press. 

(Required) 

Oshima, A. & Hogue, A. (2007). Introduction to academic writing. White Plains, NY: 

Person Education  

Penfield, E. (2010). Short takes: Model essays for composition (10th ed.). New York: 

Addison- Wesley Education. 

Zemach, D. E., & Rumisek, L. A. (2003). College writing from paragraph to essay : 

From paragraph to essay. Oxford: Macmillan. 

 

Web-resource 

Roane State Community College. (n.a.). The online writing lab (OWL). Retrieved August 

15, 2011, from http://www.roanestate.edu/owl/index.html 

http://www.roanestate.edu/owl/index.html
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D. Assignments/Exercises 
Writing on blog and wiki 

Word documents  

 

E. Grading 
Class participation, in-class exercises and writing tests: 30% 

Essay writing and peer feedback on blog: 40% 

Collaborative writing project: 30% 

 

Class Schedule 

The class schedule provided below is as definite as it could be at the start of the semester. 

Adjustments may need to be made during the course of the semester.  

 

Week 1 
Introduction of the course syllabus 

Web-based writing orientation (blog) 

Pretest: Timed essay in 40 mins 

Blog (1): Set up a personal blog space & self introduction 

 

Week 2 
Writing process: Pre-writing (listing) 

Writing genre: Descriptive 

http://www.roanestate.edu/owl/Describe.html 

In-class exercise: Describe a person 

Blog (2): Continue your class into a 400-word easy 

 

Week 3 
Writing process: Peer editing 

Writing genre: Descriptive 

In-class exercise: Training of giving peer comments 

Self-revising blog (2): Revise blog (2) into a 500-word essay based on the feedback 

guidelines. 

 

Week 4 
Writing process: Revising 

Writing genre: Descriptive 

In-class exercise: Training of revising 

Blog (3): Revise blog (2) into a 500-word essay based on the received feedback 

 

Week 5 
Writing process: Pre-writing (mind mapping) 

Writing genre: Narrative 

In-class exercise: Describe an experience 

http://www.roanestate.edu/owl/Describe.html
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Blog (4): Continue the class draft into a 400-word easy 

 

Week 6 
Writing process: Peer editing 

Writing genre: Narrative 

In-class exercise: Story summary 

Feedback on blog (4): Provide peer feedback to 3 classmates 

 

Week 7 
Writing process: Revising 

Writing genre: Narrative 

In-class exercise: Timed essay with a mind map (An inspiring person/event/book ) 

Blog (5): Revise blog (4) the draft feedback into a 500-word essay based on the received 

 

Week 8 
Mid-term timed writing assessment with a mind map in 40 minutes 

 

Week 9 
Photo collaborative storytelling 

Group wiki: Photo storytelling 

 

Week 10 
Photo collaborative storytelling 

Group wiki: Photo storytelling 

 

Week 11 
Group wiki (1): Story brainstorming 

Pre-writing (20%): Post the information needed for the homepage of the group 

Wikispaces -- 

1) each member’s Chinese name, Student ID and the user name in the Wikispaces, (1%) 

2) title of the novel (1%) 

3) characters and their characteristics (8%), 

4) each scene's summary of the story (8%), 

5) scenes and the assigned member's Chinese name (1%), 

6) make the scenes listed in the navigation (1%), 

 

Week 12 
Group wiki (2): Story drafting 

Drafting (20%): Each member posts the first draft of his/her assigned scene. In each 

scene, the assigned member needs to write at least 400 words. 

Individual wiki: To give discussion and directly edit on your peer's wiki 
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Week 13 
Group wiki (3): Peer response 

Peer response (20%): 

Each member's response to the other group members’ scenes by giving compliments and 

suggestions in the discussion (5%). 

Each member response to the other group members’ scenes by writing questions and 

comments in the text/scene (10%; You can use the Revising PPT to ask questions to 

yourself or to the author of the scene/text).  

Proofread and edit directly. (5%). 

Individual wiki: Fluency practice: Process Writing. PPT 

 

Week 14 
Group wiki (4): Self revision 

Self-revision (20%): Each member revises their own scene according to peer response, 

focusing on adding the contents (at least 100 words) (10%), correcting the ungrammatical 

areas (5%) and making changes according to the group coherence (5%). 

Individual wiki: Fluency practice- team work 

 

Week 15 & 16 
Group wiki (5): In-class exercise: Evaluating the final version via rubric (20%) 

Christmas activity: Love Actually 

Characters: Prime minister, the husband and wife, the friend, the girl who sings and the 

boy who plays the drums 

 

Week 17 
Final writing exam 

 

Week 18 
Teacher-student conferences in groups 
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Appendix B: Peer Feedback Guidelines 

The goals of peer review are to help improve your classmate's paper by pointing out 

strengths and weaknesses that may not be apparent to the author as well as to help 

improve editing skills. Many of us find peer review very useful: it suggests different 

perspectives and provides valuable feedback on what is compelling and what is 

problematic in a draft. The benefits of peer review sessions include the following:  

 Students must begin the writing process early, and get feedback before they turn 

in their paper to the instructor. 

 Students recognize the strengths and weaknesses of their own writing after 

reading and responding to another essay. 

 Students develop a greater sense of and sensitivity to audience. 

 Students learn new information from their peers' essays.  

The purpose of this form is to guide the reader to give certain kinds of feedback. Space is 

also provided for the reader to respond to any questions the writer may have posed. After 

the "peer review forms" have been adopted, the students have time to talk about a 

particular essay, ask each other more questions, and elaborate their written feedback. 

General procedures for peer feedback:  

 

 After reading the essay carefully, each student will use what I call the "getting-

thoughts-together form" about others' essays. This form guides you to reflect in 

specified ways on the first draft. When there are certain predictable challenges 

inherent in a given assignment, please make sure that you address these issues.  

 

 Ask questions to your classmates if there is something not clear in their writing 

and try to understand it. Focus on the meaning and organization of the essay and 

indicate grammar, spelling and punctuation issues if any. Help the writer revise 

the essay and make the writing quality better.  
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Organization   Reader Comments 

1. Did the introduction give enough information for what 

the writer will say in the body paragraph? If not, what is 

missing?  

 

 

2. Was there a topic sentence in each paragraph? If not, 

which paragraph is missing?  

 

 

3. Did the conclusion summarize the main points of the 

topic? If not, what is missing?  

 

 

 

Content   Reader Comments 

4. Did the writer adequately address/discuss the 

topic/issue? Please explain.  

 

 

5. Did each body paragraph have enough 

details/examples to support the topic sentence? If not, 

what is missing? 

 

 

6. Was there any informative, interesting, or persuasive 

information? Please explain. 

 

 

 

Grammar  Reader Comments 

7. Were there any grammatical problems? 

 

 

8. Were there any spelling problems? 

 
 

9. Were there any punctuation problems? 

 
 

 

 

Reference 

The University of Hawai‘i Mānoa Writing Program. (1997). Writing matters #7. 

Retrieved Sep 26, 2011, from http://www.mwp.hawaii.edu/resources/wm7.htm 
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Appendix C: Novel Evaluation 

 

STORY  

1. Is the story well organized as a sequence of 

interesting, purposeful actions?  

2. Are scene transitions used in a smooth and 

interesting manner?  

3. Is description balanced with dialogue?  

4. Is the reader’s interest sustained throughout 

the scenes? 

5. Does the story form an interesting sequence 

of questions in the audience’s mind, which 

are answered in a manner that heightens 

anticipation? 

6. Does each scene have enough description 

(more than 400 words)?  

CHARACTERS  

1. Is it clear who the 

story is about?  

2. Does the main 

character possess 

likable qualities? 

3. Does the main 

character lead the 

action? 

 

WRITING QUALITY   

   

1. Is the grammar generally correct? 

  

2. Have typos been eliminated?  

  

3. Does the writing create vivid visual 

images? 

4. Is a consistent point of view developed? 

5. Are all the key characters introduced and 

adequately described?   

  

6. Does the novel describe sounds and images 

that the audience will hear and see in their 

mind? 

7. Does each scene play an essential role and 

move the story toward a logical conclusion 

 

Please make comments and give 1 to 5 points.  

 

Group 
Story points Characters points Writing quality points (total points) rank 
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Appendix D: General Questions 

Directions: The following questions are the general demographic information. Please 

read the statement in each question carefully and check the response that best represents 

your learning situation.   

 

1. Gender: male female   

2. Your major:  

3. Your class rank: freshman sophomore junior senior 

4. How much do you use an Internet per day? less than an hour 1-3 hours 3-6 hours 

6-9 hours 8 hours or more 

5. What do you generally use the Internet for (check all that apply)? study research   

news entertainment social shopping email  other, if other, please specify: 

6. Have you used any other websites to improve your English writing?  yes  no. If  

yes, what kind of website and for what purpose? 

7. In addition to blogs and wikis, have you used any other technology tools to learn 

English writing?  yes  no. If yes, what kind of tool and for what purpose?  
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Appendix E: Survey of Learner Satisfaction 

Directions: The statements below are designed to identify your satisfaction about using 

blogs and wikis in the English writing class you took. Each item has 5 possible responses. 

The responses range from 1 (strongly disagree) through 3 (neutral) to 5 (strongly agree). 

If you have no opinion, choose response 3. Please read each statement and check the one 

response that most represents your degree of agreement or disagreement with the 

statement. Please respond to all of the statements. 

 

Dependent variable 

Learner satisfaction (LS) (Hui, Hu, Clark, Tam, & Milton, 2008) 

LS-1: I like the idea of learning English writing in this course. 

LS-2: Learning English writing by taking this course is a good idea.  

LS-3: My learning experience in this English writing course is positive.  

LS-4: Overall, I am satisfied with this English writing course.  

LS-5: Learning English in this course is enjoyable. 

LS-6: As a whole, I am satisfied with this English writing course. 

 

Independent variables  

Course dimension  

Course learnability (CL) (Hui, Hu, Clark, Tam, & Milton, 2008) 

CL-1: I have no difficulty understanding course materials delivered in class. 

CL-2: This course content is presented in a way that is easy to understand. 

CL-3: Overall, I find this course easy to learn. 

 

Course effectiveness (CE) (Hui, Hu, Clark, Tam, & Milton, 2008) 

CE-1: This course helps my English writing by providing useful tools and resources. 

CE-2: This course allows me to learn English writing in many different ways. 

CE-3: This course gives me chances to apply what I learn. 

CE-4: This course allows me to improve my understanding of the essential concepts of 

English writing. 

CE-5: This course allows me to identify important issues in learning English writing. 

CE-6: This course allows me to learn about knowledge of English writing. 

 

Technology dimension  

Perceived usefulness (PU) (Sun, Tsai, Finger, Chen & Yeh, 2008) 

PU-1: Using a blog enhances my English writing effectiveness. 

PU-2: Using a wiki enhances my English writing effectiveness. 

PU-3: Using a blog improves my English writing performance.  

PU-4: Using a wiki improves my English writing performance. 

PU-5: I find a blog useful in English writing.  

PU-6: I find a wiki useful in English writing.    
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PU-7: Using a blog enhances my writing productivity.   

PU-8: Using a wiki enhances my writing productivity. 

 

Perceived ease of use (PEU) (Sun, Tsai, Finger, Chen & Yeh, 2008) 

PEU-1: It is easy for me to become skillful at using a blog. 

PEU-2: It is easy for me to become skillful at using a wiki. 

PEU-3: Learning to use a blog is easy for me.  

PEU-4: Learning to use a wiki is easy for me.  

PEU-5: It is easy to use the functions provided by a blog.  

PEU-6: It is easy to use the functions provided by a wiki.  

 

Environmental dimension  

Peer feedback system (PFS) (Xiao & Lucking, 2008) 

PFS-1: The peer feedback system motivated me to do my best work. 

PFS-2: The peer feedback system is appropriate for the blog writing assignments. 

PFS-3: The peer feedback system is appropriate for wiki writing assignments. 

PFS-4: The peer feedback system created a learning environment in which I felt 

comfortable. 

PFS-5: The peer feedback was too demanding. (R) 

PFS-5: The peer feedback system made me feel responsible for my own learning.    

PFS-6: The peer feedback system made me feel responsible for others' learning.  

PFS-7: It is easy for me to complete my peer feedback assignments. 

PFS-8: I give my peer feedback by the stated due dates. 

PFS-9: My peers give me peer feedback by the stated due dates. 

PFS-10: The use of a blog for peer feedback is efficient regarding the overall class  

structure.  

PFS-11: The use of a wiki for peer feedback is efficient regarding the overall class 

structure. 

PFS-12: Too much learning time was spent doing peer feedback activities. (R) 

PFS-13: I feel confident in my ability to evaluate others' work during the peer feedback 

activities. 

PFS-14: I feel confident in my ability to evaluate my own work during the peer feedback  

activities. 

PFS-15: Blogs allow the feedback process to be helpful in improving the writing quality.   

PFS-16: Wikis allow the feedback process to be helpful in improving the writing quality.   

 

Learning community support (LCS) (Hui, Hu, Clark, Tam, & Milton, 2008) 

LCS-1: This course makes it easy for me to learn from other students. 

LCS-2: This course facilitate my sharing of what I have learned with other students. 

LCS-3: It is easy for to discuss questions about the course contents with other students. 

LCS-4: The group interaction helps me to see connections between my personal 

experiences and class learning.  
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Learners dimension  

Learner attitude toward computer (LAC) (Sun, Tsai, Finger, Chen & Yeh, 2008) 

LAC-1: I believe working with computers is difficult. (R) 

LAC-2: I believe working with computers is complicated. (R) 

LAC-3: I believe working with computers requires technical ability. (R) 

LAC-4: I believe working with computers makes me feel great psychological stress. (R) 

LAC-5: I believe working with computers can only be done if one knows a programming 

language. 

LAC-6: I believe working with computers is only suitable for people with a lot of 

patience. (R) 

LAC-7: I believe working with computers makes a person more productive in his/her 

work. 

LAC-8: I believe that working with computers is for young people only. (R) 

 

Learner computer anxiety (LCA) (Sun, Tsai, Finger, Chen & Yeh, 2008) 

LCA-1: Working with a computer makes me nervous. 

LCA-2: I get a sinking feeling when I think of trying to use a computer. 

LCA-3: Computers make me feel uncomfortable. 

LCA-4: Computers make me feel confused.  

   

Learner Internet self-efficacy (LISE) (Eastin & LaRose, 2000) 

LISE-1: I feel confident understanding terms relating to Internet hardware.   

LISE-2: I feel confident understanding terms relating to Internet software.     

LISE-3: I feel confident describing functions of Internet hardware. 

LISE-4: I feel confident troubleshooting Internet problems. 

LISE-5: I feel confident explaining why a task will not run on the Internet.  

LISE-6: I feel confident using the Internet to gather data. 

LISE-7: I feel confident learning advanced skills with a specific Internet program. 

LISE-8: I feel confident turning to an online discussion group when help is needed.  

 

Instructor dimension  

Instructor response timeliness (IRT) Sun, Tsai, Finger, Chen & Yeh, 2008) 

IRT-1: I received comments on my assignments for this course in a timely manner.  

IRT-2: I received comments on my assignments for this course in a constructive manner. 

IRT-3: I received comments on my assignments for this course in a regular manner. 

 

Instructor attitude toward technology (IAT) (Sun, Tsai, Finger, Chen & Yeh, 2008) 

IAT-1: The instructor considers learning writing by using blogs useful. 

IAT-2: The instructor considers learning writing by using wikis useful. 
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Appendix F: Student Interview Questions 

The purpose of this interview is to understand how you perceive the use of technology 

(i.e., blogs and wikis) from your class experience in the writing course. The interview 

will be recorded and the information you provide will only be used for the research study.     

 

1. What is your overall experience with the Web-supported writing course? 

2. Have you taken other English writing courses in this university? How would you 

compare this course with other English writing courses you have taken in this 

university? 

3. Was there any positive experience that you got from this class? Can you elaborate on 

that? 

4. Was there any negative experience that you got from this class? Can you elaborate on 

that? 

 

5. How comfortable are you with working with computers and Web technologies for 

learning? 

6. How do you like using blogs in writing assignments? In what ways, do you think the 

blogging activities help you learn English writing?  

7.  How do you like using wiki in writing assignments? In what ways, do you think the 

wiki activities help you learn English writing? 

8. What do you think about the peer feedback assessment in your writing work? 

9. What do you think about the instructor’s feedback and evaluation of your online 

writing activities? 

10. Did you encounter any technical problems in your online writing activities? 

11. Did you have adequate technology equipment or resources to fulfill the requirements 

for the Web-based English writing assignments outside of the class? If not, what did 

you do about that? 

12. What kind of support from the instructor do you feel is necessary to help you 

participate in this Web-supported class? 

13. What kind of support from the university do you feel can help you participate in this 

Web-supported English class? 

14. Do you have any other suggestions for the future technology use in this class? 
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Appendix G: Teacher Interview Questions 

The purpose of this interview is to understand how you perceive the use of technology 

(i.e., blogs and wikis) from your teaching experience in the writing course. The interview 

will be recorded and the information you provide will only be used for the research study.     

 

1. How do you define your educational goals in teaching this EFL writing course?  

 

2. How did you decide your instructional design and tasks in this EFL writing course? 

 

3. What kinds of abilities or skills do you want your students to acquire through this EFL 

writing course?  

 

4. Why did you decide to start using blog and wiki in this EFL writing course? 

 

5. What are the differences in your teaching with and without blog and wiki?  

 

5. What are the differences in students' learning with and without blog and wiki?  

 

6. What are the pros and cons of using blog and wiki in teaching EFL writing? 

 

7. While integrating blog and wiki with this EFL writing course, what difficulties or 

barriers did you face? 

