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ABSTRACT  
This quasi-experimental research examined the effects of the process/genre approach (PGA) with the 

integration of blogs in EFL university-level students’ writing classrooms. This was a mixed-method study in 
which the participants’ essays and adopted questionnaires contributed to accumulating quantitative data 
while the interviews and observations provided qualitative data. The study took place over ten weeks at a 
university in central Taiwan in which paper-pencil instruction was applied in the control group, while blog 
instruction was employed for the experimental group.  

The students’ essays were computed by applying a paired-sample t-test, and the questionnaires were 
analysed by applying a Wilcoxon signed-rank test to determine whether there were any statistically 
significant differences in terms of the students’ writing performance and perceptions toward the PGA and 
blog writing after comparing the results of the pre-test and the post-test. The qualitative data was analysed 
to provide in-depth evidence to support the quantitative results.  

After the data analysis was completed, the paired-sample t-test demonstrated that there were significant 
differences in terms of the students’ writing performance in both groups, which demonstrates how the PGA 
developed the EFL university students’ writing performance. Because the students had more interactive 
opportunities to be exposed to the language inputs, this approach facilitated their English writing 
performance. The Wilcoxon signed-rank test presented that the students revealed positive attitudes toward 
writing blogs and also positive affections toward blog writing because they had higher levels of satisfaction 
and lower levels of apprehension when blogging. Moreover, there was a significant difference in terms of 
the factor of “learning with peers” in the control group since the PGA provided more interactive and 
communicative opportunities. The students also indicated greater understanding about their writing samples 
in the experimental group, since they were allowed to refer to the instructional contents on the blogs anytime 
and anywhere. 
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1. Introduction  
In view of the accelerated growth and proliferation of computer technology in the twenty-first century, a 

variety of forms of computer technology have been introduced in foreign language (FL) education, which 
have greatly changed the way of how people learn foreign languages. One significant development is the 
advent of Web 2.0 provides language learners with a greater range of opportunities to communicate and 
interact in target languages with others, and helps students to learn collaboratively (Huang, 2015). Examples 
of communication software, such as Skype, Twitter, Google Talk, MSN Messenger, YouTube, My Space, 
Google Video, BBC, Blackboard, Blog, Facebook, and Wikis can all be used for language learning, while 
they support learners’ language learning through socially interactive learning (Kervin & Derewianka, 2011). 
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Due to the features of being user-friendly (Fageeh, 2011; Noytim, 2010), there being ease of use and 
allowing for collaborative learning (Habul-Šabanović, 2015), blogs have been applied in different disciplines 
by educators to facilitate language teaching and learning (Blood, as cited in Armstrong & Retterer, 2008). 
Although its effectiveness has been widely confirmed by many studies (Aljumah, 2012; Armstrong & 
Retterer, 2008; Arslan & Şahin-Kızıl, 2010; Fageeh, 2011; Kitchakarn, 2012; Lin, Groom & Lin, 2013; Lin, 
Li, Hung & Huang, 2014; Liu & Chang, 2010; Noytim, 2010; Silviyanti & Yusuf, 2014), the practical 
employment of blogging in language writing classrooms remains uncommon (Golonka, Bowles, Frank, 
Richardson & Freynik, 2014; Miyazoe & Anderson, 2010). Research on the investigation of the impacts of 
blog in language writing classrooms is also recommended (Aljumah, 2012). 

Therefore, a study related to blog writing was conducted in Taiwan in which English learners learn 
English via regular classes, broadcasts, magazines, among other means, and most of them learn English 
through reiterative recitation and rote memorisation (Yang & Chen, 2007)_Yang	&	Chen,	2007) because 
English is not the vehicle for everyday communication in this EFL (English as a Foreign Language) learning 
context, and in actual fact, English is rarely used for daily communication in Taiwan (Wu, Yen & Marek, 
2011). Chen (2014) indicated that the rate of using English in different occasions among Taiwanese in daily 
life is really low, and they spend very little time to use English every day because English is very seldom 
used as a tool for cognition or socialisation in Taiwan.  