 

8. What is your overall opinion about using blog- and wiki-supported EFL writing ? 

 

9. Any other essential issues not mentioned?   
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Appendix H: Analytic Scoring Rubrics Adopted from TOEFL iBT 

Writing  

  Contents Organization Language use 

 

Level 5  

Excellent  

5 knowledgeable; 

substantive; thorough 

development of 

argument; relevant to 

assigned topic 

5 Excellent to well-

organized; logical 

sequencing; cohesive 

very good 

 

5 demonstrates syntactic 

variety, may have one or 

two errors that do not 

obscure meaning 

 

Level 4  

Excellent to 

very good 

4 appropriately addresses 

the writing task, uses 

clearly appropriate 

details to support a thesis 

or illustrate ideas 

 

4 largely organized and 

developed 

4 effective constructions; 

few errors in grammar 

Level 3  

Good to 

average 

3 some knowledge of 

subject; adequate range; 

limited development of 

argument; mostly 

relevant to topic,  

 

3 loosely organized but 

main ideas stand out; 

limited supports; 
logical but incomplete 

sequencing 

3 effective but simple 

constructions; minor 

problems in 

constructions; several 

errors in grammar 

Level 2  

Fair to poor 

2 limited knowledge of 

subject; little substance; 

lacks of development of 

topic 

2 ideas confused or 

disorganized; lacks 

logical sequencing and 

development 

2 Major problems in 

simple/complex 

constructions; errors in 

grammar; meaning 

confused or obscured; : 

Level 1  

Very poor 

1 does not show 

knowledge of subject; 

not enough to evaluate 

1 does not 

communicate; no 

organization; or not 

enough to evaluate 

1 virtually no mastery of 

sentence construction 

rules; does not 

communicate, not 

enough to evaluate 
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Appendix I: Coding List 

Coding list generated for the interview data 

 

Coding for learner satisfaction:  

Idea of learning English writing  IL_EnWrt 

Course taking of English writing CrsT_EnWrt 

Experience of Learning English writing EL_EnWrt 

Other satisfaction response  O_SR 

 

Coding for course dimension:  

Course materials CMat 

Course content  CCnt 

Course presentation CPst 

Course tools  CTl 

Ways of learning writing W_LWrt 

Chances to apply what is learned  Chc_AWL 

Essential concepts of writing E_CWrt 

Identifying important issues in writing I_ISWrt 

Learning about knowledge of writing L_KWrt 

Other course response O_CR 

  

Coding for technology dimension:  

Blog: Writing effectiveness Bg_WrtEf 

Blog: Writing productivity  Bg_WrtP 

Blog: Writing performance  Bg_WrtP 

Blog: Usefulness in writing  Bg_UsfWrt 

Blog: Skillfulness Bg_Skf 

Blog: Learning to use Bg_LU 

Blog: Using the functions Bg_UsfF 

Wiki: Writing effectiveness Wk_WE 

Wiki: Writing productivity  Wk_WPt 

Wiki: Writing performance  Wk_WPt 

Wiki: Usefulness in writing  Wk_UsfW 

Wiki: Skillfulness Wk_Skf 

Wiki: Learning to use Wk_LU 

Wiki: Using the functions Wk_UsfF 

Other technology response O_TR 

 

Coding for Environmental dimension:  

Peer feedback: Motivation on writing work  PF_MWrt 

Peer feedback: Appropriateness for blog PF_ApBg 

Peer feedback: Appropriateness for wiki PF_ApWk 
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Peer feedback: Creating learning environment  PF_CrtCLE 

Peer feedback: Too demanding  PF_TDem 

Peer feedback: Responsible for my own learning PF_ResML 

Peer feedback: Responsible for others' learning PF_ResOL 

Peer feedback: Easy to complete  PF_EasCom 

Peer feedback: Giving by the due date PF_GivBDu 

Peer feedback: Receiving by the due date  PF_RecBDu 

Peer feedback: Efficient on blog PF_EfBg 

Peer feedback: Efficient on wiki PF_EfWk 

Peer feedback: Too much time spent PF_TMT 

Peer feedback: Confident to evaluate others PF_CofEO 

Peer feedback: Confident to evaluate my own PF_CofEM 

Peer feedback: helpful in improving writing quality on blog  PF_HlfWQBg 

Peer feedback: helpful in improving writing quality on wiki PF_HlfWQWk 

Community support: Learning from others CS_LO 

Community support: Facilitating sharing  CS_FacS 

Community support: Discussing course content with others CS_DCrsO 

Community support: Connecting person experience with class learning CS_ConPE 

  

Coding for learner dimension:  

Working with computers: Difficulty WCp_Df 

Working with computers: Complexity WCp_Cpt 

Working with computers: Technical ability  WCp_TecA 

Working with computers: Psychological stress WCp_PyStr 

Working with computers: Programming  WCp_Prm 

Working with computers: Patience  WCp_Pt 

Working with computers: Productivity WCp_Pt 

Working with computers: Young people WCp_YP 

Working with computers: Nervousness  WCp_Nrv 

Working with computers: Sinking feeling  WCp_SFl 

Working with computers: Comfortableness WCp_Cfb 

Working with computers: Confusion WCp_Cfs 

Confidence on understanding Internet terms Cnf_UIT 

Confidence on describing Internet hardware Cnf_IH 

Confidence on trouble shooting Internet problems Cnf_TSIP 

Confidence on explaining a task problem  Cnf_ETP 

Confidence on learning advanced skills with specific Internet program Cnf_LAS 

Confidence on turning to an online discussion group for help Cnf_TDG 

 

 

Coding for instructor dimension:  

Timely assignment comments Tm_AC 

Constructive assignment comments Cst_AC 
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Regular assignment comments Rgr_AC 

Considering using blog useful CU_BgUsf 

Considering using wiki useful CU_WkUsf 



 251 

References  

Aaron, R. (2008). Using technology to facilitate process writing and interaction among 

adult students. Profile, 9, 197-218.  

Ajjan, H., & Hartshorne, R. (2008). Investigating faculty decisions to adopt Web 2.0 

technologies: Theory and empirical tests. The Internet and Higher Education, 

11(2), 71-80. doi: 10.1016/j.iheduc.2008.05.002 

Akbulut, Y. (2008). Exploration of the attitudes of freshman foreign language students 

toward using computers at a Turkish state university. The Turkish Online Journal 

of Educational Technology, 7(1), 18-31. Retrieved from http://www.tojet.net/arti 

cles/v7i1/712.pdf 

Albirini, A. (2006). Teachers’ attitudes toward information and communication 

technologies: The case of Syrian EFL teachers. Computers & Education, 47(4), 

373-398. doi: 10.1016/j.compedu.2004.10.013  

Alexander, B. (2006). Web 2.0: A new wave of innovation for teaching and learning? 

EDUCASE Review, 41(2), 32-44. Retrieved from http://net.educause.edu/ir/librar 

y/pdf/ERM0621.pdf 

Aljumah, F. H. (2012). Saudi learner perceptions and attitudes towards the use of blogs in 

teaching English writing course for EFL majors at Qassim University. English 

Language Teaching, 5(1), 100-116.  

Alm, A. (2006). CALL for autonomy, competence and relatedness: Motivating language 

learning environments in Web 2.0. The JALT CALL Journal, 2(3), 29-38. 

Retrieved from http://jaltcall.org/journal/articles/2_3_Alm.pdf 

Alonso, F., López, G., Manrique, D., & Viñes, J. M. (2005). An instructional model for 

Web-based e-learning education with a blended learning process approach. British 

Journal of Educational Technology, 36(2), 217-235. doi: 10.1111/j.1467-8535.20 

05.00454.x 

Amores, M. J. (1997). A new perspective on peer-editing. Foreign Language Annals, 

30(4), 513-522. doi: 10.1111/j.1944-9720.1997.tb00858.x 

Anderson, P. (2007). What is Web 2.0? Ideas, technologies and implications for 

education. Retrieved October 29, 2010, from http://www.jisc.ac.uk/media/docum 

ents/techwatch/tsw0701b.pdf 

Andrew, L. (2007). Comparison of teacher educators' instructional methods with the 

constructivist ideal. The Teacher Educator, 42(3), 157-184. doi: 10.1080/088787 

30709555401 

Antón, M., & DiCamilla, F. J. (1999). Socio-cognitive functions of L1 collaborative 

interactions in the L2 classroom. The Modern Language Journal, 83(2), 233-247. 

doi: 10.1111/0026-7902.00018 

Applebee, A. N. (1986). Problems in process approaches: Toward a reconceptualization 

of process instruction. In A. R. Petrosky & D. Bartholomae (Eds.), The teaching 

of writing: Eighty-fifth yearbook of the National Society for the Study of 

Education, Part II (pp. 95-113). Chicago, IL: National Society for the Study of 

Education. 



 252 

Arbaugh, J. B. (2000). Virtual classroom characteristics and student satisfaction with 

Internet-based MBA courses. Journal of Management Education, 24(1), 32-54. 

doi: 10.1177/105256290002400104 

Arbaugh, J. B., & Duray, R. (2002). Technological and structural characteristics, student 

learning and satisfaction with Web-based courses: An exploratory study of two 

on-line MBA programs. Management Learning, 33(3), 331-347. doi: 10.1177/13 

50507602333003 

Armstrong, K., & Retterer, O. (2008). Blogging as L2 writing: A case study. AACE 

Journal, 16(3), 233-251.  

Astin, A. W. (2003). What matters in college: Four critical years revisited. San 

Francisco, CA: Jossey-Bass Publishers. 

Atkinson, D. (2003). L2 writing in the post-process era: Introduction. Journal of Second 

Language Writing, 12(1), 3-15. doi: 10.1016/S1060-3743(02)00123-6 

Bødker, S., & Petersen, M. G. (2000). Design for learning in use. Scandinavian Journal 

of Information Systems, 12(1), 61-80.  

Bachman, L. F. (2002). Some reflections on task-based language performance 

assessment. Language Testing 19(4), 453-476. doi: 10.1191/0265532202lt240oa 

Bachman, L. F. (2004). Statistical analyses for language assessment. Cambridge, 

England: Cambridge University Press. 

Badger, R., & White, G. (2000). A process genre approach to teaching writing. ELT 

Journal, 54(2), 153-160. doi: 10.1093/elt/54.2.153 

Baek, Y., Jung, J., & Kim, B. (2008). What makes teachers use technology in the 

classroom? Exploring the factors affecting facilitation of technology with a 

Korean sample. Computers & Education, 50(1), 224-234. doi: 10.1016/j.comped 

u.2006.05.002 

Banados, E. (2006). A blended-learning pedagogical model for teaching and learning 

EFL successfully through an online interactive multimedia environment. CALICO 

Journal, 23(3), 533-550. Retrieved from https://calico.org/html/article_105.pdf 

Bangert-Drowns, R. L. (1993). The word processor as an instructional tool: A meta-

analysis of word processing in writing instruction. Review of Educational 

Research, 63(1), 69-93.  

Barbeite, F. G., & Weiss, E. M. (2004). Computer self-efficacy and anxiety scales for an 

Internet sample: Testing measurement equivalence of existing measures and 

development of new scales. Computers in Human Behavior, 20(1), 1-15. doi: 10.1 

016/S0747-5632(03)00049-9 

Baron, N. S. (1998). Letters by phone or speech by other means: The linguistics of email. 

Language & Communication, 18(2), 133-170.  

Bazeley, P. (2004). Issues in mixing qualitative and quantitative approaches to research. 

In R. Buber, J. Gadner & L. Richards (Eds.), Applying qualitative methods to 

marketing management research (pp. 141-156). Hampshire, England: Palgrave 

Macmillan. 



 253 

Bazely, P. (2003). Computerized data analysis for mixed methods research. In A. 

Tashakkori & C. Teddlie (Eds.), Handbook of mixed methods in social & 

behavioral research (pp. 385-422). Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage Publications. 

Beatty, K. (2003). Teaching and researching: Computer-assisted language learning. 

London, England: Pearson Education. 

Beauvois, M. H. (1997). Computer-mediated communication: Technology for improving 

speaking and writing. In M. D. Bush & R. M. Terry (Eds.), Technology-enhanced 

language learning (pp. 165-184). Chicago, IL: National Textbook Company. 

Becker, A. (2006). A review of writing model research based on cognitive processes. In 

A. Horning & A. Becker (Eds.), Revision: History, theory, and practice (pp. 25-

49). Anderson, SC: Parlor Press. 

Belchamber, R. (2007). The advantages of communicative language teaching. The 

Internet TESL Journal, XIII(2). Retrieved from http://iteslj.org/Articles/Belcham 

ber-CLT.html 

Beldarraina, Y. (2006). Distance education trends: Integrating new technologies to foster 

student interaction and collaboration. Distance Education, 27(2), 139-153.  

Bennett, S., Maton, K., & Kervin, L. (2008). The "digital natives" debate: A critical 

review of the evidence. British Journal of Educational Technology, 39, 775-786. 

doi: 10.1111/j.1467-8535.2007.00793.x 

Benson, P. (2001). Teaching and researching autonomy in language learning. London, 

England: Longman. 

Bereiter, C., & Scardamalia, M. (1987). The psychology of written composition. 

Hillsdale, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum Associates. 

Berg, E. C. (1999). The effects of trained peer response on ESL students’ revision types 

and writing quality. Journal of Second Language Writing 8(3), 215-241. doi: 

10.1016/S1060-3743(99)80115-5 

Berlin, J. (1988). Rhetoric and ideology in the writing class. College English, 50(5), 477-

494.  

Bertolo, S. (2001). A brief overview of learnability. In S. Bertolo (Ed.), Language 

acquisition and learnability (pp. 1-14). Cambridge, England: Cambridge 

University Press. 

Bitner, N., & Bitner, J. (2002). Integrating technology into the classroom: Eight keys to 

success. Journal of Technology and Teacher Education, 10(1), 95-100.  

Blake, R. J. (2007). New trends in using technology in the language curriculum. Annual 

Review of Applied Linguistics, 27(1), 76-97. doi: 10.1017/S0267190508070049 

Blake, R. J. (2008). Brave new digital classroom: Technology and foreign language 

learning. Washington, DC: Georgetown University Press. 

Bloch, J. (2008). Technologies in the second language composition classroom. Ann 

Arbor, MI: The University of Michigan Press. 

Bollen, K. A., & Long, J. S. (1993). Testing structural equation models. Newbury Park, 

CA: Sage Publications. 



 254 

Bordbar, F. (2010). English teachers’ attitudes toward computer-assisted language 

learning. International Journal of Language Studies, 4(3), 27-54. Retrieved from 

http://www.ijls.net/volumes/volume4issue3/bordbar2.pdf 

Borich, G. (2006). Fundamentals of statistical inference. Austin, TX: Abel's Copies. 

Boulos, M. N. K., Maramba, I., & Wheeler, S. (2006). Wikis, blogs and podcasts: A new 

generation of Web-based tools for virtual collaborative clinical practice and 

education. BMC Medical Education, 6(41), 1-8. doi:10.1186/1472-6920-6-41 

Boyle, O. F. (1982). Writing: Process vs. product. In O. Boyle (Ed.), Writing lessons II: 

Lessons in writing by teachers (pp. 39-44). Berkeley, CA: University of 

California/Bay Area Writing Project. 

Braine, G. (1997). Beyond word processing: Networked computers in ESL writing 

classes. Computers and Composition, 14(1), 45-58 doi: 10.1016/S8755-4615(97) 

90037-2 

Breen, M. P., & Candlin, C. N. (1980). The essentials of a communicative curriculum in 

language teaching. Applied Linguistics, 1(2), 89-112. doi: 10.1093/applin/I.2.89 

Breslow, L. (2007). Lessons learned: Findings from MIT initiatives in educational 

technology (2000–2005). Journal of Science Education and Technology, 16(4), 

283-297. doi: 10.1007/s10956-007-9052-8 

Breuch, L.-A. K. (2004). Virtual peer review: Teaching and learning about writing in 

online environments. New York, NY: State University of New York Press.   

Brook, C., & Oliver, R. (2003). Online learning communities: Investigating a design 

framework. Australian Journal of Educational Technology, 19(2), 139-160. 

Retrieved from http://www.ascilite.org.au/ajet/ajet19/brook.html 

Brooks, J. G., & Brooks, M. G. (1999). In search of understanding: The case for 

constructivist classrooms. Alexandria, VA: Association for Supervision and 

Curriculum Development. 

Bruner, J. S. (1990). Acts of meaning. Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press. 

Bruning, R., & Horn, C. (2000). Developing motivation to write. Educational 

Psychologist, 35(1), 25-37 doi: 10.1207/S15326985EP3501_4 

Bryman, A. (2006). Integrating quantitative and qualitative research: How is it done? 

Qualitative Research 6(1), 97–113. doi: 10.1177/1468794106058877 

Bryman, A. (2007). Barriers to integrating quantitative and qualitative research. Journal 

of Mixed Methods Research, 1(1), 8-22. doi: 10.1177/2345678906290531 

Buffington, M. L. (2008). Creating and consuming Web 2.0 in art education. Computers 

in the Schools, 25(3-4), 303-313. doi: 10.1080/07380560802365898 

Bull, G., & Ferster, B. (2006). Ubiquitous complete in a Web 2.0 world. Learning and 

Leading with Technology, 33(4), 9-11.  

Butler-Pascoe, M. E., & Wiburg, K. M. (2003). Technology and teaching English 

language learners. Boston, MA: Allyn and Bacon/Pearson. 

Byrne, B. M. (2010). Structural equation modeling with AMOS: Basic concepts, 

applications, and programming. New York, NY: Taylor & Francis. 

Campbell, A. P. (2003). Weblogs for use with ESL classes. The Internet TESL Journal, 

9(2). Retrieved from http://iteslj.org/Techniques/Campbell-Weblogs.html 



 255 

Campbell, A. P. (2004). Using LiveJournal for authentic communication in EFL classes. 

The Internet TESL Journal, 10(9). Retrieved from http://iteslj.org/Techniques/Ca 

mpbell-LiveJournal/ 

Can, T. (2009). Learning and teaching languages online: A constructivist approach. 

Novitas-ROYAL, 3(1), 60-74. Retrieved from http://novitasroyal.org/Vol_3_1/ca 

n.pdf 

Carrell, P. L. (1987). Historical evolution of contrastive rhetoric. In U. Connor & R. B. 

Kaplan (Eds.), Writing across languages: Analysis of L2 text (pp. 37-48). 

Reading, MA: Addison-Wesley. 

Carson, J. G., & Nelson, G. L. (1994). Writing groups: Cross-cultural issues. Journal of 

Second Language Writing, 3(1), 17-30. doi: 10.1016/1060-3743(94)90003-5 

Carson, J. G., & Nelson, G. L. (1996). Chinese students' perceptions of ESL peer 

response group interaction. Journal of Second Language Writing, 5(1), 1-19. doi: 

10.1016/S1060-3743(96)90012-0 

Caudery, T. (1995). What the “process approach” means to practising teachers of second 

language writing skills. TESL-EJ, 1(4). Retrieved from http://www.tesl-ej.org/wo 

rdpress/issues/volume1/ej04/ej04a3/ 

Cennamo, K., Ross, J. D., & Ertmer, P. A. (2010). Technology integration for meaningful 

classroom use: A standards-based approach. Belmont, CA: Wadsworth, Cengage 

Learning. 

Chandrasegaran, A. (2009). What does teaching writing as a process really mean? In L. J. 

Zhang, R. Rubdy & L. Alsagoff (Eds.), Englishes and literatures-in-English in a 

globalised world (pp. 338-351). Singapore: Nanyang Technological University. 

Chao, Y.-C., & Lo, H.-C. (2011). Students' perceptions of wiki-based collaborative 

writing for learners of English as a foreign language. Interactive Learning 

Environments, 19(4), 395-411. doi: 10.1080/10494820903298662 

Chao, Y. C., & Huang, C. K. (2007). The effectiveness of computer-mediated 

communication on enhancing writing process and writing outcomes: The 

implementation of blog and wiki in the EFL writing class in Taiwan. In C. 

Montgomerie & J. Searle (Eds.), Proceedings of World Conference on 

Educational Multimedia, Hypermedia and Telecommunications 2007 (pp. 3463-

3468). Chesapeake, VA: AACE. 

Chapelle, C. A. (1997). CALL in the year 2000: Still in search of research paradigms? 

Language Learning & Technology, 1(1), 19-43. Retrieved from http://llt.msu.edu 

/vol1num1/chapelle/default.html 

Chapelle, C. A. (2008). Technology and second language acquisition. Annual Review of 

Applied Linguistics, 27, 98-114. doi: 10.1017/S0267190508070050 

Chaudron, C. (1984). The effects of feedback on students' composition revisions. RELC 

Journal, 15(2), 1-14. doi: 10.1177/003368828401500201 

Chen, C.-H. (2008). Why do teachers not practice what they believe regarding technology 

integration. The Journal of Educational Research, 102(1), 65-75. doi: 10.3200/J 

OER.102.1.65-75 



 256 

Chen, P.-C., & Lin, Y.-L. (2009). The effect of peer-review and teacher-review in young 

NNS learners’ guided writing instruction. Journal of Pingtung Univesrity of 

Eudcation- Educational Track, 32, 333-358.  

Chen, P.-J. (2010). A study on the effectiveness of a blog-integrated EFL college writing 

course (Unpublished doctoral dissertation). National Taiwan Normal University, 

Taipei.   

Chen, W.-C. (2007). Some literature review on the comparison of the Chinese qi-cheng-

zhuan-he writing model and the Western problem-solution schema. WHAMPOA─ 

An Interdisciplinary Journal, 52, 137-148.  

Chen, Y.-L. (2008a). Factors affecting the integration of information and 

communications technology in teaching English in Taiwan. Asian EFL Journal, 

28(1), 1-44. Retrieved from http://www.asian-efl-journal.com/pta_May_08_ylc.p 

hp 

Chen, Y.-L. (2008b). A mixed-method study of EFL teachers’ Internet use in language 

instruction. Teaching and Teacher Education, 24(4), 1015-1028. doi: 10.1016/j.ta 

te.2007.07.002 

Chen, Y.-M. (2002). The problems of university EFL writing in Taiwan. The Korea 

TESOL Journal, 5(1), 1-22.  

Chen, Y. L., Liu, Z. F., Shih, R. C., Wu, C. T., & Yuan, S. M. (2011). Use of peer 

feedback to enhance elementary students’ writing through blogging. British 

Journal of Educational Technology, 42 (1), E1–E4. doi: 10.1111/j.1467-8535.20 

10.01139.x 

Chenail, R. J. (2000). Navigating the "seven C's": Curiosity, confirmation, comparison, 

changing, collaborating, critiquing, and combinations. The Qualitative Report, 4 

(3/4). Retrieved from http://www.nova.edu/ssss/QR/QR4-3/sevencs.html 

Cheng, H.-F., & Doumlrnye, Z. (2007). The use of motivational strategies in language 

instruction: The case of EFL teaching in Taiwan. Innovation in Language 

Learning and Teaching, 1(1), 153-174.  

Chern, C.-L. (2002). English language teaching in Taiwan today. Asia Pacific Journal of 

Education, 22(2), 97-105. doi: 10.1080/0218879020220209 

Chien, S.-C. (2011). Discourse organization in high school students' writing and their 

teachers' writing instruction: The case of Taiwan. Foreign Language Annals, 

44(2), 417-435. doi: 10.1111/j.1944-9720.2011.01131.x 

Cholewinski, M. (2009). An introduction to constructivism and authentic activity. 

Internationl Journal of Nagoya Univesrity of Foreign Studies, 5, 283-316.  

Chou, L.-H., & Hayes, D. M. (2009). An overview of English writing research in Taiwan. 

English Language Teaching, 2(4), 215-225.  

Chou, P.-N., & Chen, H.-H. (2008). Engagement in online collaborative learning: A case 

study using a Web 2.0 tool. MERLOT Journal of Online Learning and Teaching, 

4(4), 574-582.  

Chou, S.-W., & Liu, C.-H. (2005). Learning effectiveness in a Web-based virtual learning 

environment: A learner control perspective. Journal of Computer Assisted 

Learning, 21(1), 65-76. doi: 10.1111/j.1365-2729.2005.00114.x 



 257 

Choy, S. O., & Ng, K. C. (2007). Implementing wiki software for supplementing online 

learning. Australasian Journal of Educational Technology, 23(2), 209-226. 

Retrieved from http://www.ascilite.org.au/ajet/ajet23/choy.html 

Chretien, K., Goldman, E., & Faselis, C. (2008). The reflective writing class blog: Using 

technology to promote reflection and professional development. Journal of 

General Internal Medicine, 23(12), 2066-2070. Retrieved from http://www.ncbi. 

nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC2596513/ doi:10.1007/s11606-008-0796-5 

Chu, H.-N. (2007). Shyness and EFL Learning in Taiwan: A study of shy and non-shy 

college students' use of strateiges, anxiety, and motivation. Paper presented at the 

Annual Conference of Southwest Educational Research Association, San Antonio, 

TX.  

Chuang, H.-H., & Rosenbusch, M. H. (2005). Use of digital video technology in an 

elementary school foreign language methods course. British Journal of 

Educational Technology, 36(5), 869-880. doi: 10.1111/j.1467-8535.2005.00509.x 

Chun, D. M. (2008). Computer-mediated discourse in instructed environments. In S. S. 

Magnan (Ed.), Mediating discourse online (pp. 15-45). Amsterdam, Netherlands: 

John Benjamins Publishing. 

Clark, I. (2003). Concepts in composition: Theory and practice in the teaching of writing. 

Mahwah, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum Associates. 

Cochran-Smith, M. (1991). Word processing and writing in elementary classrooms: A 

critical review of related literature. Review of Educational Research, 61(1), 107-

155.  

Coit, C. (2004). Peer review in an online college writing course. In Kinshuk, C.-K. Looi, 

E. Sutinen, D. G. Sampson, I. Aedo, L. Uden & E. Kähkönen (Eds.), Proceedings 

of the IEEE International Conference on Advanced Learning Technologies 

(ICALT'04) (pp. 902-903). Washington, DC: IEEE Computer Society. 

Cole, M. (2009). Using wiki technology to support student engagement: Lessons from the 

trenches. Computers & Education, 52(1), 141-146. doi: 10.1016/j.compedu.2008. 

07.003 

Coleman, J. A., Hampel, R., Hauck, M., & Stickler, U. (2010). Collaboration and 

interaction: The keys to distance and computer-supported language learning. In G. 

S. Levine, A. Phipps & C. Blythe (Eds.), Critical and intercultural theory and 

language pedagogy (pp. 161–180). Florence, KY: Cengage Learning. 

Collentine, K. (2009). Learner use of holistic language unit in multimodal, task-based 

synchronous computer-mediated communication. Language Learning & 

Technology, 13(2), 68-87. Retrieved from http://llt.msu.edu/vol13num2/collentin 

e.pdf 

Collins, A. (1991). The role of computer technology in restructuring schools. Phi Delta 

Kappan, 73(1), 28-36.  

Collins, M. T. K., Onwuegbuzie, J. A., & Jiao, G. Q. (2006). Prevalence of mixed 

methods sampling designs in social science research. Evaluation and Research in 

Education, 19(2), 83-101. doi: 10.2167/eri421.0 



 258 

Coniam, D., & Lee, M. W. K. (2008). Incorporating wikis into the teaching of English 

writing. Hong Kong Teachers’ Centre Journal, 7, 52-67.  

Connor, E. (2006). Medical librarian 2.0. Medical Reference Services Quarterly, 26(1), 1-

15. doi: 10.1300/J115v26n01_01 

Cooper, R. (2007). An investigation into constructivism within an outcomes based 

curriculum. Issues In Educational Research, 17(1), 15-39. Retrieved from 

http://www.iier.org.au/iier17/cooper.html 

Cormode, G., & Krishnamurthy, B. (2008). Key differences between Web 1.0 and Web 

2.0. First Monday, 13(6). Retrieved from http://www.uic.edu/htbin/cgiwrap/bin/oj 

s/index.php/fm/article/view/2125/1972 

Correa, D. (2009). Exploring academic writing and voice in ESL writing. Íkala, 14(21). 

Retrieved from http://aprendeenlinea.udea.edu.co/revistas/index.php/ikala/article/ 

view/2667 

Costanzo, W. (1994). Reading, writing, and thinking in an age of electronic literacy. In C. 

Selfe & S. Hiligoss (Eds.), Literacy and computers: The complications of 

teaching and learning with technology (pp. 11-21). New York, NY: Modern 

Language Association. 

Craig, E. M. (2007). Changing paradigms: Managed learning environments and Web 2.0. 

Campus-Wide Information Systems, 24(3), 152-161. doi: 10.1108/106507407107 

62185 

Creswell, J. W. (2008). Educational research: Planning, conducting, and evaluating 

quantitative and qualitative research (3rd ed.). Upper Saddle River, NJ: Pearson 

Education. 

Creswell, J. W. (2009). Research design: Qualitative, quantitative, and mixed methods 

approaches (3rd ed.). Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage Publications. 

Creswell, J. W., & Garrett, A. L. (2008). The “movement” of mixed methods research 

and the role of educators. South African Journal of Education, 28(3), 321-333.  

Creswell, J. W., & Plano Clark, V. L. (2007). Designing and conducting mixed methods 

research. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage Publications. 

Creswell, J. W., Plano Clark, V. L., Guttman, M., & Hanson, W. (2003). Advanced 

mixed methods research designs. In A. Tashakkori & C. B. Teddlie (Eds.), 

Handbook on mixed methods in the behavioral and social sciences (pp. 209-240). 

Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage Publications. 

Crook, C., Cummings, J., Fisher, T., Graber, R., Harrison, C., Lewin, C. et al. (2008). 

Web 2.0 technologies for learning: The current landscape–opportunities, 

challenges and tensions. Retrieved November 9, 2010, from http://research.becta. 

org.uk/upload-dir/downloads/page_documents/research/web2_technologies_learn 

ing.pdf 

Cuban, L. (1998). How schools change reforms: Redefining reform success and failure. 

Teachers College Record, 99(3), 453-477.  

Cuban, L. (2001). Oversold and underused: Computers in the classroom. Cambridge, 

MA: Harvard University Press. 



 259 

Cui, Z. (2010). On the applications of modern educational technology in maritime 

English teaching from the perspective of constructivism. English Language 

Teaching, 3(3), 244-248.  

Cumming, A. (1998). Theoretical perspective on writing. Annual Review of Applied 

Linguistics, 18, 61-78.  

Cumming, A. (2009). The contribution of studies of foreign language writing to research, 

theory, and policies. In R. M. Manchón (Ed.), Writing in foreign language 

contexts: Learning, teaching, and researching (pp. 209-231). Bristol, England: 

Multilingual Matters. 

Cummins, J., Brown, K., & Sayers, D. (2006). Literacy, technology, and diversity: 

Teaching for success in changing times. Boston, MA: Pearson Education. 

Davidson-Shivers, V. G., & Karen, R. L. (2006). Web-based learning: Design, 

implementation, and evaluation. Upper Saddle River, NJ: Merrill Prentice Hall. 

Davis, F. D. (1989). Perceived usefulness, perceived ease of use, and user acceptance of 

information technology. MIS Quarterly, 13(3), 319-340.  

Davis, F. D., Bagozzi, R. P., & Warshaw, P. R. (1989). User acceptance of computer 

technology: A comparison of two theoretical models. Management Science, 35(8), 

982-1003. doi: 10.1287/mnsc.35.8.982 

Dennen, V., Darabi, A. A., & Smith, L. L. (2007). Instructor-learner interaction in online 

courses: The relative perceived importance of particular instructor actions on 

performance and satisfaction. Journal of Distance Education, 28(1), 65-79.  

Descy, D. (2006). The wiki: True Web democracy. TechTrends, 50(1), 4-5. doi: 10.1007/ 

s11528-006-7569-y 

Deubel, P. (2003). An investigation of behaviorist and cognitive approaches to 

instructional multimedia design. Journal of Educational Multimedia and 

Hypermedia, 12(1), 63-90.  

DeVellis, R. F. (2012). Scale development: Theory and applications (3rd ed.). Thousand 

Oaks, CA: Sage Publications. 

Dewey, J. (1930). Democracy and education: An introduction to the philosophy of 

education. New York, NY: The Macmillan Company. 

Dewey, J. (1933). How we think: A restatement of the relation of reflective thinking to the 

educative process. Boston, MA: Houghton Mifflin. 

Diab, R. L. (2006). Error correction and feedback in the EFL writing classroom: 

Comparing instructor and student preferences. English Teaching Forum, 44(3), 2-

13. 

Dippold, D. (2009). Peer feedback through blogs: Student and teacher perceptions in an 

advanced German class. ReCALL, 21(1), 18-36. doi: http://dx.doi.org/10.1017/S0 

95834400900010X  

Dockstader, J. (1999). Teachers of the 21st century know the what, why, and how of 

technology integration. T.H.E. Journal, 26(6). Retrieved from http://thejournal.co 

m/Issues/1999/January-1999.aspx 



 260 

Donato, R. (1994). Collective scaffolding in second language learning. In J. P. Lantolf & 

G. Appel (Eds.), Vygotskian approaches to second language research (pp. 33-56). 

Norwood, NJ: Ablex. 

Doolittle, P. E. (1997). Vygotsky's zone of proximal development as a theoretical 

foundation for cooperative learning. Journal on Excellence in College Teaching, 

8(1), 83-103.  

Driscoll, M. P. (2005). Psychology of learning for instruction (3rd ed.). Needham 

Heights, MA: Allyn & Bacon. 

Duchastel, P. (Ed.). (2009). Encyclopedia of information science and technology (2nd 

ed.). Hershey, PA: IGI Global. 

Duffy, T. M., & Cunningham, D. J. (1996). Constructivism: Implications for the design 

and delivery of instruction. In D. H. Jonassen (Ed.), Handbook of research for 

educational communications and technology (pp. 170-198). New York, NY: 

Simon & Shuster Macmillan. 

Duffy, T. M., & Jonassen, D. H. (1991). New implications for instructional technology? 

Educational Technology & Society, 31(3), 7-12.  

Eastin, M. S., & LaRose, R. (2000). Internet self-efficacy and the psychology of the 

digital divide. Journal of Computer-Mediated Communication, 6(1). Retrieved 

from http://jcmc.indiana.edu/vol6/issue1/eastin.html 

Eastment, D. (2005). Blogging. ELT Journal, 59(4), 358-361. doi: 10.1093/elt/cci073 

Ebersbach, A., Glaser, M., Heigl, R., & Warta, A. (2006). Wiki: Web collaboration (2nd 

ed.). Berlin, Heidelberg: Springer-Verlag. 

Egbert, J., Paulus, T. M., & Nakamichi, Y. (2002). The impact of CALL instruction on 

classroom computer use: A foundation for rethinking technology in teacher 

education. Language Learning & Technology 6(3), 108-126. Retrieved from 

http://llt.msu.edu/vol6num3/egbert/default.html 

Elbow, P. (1998). Writing with power: Techniques for mastering the writing process. 

New York, NY: Oxford University Press. 

Elbow, P. (1999). Individualism and the teaching of writing: Response to Vai 

Ramanathan and Dwight Atkinson. Journal of Second Language Writing, 8(3), 

327-338. doi: 10.1016/S1060-3743(99)80120-9 

Elgort, I., Smith, A. G., & Toland, J. (2008). Is wiki an effective platform for group 

course work? Australasian Journal of Educational Technology & Society, 24(2), 

195-210. Retrieved from http://www.ascilite.org.au/ajet/ajet24/elgort.pdf 

Ellison, N., & Wu, Y. (2008). Blogging in the classroom: A preliminary exploration of 

student attitudes and impact on comprehension. Journal of Educational 

Multimedia and Hypermedia, 17(1), 99-122. 

Elola, I., & Oskoz, A. (2010). Collaborative writing: Fostering foreign language and 

writing conventions development. Language Learning & Technology, 14(3), 51-

71. Retrieved from http://llt.msu.edu/issues/october2010/elolaoskoz.pdf 

Emig, J. A. (1983). The Web of meaning. Upper Montclair, NJ: Boynton/Cook. 

Engstrom, M. E., & Jewett, D. (2005). Collaborative learning the wiki way. TechTrends: 

Linking Research & Practice to Improve Learning, 49(6), 12-16.  



 261 

Ernest, P. (1995). The one and the many. In L. P. Steffe & J. Gale (Eds.), Constructivism 

in education. Hillsdale, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum Associates. 

Ernest, P. (1998). Social constructivism as a philosophy of mathematics. Albany, NY: 

State University of New York Press. 

Ertmer, P. A. (1999). Addressing first- and second-order barriers to change: Strategies for 

technology integration. Educational Technology Research and Development, 

47(4), 47-61. doi: 10.1007/BF02299597 

Ertmer, P. A., & Newby, T. J. (1993). Behaviorism, cognitivism, constructivism: 

Comparing critical features from an instructional design perspective. Performance 

Improvement Quarterly, 6(4), 50-72. doi: 10.1111/j.1937-8327.1993.tb00605.x 

Fageeh, A. I. (2011). EFL learners’ use of blogging for developing writing skills and 

enhancing attitudes towards English learning: An exploratory study. Journal of 

Language and Literature, 2(1), 31-48.  

Faigley, L. (1986). Competing theories of process: A critique and a proposal. College 

English, 48(6), 527-542.  

Fang, Y. (2010). Perceptions of the computer-assisted writing program among EFL 

college learners. Educational Technology & Society, 13(3), 246-256. Retrieved 

from http://www.ifets.info/journals/13_3/22.pdf 

Felix, U. (2002). The Web as a vehicle for constructivist approaches in language 

teaching. ReCALL, 14(1), 2-15. doi: 10.1017/S0958344002000216 

Fellner, T., & Apple, M. (2006). Developing writing fluency and lexical complexity with 

blogs. The JALT CALL Journal, 2(1), 15-26.  

Ferris, D. R. (2003). Response to student writing: Implications for second language 

students. Mahwah, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum Associates. 

Ferris, D. R. (2007). Preparing teachers to respond to student writing. Journal of Second 

Language Writing, 16(3), 165-193. doi: 10.1016/j.jslw.2007.07.003 

Flower, L. (1989). Problem-solving strategies for writing (3rd ed.). San Diego, CA: 

Harcourt Brace Jovanovich. 

Flower, L., & Hayes, J. R. (1980). The dynamics of composing: Making plans and 

juggling constrains. In L. W. Gregg & E. R. Steinberg (Eds.), Cognitive Processes 

in Writing (pp. 31-50). Hillsdale, NJ: Lawerence Erlbaum Associates. 

Flower, L., & Hayes, J. R. (1981). A cognitive process theory of writing. College 

Composition and Communication, 32(2), 365-387.  

Fontana, A., & Frey, J. H. (1998). Interviewing: The art of science. In N. K. Denzin & Y. 

S. Lincoln (Eds.), Collecting and interpreting qualitative materials (pp. 361-376). 

Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage Publications. 

Fontana, A., & Frey, J. H. (2005). The interview: From structured questions to negotiated 

text. In N. K. Denzin & Y. S. Lincoln (Eds.), The SAGE handbook of qualitative 

research (3rd ed., pp. 695-728). Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage Publications. 