In spite of the low rate of using English, the Taiwanese IELTS (International English Language Testing 
System) test-takers’ overall band scores have recently been increasing. However, the writing results are the 
worst among the four language skills (listening, speaking, reading and writing) among Taiwanese IELTS 
candidates (Chen, 2015). Unfortunately, the skill of writing is deemed as one of the most difficult skills to 
improve (Lin, Yu, Wang & Ho, 2015). Li (2010) indicated that one of the reasons for Taiwanese students’ 
inadequate writing ability could be attributed to the examination systems, curriculum design, and learning 
attitudes because of the English education curriculum emphasis on being results-driven and score-oriented. 
This could greatly undermine students’ English learning motivation (Li, 2012). Hence, the study intended to 
investigate whether the integration of the blog and process/genre approach (PGA) changed the Taiwanese 
university students’ writing attitudes and improved their writing performances. 

The PGA combines both the process approach (PCA) and genre approach (GRA) that was proposed by 
Badger and White in 2000 (Gao, 2012). In PGA writing classrooms, teachers have to provide as many similar 
social contexts as possible for learners, and also offer sufficient information for them to draw up the writing 
purposes (GRA). Students then use their language knowledge and skills to respond to writing tasks (PCA). 
Therefore, students will be able to use writing skills (PCA) to acquire greater linguistic knowledge (GRA), 
and understand the writing purposes (GRA), so their writing competence might be developed when their 
potential is motivated (PCA) and language inputs are provided (GRA) (Badger & White, 2000). 

According to the statements mentioned above, three pertinent research questions were raised in the 
study: 

(1) In terms of the students’ writing performance, does the PGA develop the EFL university students’ 
writing ability? 

(2) In terms of the students’ perceptions toward the PGA, are there any statistically significant 
differences after the treatments? 

(3) In terms of the students’ perceptions toward blog writing, are there any statistically significant 
differences after the treatments? 

 

2. Review of the literature  
2.1. The affordance of blogs in EFL writing classrooms 

The utilisation of Internet-based collaborative learning is increasing on account of its convenience, ease 
of use, and rapid development. This kind of learning provides a great number of opportunities for learners 
to obtain information and learn collaboratively (Boulos, Maramba & Wheeler, 2006). Collaboration is an 
important element leading to successful learning because one’s effective learning may be due to the 



How Computer Technology Transforms Writing Performance 

International Journal for 21st Century Education, vol. 3, Special Issue ‘Language Learning and Teaching’, 2016, 169-185.   171  

participation and interaction with others’ modelling behaviour and thought processes (Pawan, Paulus, Yalcin 
& Chang, 2003). The concept of collaborative learning in a social-cultural environment has also been found 
in educational technology. It has been accepted that computer technology enriches social resources in one’s 
learning process, and helps learners retrieve knowledge whenever and wherever they need. For example, 
the notion of computer supported collaborative learning enables learners to learn collaboratively in an 
Internet community, such as blogs (Selwyn, 2011). 

Blogs are “up-to-the-minute posts, latest first” (Nardi, Schiano, Gumbrecht & Swartz, 2004, p. 42) 
electronic journals to record users’ written work in Internet communities (Johnson, 2004) in which learners 
of the same target language can convene together to practise using the language (Chapelle, 2010; Zhytska, 
2012) so that their interactive connections could be developed (Top, 2012). Blogs are potential pedagogical 
alternatives in FL writing classrooms because they effectively develop students’ writing ability in a 
collaborative manner (Normand-Marconnet & Cordella, 2012; Silviyanti & Yusuf, 2014; Warschauer & Liaw, 
2011), and they serve as a complementary role to traditional (face-to-face) classrooms for FL education 
(Normand-Marconnet & Cordella, 2012). 