Foreman, J. (2003). Next-generation: Educational technology versus the lecture. 

EDUCAUSE Review, 38(4), 12-22. Retrieved from http://net.educause.edu/ir/libr 

ary/pdf/erm0340.pdf 



 262 

Fosnot, C. T. (Ed.). (2005). Constructivism: Theory, perspectives and practice (2nd ed.). 

New York, NY: Teachers College Press. 

Fotos, S., & Browne, C. M. (2004). New perspectives on call for second language 

classrooms. London, England: Lawrence Erlbaum Associates. 

Fountainhead Press. (2009). The writing process: Drafting, revising, and editing. 

Retrieved January 2, 2011, from http://www.fountainheadpress.com/contentresou 

rces/eng_writingproc_DRE.pdf 

Franco, C. d. P. (2008). Using wiki-based peer-correction to develop writing skills of 

Brazilian EFL learners. Novitas-ROYAL, 2(1), 49-59. Retrieved from http://www. 

novitasroyal.org/franco.pdf 

Franklin, T., & Consulting, F. (2007). Web 2.0 for content for learning and teaching in 

higher education. Retrieved April 7, 2011, from http://ie-repository.jisc.ac.uk/14 

8/1/web2-content-learning-and-teaching.pdf 

Friedman, T. L. (2006). The world is flat: A brief history of the twenty-first century. New 

York, NY: Farrar, Straus and Giroux. 

Fu, Z. (2010). On the applications of modern educational technology in translation 

teaching of maritime English from the perspective of constructivism. Journal of 

Language Teaching and Research, 1(4), 412-415. doi: 10.4304/jltr.1.4.412-415 

Fulk, J. (1993). Social construction of communication technology. Academy of 

Management Journal, 36(5), 921-950.  

Fulk, J., Schmitz, J., & Steinfield, C. W. (1990). A social influence model of technology 

use. In J. Fulk & C. W. Steinfield (Eds.), Organizations and communication 

technology (pp. 117-140). Newbury Park, CA: Sage Publications. 

Gagnon, G. W., & Collay, M. (2006). Constructivist learning design: Key questions for 

teaching to standards. Thousands Oaks, CA: Corwin Press. 

Gao, J. (2007). Teaching writing in Chinese universities: Finding an eclectic approach. 

Asian EFL Journal, 20(2) , 285-297. Retrieved from http://www.asian-efl-journa 

l.com/2007_Teaching_Articles.pdf 

Gao, Y. (2005). Applying the technology acceptance model (TAM) to educational 

hypermedia: A field study. Journal of Educational Multimedia and Hypermedia, 

14(3), 237-247.  

Garci'a-Aracil, A. (2009). European graduates’ level of satisfaction with higher 

education. Higher Education, 57(1), 1-21. doi: 10.1007/s10734-008-9121-9 

Garrett, N. (2009). Computer-assisted language learning trends and issues revisited: 

Integrating innovation. The Modern Language Journal, 93, 719-740. doi: 10.111 

1/j.1540-4781.2009.00969.x 

Gattiker, U. E., & Hlavka, A. (1992). Computer attitudes and learning performance: 

Issues for management education and training. Journal of Organizational 

Behavior, 13(1), 89-101. doi: 10.1002/job.4030130109 

Gaver, W. W. (1991). Technology affordances. Paper presented at the SIGCHI 

conference on Human Factors in Computing Systems, New Orleans, LA. 

Retreived from http://dl.acm.org/citation.cfm?id=108856 



 263 

Ge, G. (2005). A strategic approach to teaching English writing. CELEA Journal, 28(6), 

110-116.  

George, D., & Mallery, P. (2008). SPSS for windows step-by-step: A simple guide and 

reference 15.0 update (8th ed.). Boston, MA: Pearson Education. 

Gibson, S. G., Harris, M. L., & Colaric, S. M. (2008). Technology acceptance in an 

academic context: Faculty acceptance of online education. The Journal of 

Education for Business, 83(6), 355-359. doi: 10.3200/JOEB.83.6.355-359 

Gilbert, D., Chen, L. H., & Sabol, J. (2008). Building learning communities with wikis. 

In R. E. Cummings & M. Barton (Eds.), Wiki writing: Collaborative learning in 

the college classroom (pp. 71-89). Ann Arbor, MI: The University of Michigan 

Press. 

Glogoff, S. (2005). Instructional blogging: Promoting interactivity, student-centered 

learning, and peer input. Innovate, 1(5). Retrieved from http://www.innovateonli 

ne.info/index.php?view=article&id=126 

Goddard, M. (2002). What do we do with these computers? Reflections on technology in 

the classroom. Journal of Research on Technology in Education, 35(1), 19-26.  

Godwin-Jones, R. (2003). Emerging technologies. Blogs and wikis: Environments for on-

line collaboration. Language, Learning & Technology, 7(2), 12-16. Retrieved 

from http://llt.msu.edu/vol7num2/emerging/default.html 

Godwin-Jones, R. (2008). Emerging technologies Web-writing 2.0: Enabling, 

documenting, and assessing writing online. Language Learning & Technology, 

12(2), 7-13. Retrieved from http://llt.msu.edu/vol12num2/emerging.pdf 

Goldberg, A., Russell, M., & Cook, A. (2003). The effect of computers on student 

writing: A meta-analysis of studies from 1992 to 2002. The Journal of 

Technology, Learning, and Assessment, 2(1). Retrieved from http://escholarship. 

bc.edu/jtla/vol2/1/ 

Grabe, W., & Kaplan, R. B. (1996). Theory and practice of writing: An applied linguistic 

perspective. New York, NY: Longman. 

Graham, C. R. (2006). Blended learning systems: Definition, current trends and future 

directions. In C. J. Bonk & C. R. Graham (Eds.), The handbook of blended 

learning: Global perspectives, local designs (pp. 3-21). San Francisco, CA: 

Pfeiffer. 

Graham, S., Berninger, V., & Fan, W. (2007). The structural relationship between writing 

attitude and writing achievement in first and third grade. Contemporary 

Educational Psychology, 32(3), 516-536.  

Graham, S., & Harris, K. R. (2007). Best practice in teaching planning. In S. Graham, C. 

A. MacArthur & J. Fitzgerald (Eds.), Best practices in writing instruction (pp. 

119-140). New York, NY: Guilford Press. 

Greene, J. C., Caracelli, V. J., & Graham, W. F. (1989). Toward a conceptual framework 

for mixed-method evaluation designs. Educational Evaluation and Policy 

Analysis, 11(3), 255-274. doi: 10.3102/01623737011003255 



 264 

Greenfield, R. (2003). Collaborative e-Mail exchange for teaching secondary ESL: A 

case study in Hong Kong. Language, Learning & Technology, 7(1), 46-70. 

Retrieved from http://llt.msu.edu/vol7num1/greenfield/default.html 

Greenhow, C., Robelia, B., & Hughes, J. E. (2009). Web 2.0 and classroom research: 

What path should we take now? Educational Researcher, 38(4), 246-259. doi: 10. 

3102/0013189X09336671 

Gribbons, B., & Herman, J. (1997). True and quasi-experimental designs. Practical 

Assessment, Research & Evaluation, 5(14). Retrieved from http://pareonline.net/ 

getvn.asp?v=5&n=14 

Grosseck, G. (2009). To use or not to use Web 2.0 in higher education? Procedia-Social 

and Behavioral Sciences, 1(1), 478-482. doi: 10.1016/j.sbspro.2009.01.087 

Guardado, M., & Shi, L. (2007). ESL students’ experiences of online peer feedback. 

Computers and Composition, 24(4), 443-461. doi: 10.1016/j.compcom.2007.03.0 

02 

Gurak, S., Antonijevic, L., Johnson, C., Ratliff, C., & Reyman, J. (2004). Into the 

blogosphere: Rhetoric, community, and culture of weblogs. Retrieved October 31, 

2010, from http://blog.lib.umn.edu/blogosphere/ 

Hadjerrouit, S. (2011). A collaborative writing approach to wikis: Design, 

implementation, and evaluation. Issues in Informing Science and Information 

Technology, 8(30), 431-449. Retrieved from http://iisit.org/Vol8/IISITv8p431-44 

9Hadjerrouit224.pdf 

Hampel, R. (2006). Rethinking task design for the digital age: A framework for language 

teaching and learning in a synchronous online environment. ReCALL, 18(1), 105-

121. doi: 10.1017/S0958344006000711 

Hannafin, M. J., & Hill, J. R. (2002). Epistemology and the design of learning 

environments. In R. A. Reiser & J. V. Dempsey (Eds.), Trends and issues in 

instructional design and technology (pp. 70-82). Upper Saddle River, NJ: Merrill 

Prentice Hall. 

Hansen, J. G., & Liu, J. (2005). Guiding principles for effective peer response. ELT 

Journal, 59(1), 31-38. doi: 10.1093/elt/cci004 

Hanson-Smith, E. (2001). Computer-assisted language learning. In R. Carter & D. Nunan 

(Eds.), The Cambridge guide to teaching English to speakers of other languages 

(pp. 107-113). Cambridge, England: Cambridge University Press. 

Hara, N., & Kling, R. (2001). Student distress in Web-based distance education. 

Educause Quarterly, 3, 68-69. Retrieved from http://net.educause.edu/ir/library/p 

df/EQM01312.pdf 

Harden, A., & Thomas, J. (2005). Methodological issues in combining diverse study 

types in systematic reviews. International Journal of Social Research 

Methodology, 8(3), 257-271. doi: 10.1080/13645570500155078 

Harrison, R., & Thomas, M. (2009). Identity in online communities: Social networking 

sites and language learning. International Journal of Emerging Technologies & 

Society, 7(2), 109-124. Retrieved from http://www.swinburne.edu.au/hosting/ijets 

/journal/V7N2/pdf/Article4-HarrisonThomas.pdf 



 265 

Hasan, M., & Akhand, M. (2010). Approaches to writing in EFL/ESL context: Balancing 

product and process in writing class at tertiary level. Journal of NELTA, 15(1-2), 

77-88. Retrieved from http://www.nepjol.info/index.php/NELTA/article/view/46 

12 

Hastie, M., Hung, I.-C., & Chen, N.-S. (2010). A blended synchronous learning model 

for educational international collaboration. Innovations in Education & Teaching 

International, 47(1), 9-24. doi: 10.1080/14703290903525812 

Hatcher, L. (1994). A step-by-step approach to using the SAS(R) system for factor 

analysis and structural equation modeling. Cary, NC: SAS Institute. 

Hattie, J., & Timperley, H. (2007). The power of feedback. Review of Educational 

Research, 77(1), 81-112. doi: 10.3102/003465430298487 

Hayes, J. R. (1996). A new framework for understanding cognition and affect in writing. 

In C. M. Levy & S. Ransdell (Eds.), The science of writing: Theories, methods, 

individual differences, and applications (pp. 1-27). Mahwah, NJ: Lawrence 

Erbaum Associates. 

Hayes, J. R., & Flower, L. (1983). Uncovering cognitive pocesses in writing: An 

introduction to protocol analysis. In P. Mosenthal, L. Tamor & S. A. Walmsley 

(Eds.), Research in writing: Principles and methods (pp. 207-220). New York, 

NY: Longman. 

He, J. (2009). Applying contemporary Western composition pedagogical approaches in 

university EFL writing context: A case study of a writing workshop at a Chinese 

university (Unpublished doctoral dissertation). Indiana University of 

Pennsylvania. Indiana, PA.  

Hedgcock, J. S. (2012). Second language writing processes among adolescent and adult 

learners. In E. L. Grigorenko, E. Mambrino & D. D. Preiss (Eds.), Writing: A 

mosaic of new perspectives (pp. 221-242). Psychology Press: New York, NY. 

Hedge, T. (2005). Writing (2nd ed.). Oxford, England: Oxford University Press. 

Hennessy, S., Ruthven, K., & Brindley, S. (2005). Teacher perspectives on integrating 

ICT into subject teaching: Commitment, constraints, caution, and change. Journal 

of Curriculum Studies, 37(2), 155-192. doi: 10.1080/0022027032000276961 

Higgs, B., & McCarthy, M. (2005). Active learning—from lecture theatre to field work. 

In G. O. Neill, S. Moore & B. McMullin (Eds.), Emerging issues in the practice 

of university learning and teaching. Dublin, Ireland: All Ireland Society for 

Higher Education (AISHE). 

Hiltz, S. R., Rotter, N., Turoff, M., & Benbunan-Fich, R. (2000). Measuring the 

importance of collaborative learning for the effectiveness of ALN: A multi-

measure, multi-method approach. Journal of Asynchronous Learning Networks 

4(2). Retrieved from http://sloanconsortium.org/jaln/v4n2/measuring-importance-

collaborative-learning-effectiveness-aln-multi-measure-multi-method-a 

Hinkel, E. (2011). What research on second language writing tells us and what it doesn't. 

In E. Hinkel (Ed.), Handbook of research in second Language teaching and 

learning (Vol. 2, pp. 523-538). New York, NY: Routledge. 



 266 

Hirvela, A., & Belcher, D. (2007). Writing scholars as teacher educators: Exploring 

writing teacher education. Journal of Second Language Writing, 16(3), 125-128. 

doi: 10.1016/j.jslw.2007.08.001 

Ho, M.-C., & Savignon, J. S. (2007). Face-to-face and computer-mediated peer review in 

EFL writing. CALICO Journal, 24(2), 269-290. Retrieved from https://calico.org/ 

html/article_645.pdf 

Hong, F. (2006). Students perceptions of peer response activity in English writing 

instruction. CELEA Journal, 29(4), 48-52.  

Horváth, J. (2009). Hungarian university students’ blogs in EFL: Shaping language and 

social connections. TESL-EJ, 12(4). Retrieved from http://www.tesl-ej.org/wordp 

ress/issues/volume12/ej48/ej48int/?wscr 

Howard, G. S. (1986). Computer anxiety and the use of microcomputers in management. 

Ann Arbor, MI: UMI Research Press. 

Hrastinski, S., & Keller, C. (2007). Computer-mediated communication in education: A 

review of recent research. Educational Media International, 44(1), 61-77. doi: 

10.1080/09523980600922746 

Hsu, C.-L., & Lin, J. C.-C. (2008). Acceptance of blog usage: The roles of technology 

acceptance, social influence and knowledge sharing motivation. Information 

&amp; Management, 45(1), 65-74. doi: 10.1016/j.im.2007.11.001 

Hsu, M. K., Wang, S. W., & Chiu, K. K. (2009). Computer attitude, statistics anxiety and 

self-efficacy on statistical software adoption behavior: An empirical study of 

online MBA learners. Computers in Human Behavior, 25(2), 412-420. doi: 10.10 

16/j.chb.2008.10.003 

Hu, G. (2005). Using peer review with Chinese ESL student writers. Language Teaching 

Research, 9(3), 321-342. doi: 10.1191/1362168805lr169oa 

Huang, C.-K., Hsin, C.-O., & Chiu, C.-H. (2010). Evaluating CSL/CFL website usability: 

A user-centered design approach. Journal of Educational Multimedia and 

Hypermedia, 19(2), 177-210.  

Huang, C.-K., & Lin, C.-Y. (2011). Enhancing classroom interactivity and engagement: 

CFL Learners' perceptions of the application of Web 2.0 technology. British 

Journal of Educational Technology, 42(6), E141-E144. doi: 10.1111/j.1467-8535 

.2011.01219.x 

Huang, C.-K., Lin, C.-Y., & Chiang, Y.-H. (2010). Incorporating competency-based 

blended learning in a Chinese language classroom: A Web 2.0 Drupal module 

design. International Journal on E-Learning, 9(4), 529-548.  

Huang, M.-C. (2004). The use of process writing and Internet technology in a Taiwanese 

college English writing class: A focus on peer reviews (Unpublished doctoral 

dissertation). The Pennsylvania State University, Universtiy Park, PA.   

Huang, Y.-Y., & Chen, C.-H. (2011). Wiki application in EFL writing instruction in 

higher education. Studies in English Language and Literature, 28(1), 87-103.  

Hsieh, P.-T. (2010). The impact of globalisation on foreign language education policy in 

Taiwan–Policy initiatives and industrial demand. The International Journal of 

Educational and Psychological Assessment, 5(2), 237-254. 



 267 

Hubbard, P. (2004). Learner training for effective use of CALL. In S. Fotos & C. M. 

Browne (Eds.), New perspectives on CALL for second language classrooms (pp. 

45-68). London, England: Lawrence Erlbaum Associates. 

Hubbard, P. (2008). CALL and the future of language teacher education. CALICO 

Journal, 25(2), 175-188. Retrieved from https://calico.org/html/article_683.pdf 

Huffaker, D. (2005). The educated blogger: Using weblogs to promote literacy in the 

classroom. AACE Journal, 13(2), 91-98.  

Hughes, J. E., & Narayan, R. (2009). Collaboration and learning with wikis in post-

secondary classrooms. Journal of Interactive Online Learning, 8 (1), 63-82. 

Retrieved from http://www.ncolr.org/jiol/issues/pdf/8.1.4.pdf 

Hui, W., Hu, J.-H., Clark, T. H., Tam, K. Y., & Milton, J. (2008). Technology-assisted 

learning: A longitudinal field study of knowledge category, learning effectiveness 

and satisfaction in language learning. Journal of Computer Assisted Learning, 

24(3), 245-259. doi: 10.1111/j.1365-2729.2007.00257.x 

Hyland, K. (1990). Providing productive feedback. ELT Journal, 44(4), 279-285. 

Retrieved from http://eltj.oxfordjournals.org/content/44/4/279.full.pdf 

Hyland, K. (2003a). Genre-based pedagogies: A social response to process. Journal of 

Second Language Writing, 12(1), 17-29. doi: 10.1016/S1060-3743(02)00124-8 

Hyland, K. (2003b). Second language writing. Cambridge, England: Cambridge 

University Press. 

Hyland, K., & Hyland, F. (2006). Feedback on second language students’ writing. 

Language Teaching, 39(2), 83-101. doi: 10.1017/S0261444806003399 

Irons, L. R., Keel, R., & Bielema, C. L. (2002). Blended learning and learner satisfaction: 

Keys to user acceptance? USDLA Journal, 16(12). Retrieved from http://www.us 

dla.org/html/journal/DEC02_Issue/article04.html 

Januszewski, A., & Molenda, M. (Eds.). (2007). Educational technology: A definition 

with commentary. New York, NY: Lawrence Erlbaum Associates. 

Jaworski, B. (1994). Investigating mathematics teaching: A constructivist inquiry. 

London, England: Falmer Press. 

Jenkins, E. W. (2000). Constructivism in school science education: Powerful model or 

the most dangerous intellectual tendency? Science and Education, 9(6), 599-610. 

doi: 10.1023/A:1008778120803 

Jia, Y. (2004). Indirectness: The general preference of the Chinese in their English 

writing. Intercultural Communication Studies, XIII(2), 1-11.  

Johnson, A. (2004). Creating a writing course utilizing class and student blogs. The 

Internet TESL Journal, X(8). Retrieved from http://iteslj.org/Techniques/Johnson-

Blogs/ 

Johnson, E. J., & Card, K. (2007). The effects of instructor and student immediacy 

behaviors in writing improvement and course satisfaction in a Web-based 

undergraduate course. MountainRise, 4(2). Retrieved from http://mountainrise.wc 

u.edu/index.php/MtnRise/article/view/81/36 



 268 

Johnson, R. B., & Onwuegbuzie, A. J. (2004). Mixed methods research: A research 

paradigm whose time has come. Educational Researcher, 33(7), 14-26. doi: 10.3 

102/0013189X033007014 

Johnson, R. B., Onwuegbuzie, A. J., & Turner, L. A. (2007). Toward a definition of 

mixed methods research. Journal of Mixed Methods Research, 1(2), 112-133. doi: 

10.1177/1558689806298224 

Johnson, R. D. (2005). An empirical investigation of sources of application-specific 

computer-self-efficacy and mediators of the efficacy: Performance relationship. 

International Journal of Human-Computer Studies, 62(6), 737-758. doi: 

10.1016/j.ijhcs.2005.02.008 

Jonassen, D. H. (1991). Objectivism versus constructivism: Do we need a new 

philosophical paradigm? Educational Technology Research and Development, 

39(3), 5-14. doi: 10.1007/BF02296434 

Jonassen, D. H. (1996). Computers in the classroom: Mindtools for critical thinking. 

Englewood Cliffs, NJ: Englewood Cliffs. 

Jonassen, D. H. (2000). Computers as mindtools for schools: Engaging critical thinking 

(2nd ed.). Columbus, MO: Prentice Hall. 

Jonassen, D. H., Cernusca, D., & Ionas, G. (2007). Constructivism and instructional 

design: The emergence of the learning sciences and design research. In R. Reise 

& J. V. Dempsey (Eds.), Trends and issues in instructional design and technology 

(2nd ed., pp. 45-52). Upper Saddle River, NJ: Pearson Education. 

Jonassen, D. H., & Land, S. M. (Eds.). (2000). Theoretical foundations of learning 

environments. Mahwah, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum Associates. 

Jonassen, D. H., Peck, K. L., & Wilson, B. G. (1998). Learning with technology: A 

constructivistperspective. Upper Saddle River, NJ: Merrill/Prentice-Hall. 

Jones, C., & Shao, B. (2011). The net generation and digital natives: Implications for 

higher education. York, England: Higher Education Academy. 

Jones, M. G., & Brader-Araje, L. (2002). The impact of constructivism on education: 

Language, discourse, and meaning. American Communication Journal, 5(3). 

Retrieved from http://ac-journal.org/journal/vol5/iss3/special/jones.pdf 

Joo, Y.-J., Bong, M., & Choi, H.-J. (2000). Self-efficacy for self-regulated learning, 

academic self-efficacy, and internet self-efficacy in Web-based instruction. 

Educational Technology Research and Development, 48(2), 5-17. doi: 10.1007/B 

F02313398 

Kamel Boulos, M. N., & Wheeler, S. (2007). The emerging Web 2.0 social software: An 

enabling suite of sociable technologies in health and health care education. Health 

Information & Libraries Journal, 24(1), 2-23. doi: 10.1111/j.1471-1842.2007.00 

701.x 

Kanselaar, G., de Jong, T., Andriessen, J., & Goodyear, P. (2000). New technologies. In 

R.-J. Simons, J. van der Linden & T. Duffy (Eds.), New learning (pp. 55-83). 

Dordrecht, Netherlands: Kluwer Academic Publishers. 

Keengwe, J. (2007). Faculty integration of technology into instruction and students’ 

perceptions of computer technology to improve student learning. Journal of 



 269 

Information Technology Education, 6, 169-180. Retrieved from http://jite.org/doc 

uments/Vol6/JITEv6p169-180Keengwe218.pdf 

Keith, T. Z. (2006). Mutiple regression and beyond. Boston, MA: Pearson Education. 

Keller, J. M. (1983). Motivational design of instruction. In C. M. Reigeluth (Ed.), 

Instructional design theories and models: An overview of their current status (pp. 

386-434). Hillsdale, NJ: Erlbaum. 

Kern, R., & Warschauer, M. (2000). Introduction: Theory and practice of network-based 

language teaching. In M. Warschauer & R. Kern (Eds.), Network-based language 

teaching: Concepts and practice (pp. 1-19). Cambridge, England: Cambridge 

University Press. 

Kessler, G. (2009). Student-initiated attention to form in wiki-based collaborative 

writing. Language Learning & Technology, 13(1), 79-95. Retrieved from http://ll 

t.msu.edu/vol13num1/kessler.pdf 

Kim, Y., & Kim, J. (2005). Teaching Korean university writing class: Balancing the 

process and the genre approach. Asian EFL Journal, 7(2). Retrieved from http:// 

www.asian-efl-journal.com/June_05_yk&jk.pdf 

Kinginger, C. (2002). Defining the zone of proximal development in US foreign language 

education. Applied Linguistics, 23(2), 240-261. doi: 10.1093/applin/23.2.240 

Kirk, R. E. (1995). Experimental design: Procedures for the behavioral sciences (3rd 

ed.). Pacific Grove, CA: Brooks/Cole. 

Kirkpatrick, A. (1997). Traditional Chinese text structures and their influence on the 

writing in Chinese and English of contemporary mainland Chinese students. 

Journal of Second Language Writing, 6(3), 223-244. doi: 10.1016/S1060-3743(9 

7)90013-8 

Kirkpatrick, A., & Xu, Z. (2002 ). Chinese pragmatic norms and 'China English'. World 

Englishes, 21(2), 269-279. doi: 10.1111/1467-971X.00247 

Kitzmann, A. (2003). That different place: Documenting the self within online 

environments. Biography, 26(1), 48-65. doi: 10.1353/bio.2003.0026 

Klobas, J. (2005). Wikis: Tools for information work and collaboration. Oxford, England: 

Chandos Publishing. 

Koehler, M. J., & Mishra, P. (2009). What is technological pedagogical content 

knowledge? Contemporary Issues in Technology and Teacher Education, 9(1), 

60-70.  

Koohang, A., & du Plessis, J. (2004). Architecting usability properties in the e-Learning 

instructional design process. International Journal on E-Learning, 3(3), 38-44.  

Koohang, A., Riley, L., & Smith, T. (2009). E-Learning and constructivism: From theory 

to application. Interdisciplinary Journal of E-Learning and Learning Objects, 5 

(1), 91-109. Retrieved from http://www.ijello.org/Volume5/IJELLOv5p091-109 

Koohang655.pdf 

Koutsogiannis, D., & Mitsikopoulou, B. (2004). The Internet as a glocal discourse 

environment: Commentary on "Second language socialization in a bilingual chat 

room" by Wan Shun Eva Lam and "Second language cyberhetoric: A study of 

Chinese L2 writers in an online usenet group" by Joel Bloch. Language Learning 



 270 

& Technology, 8(3), 83-89. Retrieved from http://llt.msu.edu/vol8num3/koutsogi 

annis/default.html 

Kranz, D. (1999). ESL/EFL teaching: Principles for success. TESL-EJ, 4(1). Retrieved 

from http://www.tesl-ej.org/wordpress/issues/volume4/ej13/ej13r9/ 

Krapels, A. R. (1990). An overview of second language writing process research. In B. 

Kroll (Ed.), Second language writing: Research insights for the classroom (pp. 

37-56). Cambridge, England: Cambridge University Press. 

Kroll, B. (1990). Second language writing: Research insights for the classroom. New 

York, NY: Cambridge University Press. 

Kunnan, A. J. (1998). An introduction to structural equation modelling for language 

assessment research. Language Testing, 15(3), 295-332.  

Kuriloff, P. (2005). Breaking the barriers of time and space: More effective teaching 

using e-pedagogy. Innovate: Journal of Online Education, 2(1). Retrieved from 

http://www.innovateonline.info/index.php?view=article&id=64 

Kuteeva, M. (2011). Wikis and academic writing: Changing the writer–reader 

relationship. English for Specific Purposes, 30(1), 44-57. doi: 10.1016/j.esp.2010 

.04.007 

Löfström, E., & Nevgi, A. (2006). From strategic planning to meaningful learning: 

Diverse perspectives on the development of Web-based teaching and learning in 

higher education. British Journal of Educational Technology, 38(2), 312-324. doi: 

10.1111/j.1467-8535.2006.00625.x 

Lam, R. (2010). A peer review training workshop: Coaching students to give and 

evaluate peer feedback. TESL Canada Journal, 27(2), 114-112. Retrieved from 

http://www.teslcanadajournal.ca/index.php/tesl/article/viewFile/1052/871 

Lamb, A., & Johnson, L. (2007). An information skills workout: Wikis and collaborative 

writing. Teacher Librarian, 34(5), 57-59.  

Lamb, B. (2004). Wide open spaces: Wikis, ready or not. EDUCAUSE Review, 39(5), 36- 

48. Retrieved from http://net.educause.edu/ir/library/pdf/ERM0452.pdf 

Lamy, M.-N., & Hampel, R. (2007). Online communication in language learning and 

teaching. Hampshire, England: Palgrave Macmillan. 

Landis, J. R., & Koch, G. G. (1977). The measurement of observer agreement for 

categorical data. Biometrics, 33(1), 159-174.  

Landry, B. J. L., Griffeth, R., & Hartman, S. (2006). Measuring student perceptions of 

Blackboard using the technology acceptance model. Decision Sciences Journal of 

Innovative Education, 4(1), 87-99. doi: 10.1111/j.1540-4609.2006.00103.x 

Lantolf, J. P., & Thorne, S. L. (2006). Sociocultural theory and the genesis of second 

language development. Oxford, England: Oxford University Press. 

Lebow, D. (1993). Constructivist values for instructional systems design: Five principles 

toward a new mindset. Educational Technology Research and Development, 

41(3), 4-16. doi: 10.1007/BF02297354 

Lee, J.-Y. (2011). Moving towards a more balanced English teaching: A case from 

Taiwanese EFL classrooms. English Language Teaching, 4(2), 132-137. 

Retrieved from http://www.ccsenet.org/journal/index.php/elt/article/view/10780 



 271 

Lee, L. (2007). Fostering second language oral communication through constructivist 

interaction in desktop videoconferencing. Foreign Language Annals, 40(4), 635-

649. doi: 10.1111/j.1944-9720.2007.tb02885.x 

Lee, L. (2008). Focus-on-form through collaborative scaffolding in expert-to-novice 

online interaction. Language Learning & Technology, 12(3), 53-72. Retrieved 

from http://llt.msu.edu/vol12num3/lee.pdf 

Lee, L. (2010a). Exploring wiki-mediated collaborative writing: A case study in an 

elementary Spanish course. CALICO Journal, 27(2), 260-276. Retrieved from 

https://calico.org/html/article_792.pdf 

Lee, L. (2010b). Fostering reflective writing and interactive exchange through blogging 

in an advanced language course. ReCALL, 22, 212-227. doi: 10.1017/S09583440 

1000008X 

Lee, M. J. W., & McLoughlin, C. (2007). Teaching and learning in the Web 2.0 era: 

Empowering students through learner-generated content. International Journal of 

Instructional Technology and Distance Learning, 4(10). Retrieved from http://itd 

l.org/ Journal/Oct_07/article02.htm 

Lee, Y., Kozar, K. A., & Larsen, K. R. T. (2003). The technology acceptance model: 

Past, present, and future. Communications of the Association for Information 

Systems, 12(50), 752-780. Retrieved from http://aisel.aisnet.org/cais/vol12/iss1/5 

0/ 

Lefrancois, G. R. (2000). Theories of human learning: Kro's report (4th ed.). Pacific 

Grove, CA: Brooks/Cole. 

Leki, I. (1990). Coaching from the margins: issues in written response. In B. Kroll (Ed.), 

Second language writing: Research insights for the classroom (pp. 155-177). 

Cambridge, England: Cambridge University Press. 

Leso, T., & Peck, K. L. (1992). Computer anxiety and different types of computer 

courses. Journal of Educational Computing Research, 8(4), 469-478.  

Leu, D., Mallette, M., Karcher, R., & Kara-Soteriou, J. (2005). Contextualising new 

literacies: Information and communication technologies in theory, research and 

practice. In R. A. Karchmer, D. J. Leu, M. M. Mallette & J. Kara-Soteriou (Eds.), 

Innovative approaches to literacy education: Using the Internet to support new 

literacies (pp. 1-12). Newark, DE: International Reading Association. 

Leuf, B., & Cunningham, W. (2001). The wiki way: Quick collaboration on the Web. 

Upper Saddle River, NJ: Addison Wesley. 

Lever-Duffy, J., & McDonald, J. B. (2010). Teaching and learning with technology (4th 

ed.). Boston, MA: Pearson Education. 

Levine, A., Ferenz, O., & Reves, T. (1999). A computer-mediated curriculum in the EFL 

academic writing class. ReCALL, 11(1), 72-79. doi: 10.1017/S0958344000002111 

Levy, M. (2009). Technologies in use for second language learning. The Modern 

Language Journal, 93(s1), 769-782. doi: 10.1111/j.1540-4781.2009.00972.x 

Liang, M.-Y. (2010). Using synchronous online peer response groups in EFL writing: 

Revision-related discourse. Language learning & Technology, 14(1), 45-64. 

Retrieved from http://llt.msu.edu/vol14num1/liang.pdf 



 272 

Liang, M.-Y., & Bonk, C. J. (2009). Interaction in blended EFL learning: Principles and 

practice. International Journal of Instructional Technology and Distance 

Learning, 6(1), 3-16. Retrieved from http://www.itdl.org/journal/jan_09/arti cle0 

1.htm 

Liaw, S.-S. (2008). Investigating students’ perceived satisfaction, behavioral intention, 

and effectiveness of e-learning: A case study of the Blackboard system 

Computers & Education, 51(2), 864-873. doi: 10.1016/j.compedu.2007.09.005 

Liaw, S.-S., Huang, H.-M., & Chen, G.-D. (2007). Surveying instructor and learner 

attitudes toward e-learning. Computers & Education, 49(4), 1066-1080. doi: 10.1 

016/j.compedu.2006.01.001 

Lightbown, P. M., & Spada, N. (2006). How languages are learned (3rd ed.). Oxford: 

England, Oxford University Press. 

Liou, H.-C. (2008). An overview of EFL writing research in Taiwan. English Teaching & 

Learning, 32(2), 1-37. 

Lim, W. L., & Jacobs, G. M. (2001). An analysis of students' dyadic interaction on a 

dictogloss task (ERIC Document Reproduction Service No. ED 456649).  

Retrieved from http://www.eric.ed.gov/PDFS/ED456649.pdf. 

Lin, C.-Y. (2008). Academic cultures in distance between Penn State Taiwanese graduate 

students and American teachers: A case sudy. Chaoyang Journal of Humanities 

and Social Sciences, 6(1), 177-220.  

Lin, G. H. C., & Chien, P. S. C. (2009). An investigation into effectiveness of peer 

feedback. Journal of Applied Foreign Languages Fortune Institute of Technology, 

3, 79-87.  

Lin, W.-C., & Yang, S. C. (2011). Exploring students’ perceptions of integrating wiki 

technology and peer feedback into English writing courses. English Teaching: 

Practice and Critique, 10(2), 88-103. Retrieved from http://edlinked.soe.waikato. 

ac.nz/research/files/etpc/files/2011v10n2dial1.pdf 

Lincoln, Y. S., & Guba, E. G. (1985). Naturalistic inquiry. Beverly Hills, CA: Sage 

Publications. 

Liou, H.-C., & Lee, S.-L. (2011). How wiki-based writing influences college students’ 

collaborative and individual composing products, processes, and learners’ 

perceptions. International Journal of Computer-Assisted Language Learning and 

Teaching, 1(1), 45-61. doi: 10.4018/ijcallt.2011010104 

Lipson, M. Y., Mosenthal, J., Daniels, P., & Woodside-Jiron, H. (2000). Process writing 

in the classrooms of eleven fifth-grade teachers with different orientations to 

teaching and learning. The Elementary School Journal, 101(2), 209-231.  

Liu, J., & Hansen, J. G. (2002). Peer response in second language writing classrooms. 

Ann Arbor, MI: The University of Michigan Press. 

Liu, J., & Sadler, R. W. (2003). The effect and affect of peer review in electronic versus 

traditional modes on L2 writing. Journal of English for Academic Purposes, 2(3), 

193-227. doi: 10.1016/S1475-1585(03)00025-0 



 273 

Liu, M., Horton, L., Olmanson, J., & Wang, P.-Y. (2008). An exploration of mashups and 

their potential educational uses. Computers in the Schools, 25(3-4), 243-258. doi: 

10.1080/07380560802368090 

Liu, M., Kalk, D., Kinney, L., & Orr, G. (2012). Web 2.0 and its use in higher education 

from 2007-2009: A review of literature. International Journal on E-Learning, 

11(2), 153-179.  

Liu, M., Moore, Z., Graham, L., & Lee, S. (2003). A look at the research on computer-

based technology use in second language learning: A review of the literature from 

1990-2000. Journal of Research on Technology in Education, 34(3), 250-273.  

Liu, N.-F., & Carles, D. (2006). Peer feedback: The learning element of peer assessment. 

Teaching in Higher Education, 11(3), 279-290. doi: 10.1080/1356251060068058  

2 

Liu, X. (2010). Empirical testing of a theoretical extension of the technology acceptance 

model: An exploratory study of educational wikis. Communication Education, 

59(1), 52-69. doi: 10.1080/03634520903431745 

Liu, Z.-F., & Lin, S. J. (2007). Relationship between peer feedback, cognitive and 

metacognitive strategies and achievement in networked peer assessment. British 

Journal of Educational Technology, 38(6), 1122-1125. doi: 10.1111/j.1467-8535. 

2007.00702.x 

Liu, Z.-F., Lin, S. S., Chiu, C.-H., & Yuan, S.-M. (2001). Web-based peer review: The 

learner as both adapter and reviewer. IEEE Transactions on education, 44(3), 

246-251. doi: 10.1109/13.940995 

Lowe, C., & Williams, T. (2004). Moving to the public: Weblogs in the writing 

classroom. In L. Gurak, S. Antonijevic, L. Johnson, C. Ratliff & J. Reyman 

(Eds.), Into the blogosphere: Rhetoric, community, and culture of weblogs. 

Retrieved from http://blog.lib.umn.edu/blogosphere 

Lowyck, J., & Elen, J. (2004). Linking ICT, knowledge domains, and learning support 

for the design of learning environments. In N. M. Seel & S. Dijkstra (Eds.), 

Curriculum, plans, and processes in instructional design (pp. 239-256). Mahwah, 

NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum Associates. 

Loyens, S. M. M., & Gijbels, D. (2008). Understanding the effects of constructivist 

learning environments: Introducing a multi-directional approach. Instructional 

Science, 36(5-6), 351-357. doi: 10.1007/s11251-008-9059-4 

Lu, R., & Bol, L. (2007). A comparison of anonymous versus identifiable e-peer review 

on college student writing performance and the extent of critical feedback. 