The application of blogs in FL writing classrooms may be very helpful to instructors. Not only can blogs 
improve students’ writing contents and organisation of these contents, but also allow for students to easily 
receive and give feedback without there being restrictions of time and place. Some beneficially 
supplementary and auxiliary materials, such as pictures, sound or video files that convey meanings and 
inspire students’ language learning could be uploaded to blogs as well (Armstrong & Retterer, 2008; Torut, 
2000). Hence, a teacher’s instruction is not confined to face-to-face instruction, since instructors and 
learners can meet whenever and wherever necessary (Arslan & Şahin-Kızıl, 2010). As for students, they 
can read others’ writing samples, share their comments, and come to understand how to edit each other’s 
contents. It is also convenient to correct and re-write essays on blogs because they save writers’ time by 
being much faster than conventional writing, and therefore are more productive for writers to compose 
essays. Required information can be also retrieved when the contents are found online. Consequently, 
writing blogs develop FL learners’ writing competence, increase their writing motivation, and improve their 
learning autonomy (Sun, 2010). Students are thus able to gain more opportunities to learn FL writing through 
functioning on this quick and easy operating platform (Warschauer & Liaw, 2011).  

Lin et al. (2014) pointed out that blog writing generated lower levels of anxiety and improved performance 
among EFL learners. They found that the students might be relieved of apprehension when writing on blogs, 
which contrasts with another group of students who wrote with pen and paper. Moreover, the majority of the 
participants in Aljumah’s (2012) study reflected that they enjoyed the blogging programme where they 
posted entries, read posts, and gave comments. The participants had very positive attitudes toward the use 
of blogs in English writing classrooms, so they believed that blogs were useful, motivational and effective in 
developing their writing ability. Fang (2010) also indicated that the majority of the students under study were 
quite satisfied with the blog writing programme, and there was a positive effect on the development of the 
learners’ writing skills. Therefore, the students had very positive attitudes toward the use of computer 
technology in writing classrooms, and revealed how they expected to have a programme of this kind in their 
future writing classes. Armstrong & Retterer (2008) conducted a study with reference to the use of blogs in 
Spanish writing classes, and found out that most of the participants (more than 80% of them) enjoyed writing 
on blogs because they were easy accessible, and online references and dictionaries could be easily 
accessed. 

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

2.2 The process/genre approach 

The process/genre approach (PGA) that combines both the process approach (PCA) and genre 
approach (GRA) was proposed by Badger and White in 2000 (Gao, 2012). The PCA, which views writing as 
a natural process and emphasises students’ creativity and effectiveness to produce a written text (Maybin, 
1994), is more learner-centred (Matsuda, 2003; Nordin & Mohammad, 2006; Tuffs, 1993). In contrast, the 
GRA is more teacher-centred (Hyland, 2007), so the teachers are responsible for the students’ writing 
development and have to evaluate how successfully the students have learned to achieve tasks toward a 
specific genre (Maybin, 1994). Despite the differences between the two approaches, they can complement 
each other because one motivates students’ learning and provides learning opportunities through the writing 
process, while the other helps students understand what linguistic structures are required for a particular 
genre (Maybin, 1994). Hence, the consolidation of the PCA and GRA becomes more effective to help 
students understand writing process in a genre when constructing a text (Bijami & Raftari, 2013). 

In PGA writing classrooms, teachers have to provide as many similar social contexts as possible for 
learners and offer sufficient information for them to draw up the writing purposes (GRA), and then students 
use their language knowledge and skills to respond to the writing tasks (PCA). Therefore, students will be 
able to use the writing skills (PCA), realise more linguistic knowledge (GRA), and understand the writing 
purposes (GRA), so their writing competence might be developed when their potential is motivated (PCA) 
and language inputs are provided (GRA) (Badger & White, 2000). Gao (2012) proposed five instructional 
steps to introduce how the PGA is implemented in EFL writing classrooms, which include model paper 
analysis and demonstration, group discussion and imitation, individual imitation and writing, whole-class 
comment and modification and final drafting and publication. 

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

2. Group discussion and imitation: in this stage, 3 or 4 students form a small group to discuss the 
theme toward their writing tasks, including the writing style, organisation, expression, grammar, 
and then discuss how they would construct their writing frameworks or how they would perform 
their linguistic features for this theme.  