Journal of Interactive Online Learning, 6(2), 100-115. Retrieved from http://ww 

w.ncolr.org/jiol/issues/pdf/6.2.2.pdf 

Lund, A. (2008). Wikis: A collective approach to language production. ReCALL 20(1), 

35-54. doi: 10.1017/S0958344008000414 

Lundstrom, K., & Bake, W. (2009). To give is better than to receive: The benefits of peer 

review to the reviewer's own writing. Journal of Second Language Writing, 18(1), 

30-43 doi: 10.1016/j.jslw.2008.06.002 



 274 

MacArthur, C. A. (1988). The impact of computers on the writing process. Exceptional 

Children, 54(6), 536-542.  

MacArthur, C. A., Graham, S., & Fitzgerald, J. (Eds.). (2006). Handbook of writing 

research. New York, NY: Guilford Press. 

Mak, B., & Coniam, D. (2008). Using wikis to enhance and develop writing skills among 

secondary school students in Hong Kong. System, 36(3), 437-455. doi: 10.1016/ 

j.system.2008.02.004 

Malikowski, S. R., Thompson, M. E., & Theis, J. G. (2007). A model for research into 

course management systems: Bridging technology and learning theory. Journal of 

Educational Computing Research, 36(2), 149-173. doi: 10.2190/1002-1T50-27G 

2-H3V7 

Maloney, E. J. (2007). What Web 2.0 can teach us about learning. Chronicle of Higher 

Education, 53(18), B26.  

Mandell, S., Sorge, D. H., & Russell, J. D. (2002). Tips for technology integration. 

TechTrends, 46(5), 39-43. doi: 10.1007/BF02818307 

Maarof, N., Yamat, H., & Li, K. L. (2011). Role of teacher, peer and teacher-peer 

feedback in enhancing ESL students’ writing. World Applied Sciences Journal, 

15, 29-35. 

Mason, M. (2010). Sample size and saturation in PhD studies using qualitative 

interviews. Forum Qualitative Sozialforschung/Forum: Qualitative Social 

Research, 11(3). Retrieved from http://www.qualitative-research.net/index.php/fq 

s/article/view/1428 

Maxcy, S. J. (2003). Pragmatic threads in mixed methods research in the social sciences: 

The search for multiple modes of inquiry and the end of the philosophy of 

formalism. In A. Tashakkori & C. B. Teddlie (Eds.), Handbook on mixed methods 

in the behavioral and social sciences (pp. 51-89). Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage 

Publications. 

Maxim, G. W. (2006). Dynamic social studies for constructivist classrooms: Inspiring 

tomorrow's social scientists (8th ed.). Upper Saddle River, NJ: Pearson Merrill 

Prentice Hall. 

Maxwell, J. A. (2010). Using numbers in qualitative research. Qualitative Inquiry, 16(6), 

475-482. doi: 10.1177/1077800410364740 

Mcdonough, S. K. (2001). Way beyond drill and practice: Foreign language lab activities 

in support of constructivist learning. International Journal of Media, 28(1), 75-81.  

McPherson, K. (2006). Wikis and student writing. Teacher Librarian 34(2), 70-72.  

Mei, T., & Yuan, Q. (2010). A case study of peer feedback in a Chinese EFL writing 

classroom. Chinese Journal of Applied Linguistics, 33(4), 87-98. Retrieved from 

http://www.celea.org.cn/teic/92/10120606.pdf 

Mertens, M. D. (2010). Research and evaluation in education and psychology: 

Integrating diversity with quantitative, qualitative, and mixed methods. Thousand 

Oaks, CA: Sage Publications. 



 275 

Meskill, C., & Ranglova, K. (2000). Sociocollaborative language learning in Bulgaria. In 

M. Warschauer & R. Kern (Eds.), Network-based language teaching: Concepts 

and practice (pp. 20-40). New York, NY: Cambridge University Press. 

Migiro, S. O., & Magangi, B. A. (2011). Mixed methods: A review of literature and the 

future of the new research paradigm. African Journal of Business Management, 

5(10), 3757-3764. doi: 10.5897/AJBM09.082 

Min, H.-T. (2005). Training students to become successful peer reviewers. System, 33(2), 

293-308. doi: 10.1016/j.system.2004.11.003 

Min, H.-T. (2006). The effects of trained peer review on EFL students’ revision types and 

writing quality. Journal of Second Language Writing, 15(2), 118-141. doi: 10.10 

16/j.jslw.2006.01.003 

Mindel, J. L., & Verma, S. (2006). Wikis for teaching and learning. Communications of 

the Association for Information Systems, 18(1). Retrieved from http://aisel.aisnet. 

org/cais/vol18/iss1/1 

Minocha, S., & Roberts, D. (2008). Social, usability and pedagogical factors influencing 

students’ learning experiences with wikis and blogs. Pragmatics and Cognition, 

16(2), 272-306. doi: 10.1075/pc.16.2.05min 

Mo, J. (2005). An exploratory study of conducting peer review among Chinese college 

students. CELEA Journal, 28(6), 43-48.  

Mohan, B. A., & Lo, W. A.-Y. (1985). Academic writing and Chinese students: Transfer 

and developmental factors. TESOL Quarterly, 19(3), 515-534. doi: 10.2307/3586 

276 

Moloudi, M. (2011). Online and face-to-face peer review: Measures of implementation in 

ESL writing classes. Asian EFL Journal, 52, 4-22. Retrieved from http://www.asi 

an-efl-journal.com/PTA/May-2011-Moloudi.pdf 

Moos, D. C., & Azevedo, R. (2009). Learning with computer-based learning 

environments: A literature review of computer self-efficacy. Review of 

Educational Research, 79(2), 576-600. doi: 10.3102/0034654308326083 

Morgan, M. (2008). More productive use of technology in the ESL/EFL classroom. The 

Internet TESL Journal, XIV(7). Retrieved from http://iteslj.org/Articles/Morgan-T 

echnology.html 

Morse, J. M., Barrett, M., Mayan, M., Olson, K., & Spiers, J. (2002). Verification 

strategies for establishing reliability and validity in qualitative research. 

International Journal of Qualitative Methods, 1(2), 13-22.  

Motteram, G., & Sharma, P. (2009). Blending learning in a Web 2.0 world. International 

Journal of Emerging Technologies & Society, 7(2), 83-96.  

Mu, C., & Carrington, S. (2007). An investigation of three Chinese students' English 

writing strategies. TESL-EJ, 11(1). Retrieved from http://tesl-ej.org/ej41/a1.html 

Muncie, J. (2000). Using written teacher feedback in EFL composition classes. ELT 

Journal, 54(1), 47-53. doi: 10.1093/elt/54.1.47 

Muncie, J. (2002). Process writing and vocabulary development: Comparing lexical 

frequency profiles across drafts. System, 30(2), 225-235. doi: 10.1016/S0346-251 

X(02)00006-4 



 276 

Murphy, E. (2002). Constructivism: From personal beliefs to theoretical principles. The 

Morning Watch: Educational and Social Analysis, 31(1-2). Retrieved from 

http://www.mun.ca/educ/faculty/mwatch/fall02/Murphy.htm 

Murugesan, S. (2007). Understanding Web 2.0. IT Professional, 9(4), 34-41. doi: 10.110 

9/MITP.2007.78 

Naeini, M. B. (2012). Meeting EFL instructors' needs through developing computer 

assisted language learning (CALL). International Journal of Language Teaching 

and Research, 1(1), 9-12. Retrieved from http://researchpub.org/journal/ijltr/num 

ber/vol1-no1-2.pdf 

Nam, C. S., & Smith-Jackson, T. L. (2007). Web-based learning environment: A theory-

based design process for development and evaluation. Journal of Information 

Technology Education, 6, 23-43. Retrieved from http://jite.org/documents/Vol6/J 

ITEv6p023-043Nam145.pdf 

Nanjappa, A., & Grant, M. M. (2003). Constructing on constructivism: The role of 

technology. Electronic Journal for the Integration of Technology in Education, 

2(1). Retrieved from http://ejite.isu.edu/Volume2No1/nanjappa.htm 

Nassaji, H., & Swain, M. (2000). Vygotskian perspective on corrective feedback in L2: 

The effect of random versus negotiated help on the learning of English articles. 

Language Awareness, 9(1), 34-51. doi: 10.1080/09658410008667135 

Naylor, S., & Keogh, B. (1999). Constructivism in classroom: Theory into practice. 

Journal of Science Teacher Education, 10(2), 93-106. doi: 10.1023/A:100941991 

4289 

Nelson, G. L., & Murphy, J. M. (1993). Peer response groups: Do L2 writers use peer 

comments in revising their drafts? TESOL Quarterly, 27(1), 135-141. doi: 1 

0.2307/3586965 

Nelson, T. J. (2008). Writing in the wikishop: Constructing knowledge in the electronic 

classroom. In R. E. Cummings & M. Barton (Eds.), Wiki writing: Collaborative 

learning in the college classroom (pp. 194-203). Ann Arbor, MI: University of 

Michigan Press. 

Neumann, D. L., & Hood, M. (2009). The effects of using a wiki on student engagement 

and learning of report writing skills in a university statistics course. Australasian 

Journal of Educational Technology, 25(3), 382-398. Retrieved from http://www. 

ascilite.org.au/ajet/ajet25/neumann.html 

Newby, T. J., Stepich, D. A., Lehman, J. D., & Russell, J. D. (2006). Instructional 

technology for teaching and learning: Designing instruction, integrating 

computers, and using media (3rd ed.). Englewood Cliffs, NJ: Prentice Hall. 

Ngai, E. W. T., Poon, J. K. L., & Chan, Y. H. C. (2007). Empirical examination of the 

adoption of WebCT using TAM. Computers & Education, 48(2), 250-267. doi: 1 

0.1016/j.compedu.2004.11.007 

Nguyen, L. V. (2008). Computer mediated communication and foreign language 

education: Pedagogical features. International Journal of Instructional 

Technology and Distance Learning, 5(12), 23-44. Retrieved from http://www.itdl 

.org/Journal/Dec_08/article02.htm 



 277 

Nielsen, J. (1993). Usability engineering. San Diego, CA: Academic Press. 

Norman, D. A., & Spohrer, J. C. (1996). Learner-centered education. Communications of 

the ACM, 39(4), 24-27. doi: 10.1145/227210.227215 

North, A. S., & Noyes, J. M. (2001). Gender influences on children’s computer attitudes 

and cognitions. Computers in Human Behavior, 18 (2), 135-150. doi: 10.1016/S0 

747-5632(01)00043-7 

Nunan, D. (1999). Second language teaching and learning. Boston, MA: Heinle & 

Heinle Publishers. 

Nunnally, J., & Bernstein, I. (1994). Psychometric theory (3rd ed.). New York, NY: 

McGraw-Hill. 

O'Reilly, T. (2005). What is Web 2.0: Design patterns and business models for the next 

generation of software. Retrieved December 16, 2010, from http://www.oreillyne 

t.com/pub/a/oreilly/tim/news/2005/09/30/what-is-web-20.html 

O'Reilly, T. (2006). Web 2.0 compact definition: Trying again. Retrieved November 5, 

2010, from http://radar.oreilly.com/archives/2006/12/web-20-compact.html 

Oblinger, D., & Oblinger, J. (2005). Introduction. In D. G. Oblinger & J. L. Oblinger 

(Eds.), Educating the net generation (pp. 1.1-1.5). Boulder, CO: EDUCAUSE. 

Onwuegbuzie, A. J., & Collins, K. M. T. (2007). A typology of mixed methods sampling 

designs in social science research. The Qualitative Report, 12(2), 281-316. 

Retrieved from http://www.eric.ed.gov/PDFS/EJ800183.pdf 

Onwuegbuzie, A. J., & Leech, N. L. (2005). On becoming a pragmatic researcher: The 

importance of combining quantitative and qualitative research methodologies. 

International Journal of Social Research Methodology, 8(5), 375-387. doi: 10.10 

80/13645570500402447 

Oravec, J. A. (2002). Bookmarking the world: Weblog applications in education. Journal 

of Adolescent & Adult Literacy, 45(7), 616-621.  

Ormrod, J. E. (2004). Human learning (4th ed.). Upper Saddle River, NJ: Merrill/ 

Prentice Hall. 

Ottenbreit-Leftwich, A. T., Glazewski, K. D., Newby, T. J., & Ertmer, P. A. (2010). 

Teacher value beliefs associated with using technology: Addressing professional 

and student needs. Computers & Education, 55(3), 1321-1335. doi: 10.1016/j.co 

mpedu.2010.06.002 

Overbay, A., Patterson, A. S., Vasu, E. S., & Grable, L. L. (2010). Constructivism and 

technology use: Findings from the IMPACTing leadership project. Educational 

Media International, 47(2), 103-120. doi: 10.1080/09523987.2010.492675 

Pae, J.-K. (2007). Wiki-based English writing: Its effect on English writing proficiency 

and anxiety and Korean learners perceptions. Multimedia-Assisted Language 

Learning, 10(1), 81-105.  

Paltridge, B. (2001). Genre and the language learning classroom. Ann Arbor, MI: 

University of Michigan Press. 

Palys, T. (2008). Purposive sampling. In L. M. Given (Ed.), The sage encyclopedia of 

qualitative research methods (Vol. 2, pp. 697-698). Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage 

Publications. 



 278 

Pan, Y.-C. (2009). The impact of test design on teaching. The International Journal of 

Educational and Psychological Assessment, 3, 94-103. 
Parker, K. R., & Chao, J. T. (2007). Wiki as a teaching tool. Interdisciplinary Journal of 

Knowledge and Learning Objects, 3, 57-72.  

Patterson, N. (2006). Computers and writing: The research says yes! Voices from the 

Middle, 13(4), 64-68.  

Paulus, T. M. (1999). The effect of peer and teacher feedback on student writing. Journal 

of Second Language Writing, 8(3), 265-289 doi: 10.1016/S1060-3743(99)80117-9 

Pavlenko, A., & Lantolf, J. P. (2000). Second language learning as participation and the 

(re)construction of selves. In J. P. Lantolf (Ed.), Sociocultural theory and second 

language learning (pp. 155-177). New York, NY: Oxford University Press. 

Peng, T.-L. (2007). Design principles for EFL writing instruction in a technologically-

mediated knowledge building environment. Curriculum and Instruction 

Quarterly, 10(3), 161-186.  

Pennington, M. C. (1996). Writing the natural way: On computer. Computer Assisted 

Language Learning, 9(2-3), 125-142 doi: 10.1080/0958822960090205 

Pennington, M. C. (1999). Word processing and beyond: Writing in an electronic 

medium. In M. C. Pennington (Ed.), Writing in an electronic medium: Research 

with language learners (pp. 1-26). Houston, TX: Athelstan. 

Pennington, M. C. (2003). The impact of the computer in second language writing. In B. 

Kroll (Ed.), Exploring the dynamics of second language writing (pp. 287-310). 

New York, NY: Cambridge University Press. 

Pennington, M. C. (2004). Electronic media in second language writing: An overview of 

tools and research findings. In S. Fotos & C. Browne (Eds.), New perspectives on 

CALL for second language classrooms (pp. 69-92). London, England: Lawrence 

Erlbaum Associates. 

Pennington, M. C., & Brock, M. N. (1992). Process and product approaches to computer-

assisted composition. In M. C. Pennington & V. V. Stevens (Eds.), Computers in 

applied linguistics: An international perspective (pp. 79-109). Clevedon,   

England : Multilingual Matters. 

Pennington, M. C., & So, S. (1993). Comparing writing process and product across two 

languages: A study of 6 Singaporean university student writers. Journal of Second 

Language Writing, 2(1), 41-63. doi: 10.1016/1060-3743(93)90005-N 

Penrod, D. (2005). Composition in convergence: The impact of new media on writing 

assessment. Mahwah, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum Associates. 

Peregoy, S. F., & Boyle, O. F. (2005). Reading, writing and learning in ESL: A resource 

book for teaching K-12 English learners. Boston, MA: Pearson Education. 

Perkins, D. (1999). The many faces of constructivism. Educational Leadership, 57(3), 6-

11.  

Petersen, S. A., Divitini, M., & Chabert, G. (2009). Sense of community among mobile 

language learners: Can blogs support this? International Journal of Web Based 

Communities, 5(3), 428-445. doi: 10.1504/IJWBC.2009.025217 



 279 

Pfeil, U., Zaphiris, P., & Ang, C. S. (2006). Cultural differences in collaborative 

authoring of wikipedia. Journal of Computer-Mediated Communication, 12(1), 

88-113. doi: 10.1111/j.1083-6101.2006.00316.x 

Piaget, J. (1972). The psychology of the child. New York: NY: Basic Books. 

Piccoli, G., Ahmad, R., & Ives, B. (2001). Web-based virtual learning environments: A 

research framework and a preliminary assessment of effectiveness in basic IT 

skills training. MIS Quarterly, 25(4), 401-426. doi: 10.2307/3250989 

Pope, C. A., & Golub, J. N. (2000). Preparing tomorrow's English language arts teachers 

today: Principles and practices for infusing technology. Contemporary Issues in 

Technology and Teacher Education, 1(1). Retrieved from http://www.citejournal. 

org/vol1/iss1/currentissues/english/article1.htm 

Porter, J. (2002). Why technology matters to writing: A cyberwriter’s tale. Computers & 

Composition, 20(4), 375-394. doi: 10.1016/j.compcom.2003.08.020 

Powazek, D. M. (2002). Design for community: The art of connecting real people in 

virtual places. Indianapolis, IN: New Riders. 

Prefume, Y. (2007). Constructivism in foreign language learning. Academic Exchange 

Quarterly, 11(1), 5-9. 

Prensky, M. (2001). Digital natives, digital immigrants. On the Horizon, 9(5), 1-6. 

Retrieved from http://www.marcprensky.com/writing/ 

Pritchard, A. (2009). Ways of learning: Learning theories and learning styles in the 

classroom. New York, NY: Routledge. 

Pritchard, R. J., & Honeycutt, R. L. (2007). Best practices in implementing a process 

approach to teaching writing. In S. Graham, C. A. MacArthur & J. Fitzgerald 

(Eds.), Best practices in writing instruction (pp. 28-49). New York, NY: Guilford 

Press. 

Rüschoff, B., & Ritter, M. (2001). Technology-enhanced language learning: Construction 

of knowledge and template-based learning in the foreign language classroom. 

Computer Assisted Language Learning, 14(3-4), 219-232. doi: 10.1076/call.14.3. 

219.5789 

Raimes, A. (1991). Out of the woods: Emerging traditions in the teaching of writing. 

TESOL Quarterly, 25(3), 407-430. doi: 10.2307/3586978 

Rakes, G. C., Fields, V. S., & Cox, K. E. (2006). The influence of teachers' technology 

use on instructional practices. Journal of Research on Technology in Education, 

38(4), 409-424.  

Ransdell, S., & Barbier, M.-L. (2002). An introduction to new directions for research in 

L2 writing. In S. Ransdell & M.-L. Barbier (Eds.), New directions for research in 

L2 writing (pp. 1-10). Dordrecht, Netherlands: Kluwer Academic Publishers. 

Reid, J. M. (1993). Teaching ESL writing. Englewood Cliffs, NJ: Prentice Hall Regents. 

Reiser, R. A., & Dempsey, J. V. (Eds.). (2007). Trends and issues in instructional design 

and technology (2nd ed.). Saddle River, NJ: Pearson Education. 

Renninger, K. A., & Shumar, W. (Eds.). (2002). Building virtual communities: Learning 

and change in cyberspace. New York, NY: Cambridge University Press. 



 280 

Richardson, W. (2006). Blogs, wikis, podcasts, and other powerful Web tools for 

classrooms. Thousand Oaks, CA: Corwin Press. 

Richey, R. C. (2008). Reflections on the 2008 AECT definitions of the field. TechTrends, 

52(1), 24-25.  

Ringstaff, C., & Kelley, L. (2002). The learning return on our educational technology 

investment: A review of findings from research. Retrieved March 18, 2011, from 

http://www.wested.org/online_pubs/learning_return.pdf 

Roberts, A. (2002). A principled complementarity of method: In defence of 

methodological eclecticism and the qualitative-quantitative debate. The 

Qualitative Report, 7(3). Retrieved from http://www.nova.edu/ssss/QR/QR7-3/ro 

berts.html 

Roberts, G. (2005). Technology and learning expectations of the Net generation. In D. G. 

Oblinger & J. L. Oblinger (Eds.), Educating the Net generation (pp. 32-39). 

Louisville, CO: eEDUCASE. 

Roblyer, M. D., & Doering, A. H. (2009). Integrating educational technology into 

teaching (5th ed.). Upper Saddle River, NJ: Pearson Education. 

Roca de Larios, J., Murphy, L., & Marín, J. (2002). A critical examination of L2 writing 

process research. In S. Ransdell & M.-L. Barbier (Eds.), New directions for 

research in L2 writing (pp. 11-48). Dordrecht, Netherlands: Kluwer Academic 

Publishers. 

Roca, J. C., Chiu, C.-M., & Martínez, F. J. (2006). Understanding e-learning continuance 

intention: An extension of the technology acceptance model. International 

Journal of Human-Computer Studies, 64(8), 683-696. doi: 10.1016/j.ijhcs.2006.0 

1.003 

Rodzvilla, J. (Ed.). (2002). We've got blog: How weblogs are changing our culture. 

Cambridge, MA: Perseus Publishing. 

Roever, C., & Pan, Y.-C. (2008). GEPT: General English proficiency test. Language 

Testing, 25(3), 403-408 doi: 10.1177/0265532208090159 

Rollett, H., Lux, M., Strohmaier, M., Dosinger, G., & Tochtermann, K. (2007). The Web 

2.0 way of learning with technologies. International Journal of Learning 

Technology, 3(1), 87-107. doi: 10.1504/IJLT.2007.012368 

Rollinson, P. (2005). Using peer feedback in the ESL writing class. ELT Journal, 59(1), 

23-30. doi: 10.1093/elt/cci003 

Rovai, A. P. (2004). A constructivist approach to online college learning. Internet & 

Higher Education, 7(2), 79-93. doi: 10.1016/j.iheduc.2003.10.002 

Rovai, A. P., & Barnum, K. T. (2003). On-line course effectiveness: An analysis of 

student interactions and perceptions of learning. Journal of Distance Education, 

18(1), 57-73.  

Rowe, C., & Wyss, E. L. (Eds.). (2009). Language and new media: Linguistic, cultural, 

and technological evolutions. Cresskill, NJ: Hampton Press, . 

Rozema, R. (2005). Best practice blogging: Connecting what we know to what's next. 

Language Arts Journal of Michigan, 21(2), 29-36. Retrieved from http://scholarw 

orks.gvsu.edu/lajm/vol21/iss2/8 



 281 

Ryan, G. W., & Bernard, H. R. (2000). Data management and analysis methods. In N. 

Densin & Y. Lincoln (Eds.), Handbook of qualitative research (2nd ed., pp. 769-

802). Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage Publications. 

Saadé, R., Nebebe, F., & Tan, W. (2007). Viability of the “technology acceptance model” 

in multimedia learning environments: A comparative study. Interdisciplinary 

Journal of Knowledge and Learning Objects, 3, 175-184.  

Saeed, N., & Sinnappan, S. (2010). Effects of media richness on user acceptance of Web 

2.0 technologies in higher education. In R. Hijón-Neira (Ed.), Advanced learning 

(pp. 233-244). Vukovar, Croatia: In-Teh. 

Sahin, I., & Shelle, M. (2008). Considering students’ perceptions: The distance education 

student satisfaction model. Educational Technology & Society, 11(3), 216-223. 

Retrieved from http://ifets.info/journals/11_3/15.pdf 

Saldaña, J. (2009). The coding manual for qualitative researchers. Thousand Oaks, CA: 

Sage Publications. 

Salomon, G., Kosminsky, E., & Asaf, M. (2003). Computers and writing. In T. Nunes & 

P. Bryant (Eds.), Handbook of children's literacy (pp. 409-442). Norwell, MA: 

Kluwer Academic Publishers. 

Sandelowski, M., Voils, C. I., & Barroso, J. (2006). Defining and designing mixed 

research synthesis studies. Research in the Schools, 13(1), 29–40.  

Santoro, M. G. (1995). What is computer-mediated communication? In M. P. Collins & 

Z. L. Berge (Eds.), Computer-mediated communication and the online classroom 

(pp. 11-27). Cresskill, NJ: Hampton Press. 

Santos, J. R. A. (1999). Cronbach's alpha: A tool for assessing the reliability of scales. 

Journal of Extension, 37(2). Retrieved from http://www.joe.org/joe/1999april/tt3. 

php 

Sayed, O. H. (2010). Developing business management students' persuasive writing 

through blog-based peer-feedback. English Language Teaching, 3(3), 54-66.  

Schumacker, R. E., & Lomax, R. G. (2004). A beginner's guide to structural equation 

modeling (2nd ed.). Mahwah, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum Associates. 

Schwartz, L., Clark, S., Cossarin, M., & Rudolph, J. (2004). Educational wikis: Features 

and selection criteria. The International Review of Research in Open and Distance 

Learning, 5(1). Retrieved from http://www.irrodl.org/index.php/irrodl/article/vie 

wArticle/163/244 

Seale, C. (1999). Quality in qualitative research. Qualitative Inquiry, 5(4), 465-478. doi: 

10.1177/107780049900500402 

Seitzinger, J. (2006). Be constructive: Blogs, podcasts, and wikis as constructivist 

learning tools. Learning Solutions e-Magazine. Retrieved July 14, 2012, from 

http://www.learningsolutionsmag.com/articles/220/be-constructive-blogspodcasts 

-and -wikis-as-constructivist-learning-tools 

Sendall, P., Ceccucci, W., & Peslak, A. R. (2008). Web 2.0 matters: An analysis of 

implementing Web 2.0 in the classroom. Information Systems Education Journal, 

6(64). Retrieved from http://isedj.org/6/64 



 282 

Seow, A. (2002). The writing process and process writing. In J. C. Richards & W. A. 

Renandya (Eds.), Methodology in language teaching: An anthology of current 

practice (pp. 315-319). New York, NY: Cambridge Univesrity Press. 

Shadish, W. R., Cook, T. D., & Campbell, D. T. (2001). Experimental and quasi-

experimental designs for generalized causal inference. Boston, MA: Houghton 

Mifflin. 

Shelly, G. B., Cashman, T. J., Gunter, G. A., & Gunter, R. E. (2008). Teachers 

discovering computers: Integrating technology and digital media in the classroom 

(4th ed.). Boston, MA: Thomason Course Technology. 

Shen, D., Laffey, J., Lin, Y., & Huang, X. (2006). Social influence for perceived 

usefulness and ease-of-use of course delivery systems. Journal of Interactive 

Online Learning, 5(3), 270-282. Retrieved from http://www.ncolr.org/jiol/issues/p 

df/5.3.4.pdf 

Shen, F. (1989). The classroom and the wider culture: Identity as a key to learning 

English composition. College Composition and Communication, 40(4), 459-466.  

Shih, C.-M. (2008). The General English Proficiency Test. Language Assessment 

Quarterly, 5(1), 63-76. doi: 10.1080/15434300701776377 

Siemens, G. (2005). Connectivism: A learning theory for the digital age. International 

Journal of Instructional Technology and Distance Learning, 2(1). Retrieved from 

http://www.itdl.org/Journal/Jan_05/article01.htm 

Silva, T. (1990). Second language composition instruction: Developments, issues, and 

divections in ESL. In B. Kroll (Ed.), Second language writing: Research insights 

for the classroom (pp. 11-23). New York, NY: Cambridge University Press. 

Silva, T. (1993). Toward an understanding of the distinct nature of L2 writing: The ESL 

research and its implications. TESOL Quarterly, 27(4), 657-677. doi: 10.2307/35 

87400 

Simon, E. (2008). Foreign language faculty in the age of Web 2.0. EDUCAUSE 

Quarterly, 31(3), 6-7. Retrieved from http://net.educause.edu/ir/library/pdf/EQM 

0831.pdf 

Simsek, O. (2009). The effect of weblog integrated writing instruction on primary school 

students writing performance. International Journal of Instruction, 2(2), 31-46. 

Singer, M. F., & Moscovici, H. (2008). Teaching and learning cycles in a constructivist 

approach to instruction. Teaching and Teacher Education, 24(6), 1613-1634. doi: 

10.1016/j.tate.2007.12.002 

 Sjøberg, S. (2010). Constructivism and learning. In P. Peterson, E. Baker & B. McGaw 

(Eds.), International Encyclopedia of Education (3rd ed., Vol. 5, pp. 1-11). 

Oxford, England: Elsevier. 

Smyth, R. (2004). Exploring the usefulness of a conceptual framework as a research tool: 

A researcher's reflections. Issues In Educational Research, 14(2), 167-180. 

Retrieved from http://www.iier.org.au/iier14/smyth.html 

Solomon, G., & Schrum, L. (2007). Web 2.0: New tools, new schools. Washington, DC: 

International Society for Technology in Education. 



 283 

Son, J.-B. (2007). Learner experiences in Web-based language learning. Computer 

Assisted Language Learning, 20(1), 21-36. doi: 10.1080/09588220601118495 

Song, L., Singleton, E. S., Hill, J. R., & Koh, M. H. (2004). Improving online learning: 

Student perceptions of useful and challenging characteristics. The Internet and 

Higher Education, 7(1), 59-70. doi: 10.1016/j.iheduc.2003.11.003 

Sontag, M. (2009). A learning theory for 21st-century students. Innovate, 5(4). Retrieved 

from http://www.innovateonline.info/pdf/vol5_issue4/A_Learning_Theory_for_2 

1st- Century_Students.pdf 

Sox, A., & Rubinstein-Ávila, E. (2009). WebQuests for English-language learners: 

Essential elements for design. Journal of Adolescent & Adult Literacy, 53(1), 38-

48. doi: 10.1598/JAAL.53.1.4 
Stahl, G., Koschmann, T., & Suthers, D. (2006). CSCL: An historical perspective. In R. 

K. Sawyer (Ed.), Cambridge handbook of the learning sciences (pp. 409-426). 

Cambridge, England: Cambridge University Press. 

Stanley, G. (2005). Blogging for ELT. Retrieved January 10, 2011, from http://www.teac 

hingenglish.org.uk/think/articles/blogging-elt 

Stefanone, M. A., & Jang, C.-Y. (2008). Writing for friends and family: The 

interpersonal nature of blogs. Journal of Computer-Mediated Communication, 13 

(1), 123-140.  

Stevenson, M. P., & Liu, M. (2010). Learning a language with Web 2.0: Exploring the 

use of social networking features of foreign language learning Web sites. 

CALICO Journal, 27(2), 233-259. Retrieved from https://calico.org/html/article_ 

791.pdf 

Stinson, B. M., & Claus, K. (2000). The effects of electronic classrooms on learning 

English composition: A middle ground. T.H.E. Journal, 27(7), 98-100. Retrieved 

from http://thejournal.com/Articles/2000/02/01/The-Effects-of-Electronic-Classr 

ooms-on-Learning-English-Composition-A-Middle-Ground.aspx?Page=1 

Stoerger, S. (2009). The digital melting pot: Bridging the digital native-immigrant divide. 

First Monday, 14(7). Retrieved from http://firstmonday.org/htbin/cgiwrap/bin/ojs/ 

index.php/fm/article/viewArticle/2474/2243 

Storch, N. (2011). Collaborative writing in L2 contexts: Processes, outcomes, and future 

directions. Annual Review of Applied Linguistics, 31, 275-288. doi: 10.1017/S026 

7190511000079 

Strambi, A., & Bouvet, E. (2003). Flexibility and interaction at a distance: A mixed-mode 

environment for language learning. Language, Learning & Technology, 7(3), 81-

102. Retrieved from http://llt.msu.edu/vol7num3/pdf/strambi.pdf 

Strauss, A. C., & Corbin, J. M. (2008). Basics of qualitative research: Techniques and 

procedures for developing grounded theory (3rd ed.). Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage 

Publications. 

Strenski, E., Feagin, C. O., & Singer, J. A. (2005). Email small group peer review 

revisited. Computers and Composition, 22(2), 191-208. doi: 10.1016/j.compcom. 

2005.02.005 



 284 

Strunk, W., Jr., & White, E. B. (2000). The elements of style (4th ed.). Needham Heights, 

MA: Allyn & Bacon. 

Su, B. (2009). Effective technology integration: Old topic, new thoughts. International 

Journal of Education and Development using Information and Communication 

Technology, 5(2), 161-171. Retrieved from http://ijedict.dec.uwi.edu/viewarticle. 

php?id=620  

Su, Y.-C. (2006). EFL teachers' perceptions of English language policy at the elementary 

level in Taiwan. Educational Studies, 32(3), 265-283. doi: 10.1080/03055690600 

631218  

Sullivan, N., & Pratt, E. (1996). A comparative study of two ESL writing environments: 

A computer-assisted classroom and a traditional oral classroom. System, 24(4), 

491-501. doi: 10.1016/S0346-251X(96)00044-9 

Sun, P.-C., Tsai, R. J., Finger, G., Chen, Y.-Y., & Yeh, D. (2008). What drives a 

successful e-Learning? An empirical investigation of the critical factors 

influencing learner satisfaction. Computers & Education, 50(4), 1183-1202. doi: 1 

0.1016/j.compedu.2006.11.007 

Sun, Y.-C. (2009). Voice blog: An exploratory study of language learning. Language 

Learning & Technology, 13(2), 88-103. Retrieved from http://llt.msu.edu/vol13n 

um2/sun.pdf 

Sun, Y.-C., & Chang, Y.-J. (2012). Blogging to learn: Becoming EFL academic writers 

through collaborative dialogues. Language Learning & Technology, 16(1), 43-61. 

Retrieved from http://llt.msu.edu/issues/february2012/sunchang.pdf 

Susser, B. (1994). Process approaches in ESL/EFL writing instruction. Journal of Second 

Language Writing, 3 (1), 31-47. doi: 10.1016/1060-3743(94)90004-3 

Suvorov, R. (2010). Using Moodle in ESOL writing classes. TESL-EJ, 13(2). Retrieved 

from http://www.tesl-ej.org/wordpress/issues/volume14/ej54/ej54m1/ 

Swan, K. (2002). Building learning communities in online courses: The importance of 

interaction. Education, Communication & Information, 2(1), 23-49. doi: 10.1080/ 

1463631022000005016 

Sykes, J. M., Oskoz, A., & Thorne, S. L. (2008). Web 2.0, synthetic immersive 

environments, and mobile resources for language education. CALICO Journal, 

25(3), 528-546. Retrieved from https://calico.org/html/article_715.pdf 

Tamim, R. M., Lowerison, G., Schmid, R. F., Bernard, R. M., & Abrami, P. C. (2011). A 

multi-year investigation of the relationship between pedagogy, computer use and 

course effectiveness in postsecondary education. Journal of Computing in Higher 

Education, 23(1), 1-14. doi: 10.1007/s12528-010-9041-4 

Tannacito, T., & Tuzi, F. (2002). Acomparison of e-response: Two experiences, one 

conclusion. Kairos, 7(3). Retrieved from http://english.ttu.edu/kairos/7.3/coverwe 

b/tannacito/E-Response-Tannacito-Tuzi.pdf  

Teddlie, C., & Yu, F. (2007). Mixed methods sampling: A typology with examples. 

Journal of Mixed Methods Research, 1(1), 77-100. doi: 10.1177/2345678906292 

430 



 285 

Teo, A. K. (2006). Using a peer assisted writing activity to promote ESL/EFL students' 

narrative writing skills. The Internet TESL Journal, XII(8). Retrieved from http://i 

teslj.org/Techniques/Teo-PeerAssistedWriting.html 

Teo, T. (2006). Attitudes toward computers: A study of post-secondary students in 

Singapore. Interactive Learning Environments, 14(1), 17-24. doi: 10.1080/10494 

820600616406 

Teo, T. (2008). Pre-service teachers' attitudes towards computer use: A Singapore survey. 

Australasian Journal of Educational Technology, 24(4), 413-424. Retrieved from 

http://www.ascilite.org.au/ajet/ajet24/teo.html 

Thompson, C. (2002). Teaching critical thinking in EAP courses in Australia. TESOL 

Journal, 11(4), 15-20. doi: 10.1002/j.1949-3533.2002.tb00104.x 

Thompson, J. (2007). Is education 1.0 ready for Web 2.0 students? Innovate, 3(4). 

Retrieved from http://www.innovateonline.info/pdf/vol3_issue4/Is_Education_1. 

0_Ready_for_Web_2.0_Students_.pdf 

Thompson, J. (2008). Don’t be afraid to explore Web 2.0. Phi Delta Kappan, 89(10), 

711-778.  

Thompson, L. F., Meriac, J. P., & Cope, J. G. (2002). Motivating online performance: 

The influences of goal setting and Internet self-efficacy. Social Science Computer 

Review, 20(2), 149-160. doi: 10.1177/089443930202000205 

Thorne, S. L., Black, R. W., & Sykes, J. M. (2009). Second language use, socialization, 

and learning in Internet interest communities and online gaming. The Modern 

Language Journal, 93, 802-821. doi: 10.1111/j.1540-4781.2009.00974.x 

Thorne, S. L., & Payne, J. S. (2005). Evolutionary trajectories, internet-mediated 

expression, and language education. CALICO Journal, 22(3), 371-397. Retrieved 

from https://calico.org/html/article_137.pdf 

Thurmond, V. A., Wambach, K., Connors, H. R., & Frey, B. B. (2002). Evaluation of 

student satisfaction: Determining the impact of a Web-based environment by 

controlling for student characteristics. American Journal of Distance Education, 

16(3), 169-190. doi: 10.1207/S15389286AJDE1603_4 

Ting, M., & Qian, Y. (2010). A case study of peer feedback in a Chinese EFL writing 

classroom. Chinese Journal of Applied Linguistics, 33(4), 87-98.  