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

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

5. Final drafting and publication: finally, students work on their final draft before submission. The 
previous four stages are involved in the final step in order to make sure that students understand 
the genres, writing structures, writing purposes, and linguistic features, among similar 
considerations. 

However, the instructional procedures in the PGA are recursive, so both the teachers and students could 
return to the previous steps if necessary. 
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3. Methodology  
3.1. Research design 

The primary purpose of the study was to examine whether the integration of using a blog and the PGA 
developed the EFL university students’ writing performance by comparing the outcomes collected from the 
control group and the experimental group in both the pre-test and post-test. To achieve the main purpose 
of the study, a quasi-experimental design was adopted in this study. The purpose of a quasi-experimental 
study is to determine the impact of curricular materials or teaching methods (McMillan & Schumacher, 2010), 
and this kind of research design is able to produce a great deal of knowledge and find reasonable outcomes 
and conclusions (Ary, Jacobs, Sorensen & Walker, 2014; Gall, Gall & Borg, 2010). To fulfil the research 
purpose, the study was therefore designed based on Creswell’s (2012) Quasi-Experimental Design: Pre- 
and Post-test Design which was shown in Table 1. 

 
Table 1. The Adopted Quasi-Experimental Design: Pre-test and Post-test Design 

 
 
As can been seen in Table 1, there were two classes of students participated in the study who were 

randomly labelled as the control and experimental groups, and also had the same instruments in the pre-
test, including the application of the English essays and questionnaires. During the treatment phase, the 
participants in the control group received paper-pencil instruction while blog instruction was infused into the 
experimental group. The students in both groups received the same materials given by the same instructor 
with the same length of instruction time. At the same time, the instructor and another experienced writing 
instructor observed the classes together. After the treatments, the identical instruments administered in the 
pre-test were employed for all the participants again in the post-test. Finally, seven individuals in each group 
were randomly selected for the retrospective semi-structured interviews. 
 

3.2 Participants  

A total of 34 second-year undergraduate English majors were consulted in this research while they were 
studying English writing as a required course at a university in central Taiwan in the autumn/winter of the 
2014 academic year. The two classes of subjects were randomly labelled as the control group and the 
experimental group. In the control group, there were 16 female students, aged from 18 to 20 with an average 
age of 19.125; in contrast, there were 18 students, including 4 males and 14 females, in the experimental 
group, aged from 19 to 20 with an average age of 19.055. The participants’ English proficiency in these two 
groups were quite similar according to their university entrance exam results provided by the Testing Centre 
for Technological and Vocational Education, which is the most authoritative testing centre for technological 
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and vocational education in Taiwan. All of the students who finish their study at technological and vocational 
high schools have to take the test to study at universities in Taiwan. Unfortunately, it was impossible to have 
more students to enrol in the classes because it was a required course for English majors in the department, 
and only two classes were available for the researcher to conduct the study. Of practical concern is writing 
classes usually have lower number of students, which is acceptable as an argument for research purposes 
(Lin, 2014, 2015), and therefore the number of the participants in the current study should be considered 
adequate. 
 

3.3 Research instruments  

Writing Essays – The topic of the English writing essay was chosen from the teaching material, 	!
8��:;: �/��5�"? (A Pathway to the General English Proficiency Test: Writing 
Proficiency Test for the Intermediate Level) written by Chen (2013), used in the current study. The purpose 
of using this book as the primary source material was its appropriateness since the contents of the books 
suited the course requirements and the students’ needs. Considering the participants’ English abilities, the 
materials were appropriate to their needs because this textbook is designed for those who are preparing for 
the intermediate level (equivalent to CEFR B1) of the General English Proficiency Test (GEPT), which is set 
up by the Language Training and Testing Centre, Taiwan. This is one of the accepted indices for admissions 
to universities and graduate schools in Taiwan, and it is also widely accepted by many governmental 
institutions or private organisations for recruitment or promotion in Taiwan. This textbook was therefore used 
in this study to help prepare students to pass the GEPT. 