Tompkins, G. E. (2008). Teaching and writing: Balancing process and product (5th ed.). 

Upper Saddle River, NJ: Allyn & Bacon. 

Topping, K. J. (2008). Peer assessment. Theory Into Practice, 48(1), 20-27. doi: 10.1080/ 

00405840802577569 

Trentin, G. (2009). Using a wiki to evaluate individual contribution to a collaborative 

learning project. Journal of Computer Assisted Learning, 25(1), 43-55. doi: 10.11 

11/j.1365-2729.2008.00276.x 

Tribble, C. (1996). Writing. Oxford, England: Oxford University Press. 

Troia, G. A. (2009). Self-regulation and the writing Process: Enhancing the performance 

of students with language and learning difficulties. Perspectives on Language 

Learning and Education, 16(1), 28-36. doi: 10.1044/lle16.1.28 



 286 

Truscott, J. (2007). The effect of error correction on learners’ ability to write accurately. 

Journal of Second Language Writing, 16, 255-272.  

Truscott, J., & Hsu, Y.-P. (2008). Error correction, revision, and learning. Journal of 

Second Language Writing, 17(4), 292-305. doi: 10.1016/j.jslw.2008.05.003 

Tseng, S.-C., & Tsai, C.-C. (2010). Taiwan college students' self-efficacy and motivation 

of learning in online peer assessment environments. The Internet and Higher 

Education, 13(3), 164-169. doi: 10.1016/j.iheduc.2010.01.001 

Tsui, A. B. M., & Ng, M. (2000). Do secondary L2 writers benefit from peer comments? 

Journal of Second Language Writing, 9(2), 147-170. doi: 10.1016/S1060-3743(0 

0)00022-9 

Tuzi, F. (2004). The impact of e-feedback on the revisions of L2 writers in an academic 

writing course. Computers and Composition, 21(2), 217-235. doi: 10.1016/j.com 

pcom.2004.02.003 

U.S. Department of Education. (2002). Technology in schools: Suggestions, tools and 

guidelines for assessing technology in elementary and secondary education. 

Washington, DC: National Center for Education Statistics. 

Ullrich, C., Borau, K., Luo, H., Tan, X., Shen, L., & Shen, R. (2008). Why Web 2.0 is 

good for learning and for research: Principles and prototypes. In ACM (Ed.), 

Proceeding of the 17th international conference on World Wide Web (pp. 705-

714). Beijing, China. 

Vernon, A. (2000). Computerized grammar checkers 2000: Capabilities, limitations, and 

pedagogical possibilities. Computers and Composition, 17(3), 329-349. doi: 10.1 

016/S8755-4615(00)00038-4 

Viera, A. J., & Garrett, J. M. (2005). Understanding interobserver agreement: The kappa 

statistic. Family Medicine, 37(5), 360-363.  

Vrasidas, C., & McIsaac, M. S. (1999). Factors influencing interaction in an online 

course. American Journal of Distance Education, 13(3), 22-36. doi: 10.1080/089 

23649909527033 

Vygotsky, L. S. (1978). Mind in society: The development of higher psychological 

processes. Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press. 

Wadsworth, B. J. (1996). Piaget's theory of cognitive and affective development: 

Foundations of constructivism (5th ed.). White Plains, NY: Longman. 

Walqui, A. (2006). Scaffolding instruction for English language learners: A conceptual 

framework. The International Journal of Bilingual Education and Bilingualism, 

9(2), 159-180.  

Wang, A. Y., & Newlin, M. H. (2002). Predictors of Web-student performance: The role 

of self-efficacy and reasons for taking an on-line class. Computers in Human 

Behavior, 18(2), 151-163. doi: 10.1016/S0747-5632(01)00042-5 

Wang, H.-C. (2009). Weblog-mediated peer editing and some pedagogical 

recommendations: A case study. The JALT CALL Journal, 5(2), 29-44.  

Wang, J., Wang, C.-H., Fang, Y.-C., & Lin, C.-F. (2010). Benefits of Web 2.0 in the 

college writing classroom. The International Journal of Learning, 17(2), 439-450.  



 287 

Wang, L.-C., & Beasley, W. (2008). The wiki as a Web 2.0 tool in education. 

International Journal of Technology in Teaching and Learning, 4(1), 78-85. 

Retrieved from http://www.sicet.org/journals/ijttl/issue0801/4_1_6_Wang.pdf 

Wang, L. (2005). The advantages of using technology in second language education: 

Technology integration in foreign language teaching demonstrates the shift from a 

behavioral to a constructivist learning approach. T.H.E. Journal, 32 (10), 38-41. 

Retrieved from http://thejournal.com/articles/2005/05/01/the-advantages-of-using 

-technology-in-second-language-education.aspx 

Wang, L., & Wang, T. (2006). A case study of network-based language teaching in EFL 

writing. CELEA Journal, 29(5), 25-32.  

Wang, M.-J. (2009). Web based projects enhancing English language and generic skills 

development for Asian hospitality industry students. Australasian Journal of 

Educational Technology, 25(5), 611-626. Retrieved from http://ascilite.org.au/aje 

t/ajet25/wang.html 

Wang, T.-P. (2007). The comparison of the difficulties between cooperative learning and 

traditional teaching methods in college English teachers. The Journal of Human 

Resource and Adult Learning, 3(2), 23-30.  

Wang, X. (1994). Writing concepts in Chinese writing instruction. Issues in Applied 

Linguistics, 5(2), 211-229.  

Wang, Y.-S. (2003). Assessment of learner satisfaction with asynchronous e-Learning 

systems. Information & Management, 41(1), 75-86. doi: 10.1016/S0378-7206(03 

)00028-4 

Ward, J. M. (2004). Blog assisted language learning (BALL): Push button publishing for 

the pupils. TEFL Web, 3(1), 1-16.  

Ware, P. D., & Warschauer, M. (2006). Electronic feedback and second language writing. 

In K. Hyland & F. Hyland (Eds.), Feedback in second language writing: Contexts 

and issues. Cambridge, England: Cambridge University Press. 

Warlick, D. (2005). Classroom blogging: A teacher's guide to the blogosphere. Raleigh, 

NC: The Landmark Project. 

Warlick, D. (2006). A day in the life of Web 2.0. Technology & Learning, 27(3), 20-26. 

Retrieved from http://www.techlearning.com/article/13980 

Warschauer, M. (1996). Computer assisted language learning: An introduction. In S. 

Fotos (Ed.), Multimedia language teaching (pp. 3-20). Tokyo, Japan: Logos 

International. 

Warschauer, M. (1997). Computer-mediated collaborative learning: Theory and practice. 

The Modern Language Journal, 81(4), 470-481. doi: 10.1111/j.1540-4781.1997.t 

b0 5514.x 

Warschauer, M. (2000). The death of cyberspace and the rebirth of CALL. English 

Teachers' Journal, 53, 61-67.  

Warschauer, M. (2001). On-line communication. In R. Carter & D. Nunan (Eds.), The 

Cambridge guide to teaching English to speakers of other languages (pp. 207-

212). Cambridge, England: Cambridge University Press. 



 288 

Warschauer, M. (2007). Technology and writing. In C. Davison & J. Cummins (Eds.), 

The international handbook of English language teaching (pp. 907-912). Norwell, 

MA: Springer. 

Warschauer, M. (2009). Learning to write in the laptop classroom. Writing & Pedagogy, 

1(1), 101-112. doi: 10.1558/wap.v1i1.101 

Warschauer, M. (2010). Invited commentary: New tools for teaching writing. Language 

Learning & Technology, 14(1), 3-8. Retrieved from http://llt.msu.edu/vol14num1/ 

commentary.pdf 

Warschauer, M., & Healey, D. (1998). Computers and language learning: An overview. 

Language Teaching, 31, 57-71.  

Warschauer, M., & Meskill, C. (2000). Technology and second language learning. In J. 

W. Rosenthal (Ed.), Handbook of undergraduate second language education (pp. 

303-318). Mahwah, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum. 

Warschauer, M., Turbee, L., & Roberts, B. (1996). Computer learning networks and 

student empowerment. System, 24(1), 1-14. doi: 10.1016/0346-251X(95)00049-P 

Webster, J., & Hackley, P. (1997). Teaching effectiveness in technology-mediated 

distance learning. Academy of Management Journal, 40(6), 1282-1309. doi: 10.2 

307/257034 

Weigle, S. C. (2002). Assessing writing. Cambridge, England: Cambridge University 

Press. 

Wells, G. (2000). Dialogic inquiry in education: Building on the legacy of Vygotsky. In 

C. D. Lee & P. Smagorinsky (Eds.), Vygotskian perspectives on literacy research: 

Constructing meaning through collaborative inquiry (pp. 51-85). Cambridge, 

England: Cambridge University Press. 

Wen, M.-C., & Tsai, C.-C. (2006). University students’ perceptions of and attitudes 

toward (online) peer assessment. 51(1), 27-44. doi: 10.1007/s10734-004-6375-8 

Wengelin, Å., Leijten, M., & Van Waes, L. (2010). Studying reading during writing: 

New perspectives in research. Reading and Writing, 23(7), 735-742. doi: 10.1007 

/s11145-009-9187-5 

Wenger, E. (1998). Communities of practice. Cambridge, England: Cambridge University 

Press. 

Wheeler, S., Yeomans, P., & Wheeler, D. (2008). The good, the bad and the wiki: 

Evaluating student-generated content for collaborative learning. British Journal of 

Educational Technology, 39(6), 987-995. doi: 10.1111/j.1467-8535.2007.00799.x 

White, C. (2007). Focus on the language learner in an era of globalization: Tensions, 

positions and practices in technology-mediated language teaching. Language 

Teaching, 40(4), 321-326. doi: 10.1017/S026144480700451X 

White, R., & Arndt, V. (1991). Process writing. Harlow, England: Longman. 

Wible, D., Kuo, C.-H., Chien, F.-Y., Liu, A., & Tsao, N.-L. (2001). A Web-based EFL 

writing environment: Integrating information for learners, teachers, and 

researchers. Computers & Education, 37(3-4), 297-315. doi: 10.1016/S0360-131 

5(01)00056-2 



 289 

Wichadee, S. (2010). Using wikis to develop summary writing abilities of students in an 

EFL class. Journal of College Teaching & Learning, 7(12). Retrieved from 

http://journals.cluteonline.com/index.php/TLC/article/view/951/935 

Williams, J. G. (2003). Providing feedback on ESL students' written assignments. The 

Internet TESL Journal, IX(10). Retrieved from http://iteslj.org/Techniques/Willia 

ms-Feedback.html 

Wilson, B. (1996). What is a constructivist learning environment? In B. Wilson (Ed.), 

Constructivist learning environments: Case studies in instructional design (pp. 3-

8). Englewood Cliffs, NJ: Educational Technology Publications. 

Wilson, B., Teslow, J., & Osman-Jouchoux, R. (1995). The impact of constructivism 

(and postmodernism) on ID fundamentals. In B. B. Seels (Ed.), Instructional 

design fundamentals: A reconsideration (pp. 137-157). Englewood Cliffs NJ: 

Educational Technology Publications. 

Witfelt, C. (2000). Educational multimedia and teachersʼ needs for new competencies: A 

study of compulsory school teachersʼ needs for competence to use educational 

multimedia. Educational Media International, 37(4), 235-241. doi: 10.1080/0952 

3980050210420 

Woo, Y., & Reeves, T. C. (2007). Meaningful interaction in Web-based learning: A 

social constructivist interpretation. The Internet and Higher Education, 10(1), 15-

25. doi: 10.1016/j.iheduc.2006.10.005 

Word proceessor. (2006). Webster's online dictionary. Retrieved March 30, 2011, from 

http://www.websters-online-dictionary.org/definitions/Word+processor 

Wu, M.-H. (2011). Language planning and policy in Taiwan: Past, present, and future. 

Language Problems & Language Planning, 35(1), 15-34. doi: 10.1075/lpl 

p.35.1.02wu 

Wu, N. L., & Tu, C. T. (2009). SPSS & the application and analysis of statistics (Rev. 

ed.). Taipei, Taiwan: Wu-Nan Culture Enterprise. 

Wu, W.-S. (2006). The effect of blog peer review and teacher feedback on the revisions 

of EFL writers. Journal of Education and Foreign Languages and Literature, 3, 

125-139.   

Wyse, D. (2009). Teaching English, language and literacy. Cambridge Journal of 

Education, 39(3), 287-290.  

Xiao, Y., & Lucking, R. (2008). The impact of two types of peer assessment on students' 

performance and satisfaction within a wiki environment. The Internet and Higher 

Education, 11(3-4), 186-193. doi: 10.1016/j.iheduc.2008.06.005 

Xu, Y. (2007). Re-examing the effects and affects of electronic peer review in a first-year 

composition class. The Reading Matrix, 7(2). Retrieved from http://www.reading 

matrix.com/articles/xu/article.pdf 

Yan, G. (2005). A process genre model for teaching writing. English Language Forum, 

43(3), 18-26. 

Yang, H.-D., Moon, Y. J., & Rowley, C. (2009). Social influence on knowledge worker's 

adoption of innovative information technology. Journal of Computer Information 



 290 

Systems, 50(1), 25-36. Retrieved from http://iacis.org/jcis/articles/Yang_Moon_R 

owley_2009_50_1.pdf 

Yang, M., Badger, R., & Yu, Z. (2006). A comparative study of peer and teacher 

feedback in a Chinese EFL writing class. Journal of Second Language Writing, 

15(3), 179-200. doi: 10.1016/j.jslw.2006.09.004 

Yang, Y., & Yang, Z. (2010). Problem-aolution in English vs. qi-chengzhuan-he in 

Chinese: Are they compatible discourse patterns? Chinese Journal of Applied 

Linguistics, 33(5), 65-79.  

Yates, N. (2008). Wikis and constructivism: Exploring the links. The JALT CALL 

Journal, 4(3), 15-28. Retrieved from http://www.jaltcall.org/journal/contents_4_ 

3.html 

Young, L. D. (2003). Bridging theory and practice: Developing guidelines to facilitate the 

design of computer-based learning environments. Canadian Journal of Learning 

and Technology, 29(3). Retrieved from http://www.cjlt.ca/index.php/cjlt/article/v 

iewArticle/90/84 

Yu, W.-K., Sun, Y.-C., & Chang, Y.-J. (2010). When technology speaks language: an 

evaluation of course management systems used in a language learning context. 

ReCALL, 22(3), 332-355. doi: 10.1017/S0958344010000194 

Zamel, V. (1983). The composing processes of advanced ESL students: Six case studies. 

TESOL Quarterly, 17(2), 165-187. doi: 10.2307/3586647 

Zamel, V. (1985). Responding to student writing. TESOL Quarterly 19(1), 79-101. doi: 1 

0.2307/3586773 

Zamel, V. (1992). Writing one's way into reading. TESOL Quarterly, 26(3), 463-485. doi: 

10.2307/3587174 

Zemach, D. E., & Rumisek, L. A. (2003). College writing from paragraph to essay: 

From paragraph to essay. Oxford, England: Macmillan. 

Zeng, D. (2005). The process-oriented approach to ESL/EFL writing instruction and  

research. Teaching English in China, 28(5), 66-77.  

Zhang, D. (2009). The application of blog in English writing. Journal of Cambridge 

Studies, 4(1), 64-72. Retrieved from http://journal.acs-cam.org.uk/data/archive/20 

09/200901-article8.pdf 

Zhang, F., & Barber, B. (Eds.). (2008). Handbook of research on computer-enhanced 

language acquisition and learning. Hershey, PA: Information Science Reference. 

Zhang, L. J. (2007). Constructivist pedagogy in strategic reading instruction: Exploring 

pathways to learner development in the English as a second language (ESL) 

classroom. Instructional Science, 36(2), 89-116. doi: 10.1007/s11251-007-9025-6 

Zhang, S. (1995). Reexamining the affective advantage of peer feedback in the ESL 

writing class. Journal of Second Language Writing, 4(3), 209-222. doi: 10.1016/1 

060-3743(95)90010-1 

Zhang, S. (1999). Thoughts on some recent evidence concerning the affective advantage 

of peer feedback. Journal of Second Language Writing, 8(3), 321-326. doi: 10.10 

16/S1060-3743(99)80119-2 



 291 

Zhao, H. (2010). Investigating learners’ use and understanding of peer and teacher 

feedback on writing: A comparative study in a Chinese English writing 

classroom. Assessing Writing, 15(1), 3-17. doi: 10.1016/j.asw.2010.01.002 

Zhao, Y., & Cziko, G. A. (2001). Teacher adoption of technology: A perceptual control 

theory perspective. Journal of Technology and Teacher Education, 9(1), 5-30.  

Zimmer, M. (2008). Preface: Critical perspectives on Web 2.0. First Monday, 13(3). 

Retrieved from http://firstmonday.org/htbin/cgiwrap/bin/ojs/index.php/fm/article/ 

view/ 2137/1943 

Zimmermann, R. (2000). L2 writing: Subprocesses, a model of formulating and empirical 

findings. Learning and Instruction, 10(1), 73-99. doi: 10.1016/S0959-4752(99)00 

019-5 

Zou, B., Xiang, C. H., & Jeaco, S. (2012). An investigation of the use of wikis in English 

language learning. Chinese Journal of Applied Linguistics, 35(1), 99-116. doi: 

10.1515/cjal-2012-0008 

Zou, K. H., Tuncali, K., & Silverman, S. G. (2003). Correlation and simple linear 

regression. Radiology, 227(3), 617-622. doi: 10.1148/radiol.2273011499 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 292 

Vita 

Chung-Kai Huang was born in central Taiwan. He received his B.A. in Finance 

from National Central University in 2000 and teaching certificate in Business Education 

from the Minister of Education in 2001. He fulfilled his military service in a junior high 

school in Kaohsiung from 2001 to 2003. After the compulsory service, he went to the 

U.S. for his graduate study. In 2005, he earned his Master of Arts in TESOL from 

Teachers College, Columbia University and came back to Taiwan to teach in several 

universities as an adjunct lecturer. In 2006, he joined the doctoral program in 

Instructional Technology at The University of Texas at Austin. While in the program, he 

was employed as a teaching assistant in the Department of Asian Studies and a research 

assistant in the IDEA Studio, in addition to serving as a Graduate Student Associate of 

the tutoring program in the McCombs Business School. He received professional awards 

and scholarships from the College of Education and several US educational foundations. 

Additionally, he has presented papers at international conferences and published journal 

articles in Web-supported language learning and human resource development. Chung-

Kai's major educational goal is to acquire a solid base of knowledge pertaining to the use 

of technologies in teaching and learning, and strategies of application for teachers and 

students worldwide. 

Permanent e-mail address: ch2239@gmail.com 

This dissertation was typed by Chung-Kai Huang 

 

 