Questionnaire – In this study, there were two sets of questionnaires: the Questionnaire for the 
Process/Genre Approach (QPGA) and the Questionnaire for Blog Writing (QBW). The former one was 
constructed by the researcher since the PGA is relative new in language writing education, and a proper 
ready-made questionnaire could not be found. The self-made QPGA was formed following previous studies 
(Badger & White, 2000; Gao, 2012; Nordin & Mohammad, 2006; Yan, 2005) that have discussed the PGA 
in detail. As for the QBW, it was revised based on Aljumah’s (2012) questionnaire, which has been cited as 
being reliable and validated. The Aljumah’s study was akin to the current study in certain ways: (a) all of the 
participants were English majors at the university level; (b) they all learned English in EFL contexts; (c) the 
study was also related to English writing; and (d) blogs were the teaching and learning means in the 
research. Therefore, Aljumah’s questionnaire was suitable for the current study as an appropriate option. 
Because the questionnaires were either self-constructed or revised based on an existing one, a pilot study 
was conducted to make sure the reliability and validity before applying a formal utilisation. In the pilot study, 
the techniques of expert judgement, factor analysis, test-retest reliability, internal consistency reliability, and 
interviewing were carried out, so the researcher would be able to establish the reliability and validity of the 
questionnaires. Lastly, all of the items were dislocated according to the arrangement produced by the 
Researcher Randomizer (Urbaniak & Scott, 1997) in the finalised version. 

Observation – The researcher and the other experienced writing instructor observed the classes 
together based on the observation checklist provided which was designed by the researcher and was 
reviewed by two experts before the formal application. The researcher acted as a participant observer so 
that all of the instructional procedures had been done and could be likewise confirmed, in addition to 
developing classroom rapport with the participants to increase the feasibility to gather a great deal of 
information during the interview phases. The other instructor was a second observer who acted as a non-
participant observer, so any bias during the observation phase could be avoided, and the reliability of 
observation might be improved (Curtis, Murphy & Shields, 2014). 

Interview – In the current study, retrospective semi-structured interviews were adopted because the 
participants needed to cast back what happened while they were writing and what happened while they 
were in class in order to complete the interview questions that were designed following the contents of the 
questionnaires prior to the interviews in order to answer the research questions. Eight questions were 
respectively designed for the participants’ perceptions toward the PGA and blog writing. Nevertheless, in 
order to ensure the validity of the interview questions, two experts who have doctorate degrees and have 
been teaching English in EFL contexts for years were invited to review the interview questions. Five students 
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were then invited for the pilot test to ensure the questions were understandable to the participants and 
pertinent to the study. 
 

3.4 Data collection 

Blog – Due to the research needs, all of the participants in the experimental group were asked to register 
an account on www.pixnet.net, which is free of charge and easy for users to manipulate. The PIXNET was 
launched in 2003 and offers blogs, online albums, guest books, and web communities. The reasons for 
selecting the PIXNET were: (a) it is a Taiwanese website, so the participants might feel more familiar with 
its interface; (b) some troubles might be avoided while the participants were using it; and (c) it saved the 
researcher’s time to introduce how to use the blogs. 

After the students registered on PIXNET with a personal account, the students were asked to provide 
their account IDs to the researcher in order to publicise contents for the other students to see for the future 
needs. The researcher compiled the students’ blog account IDs and announced all of them on a tutor blog 
so that the students were able to link or crosslink to others’ blogs during the experimental period. The tutor 
blog served the functions of making course announcements as well as distributing teaching materials and 
feedback provisions. Therefore, it served as an online notice board for the researcher and the participants 
because some reminders were necessarily made in order to ensure the students were submitting their 
essays on time and duly receiving class announcements duly. All of the teaching materials could be 
distributed before the classes started, so it helped the researcher have the participants preview the teaching 
contents in advance. The researcher was also able to conveniently provide feedback on the subjects’ writing 
samples at different times from various locations. The students used their blogs (the learner blog) to receive 
course announcements, preview and review teaching materials, upload their assignments, and give 
feedback to each other. 

The Course – The data collection in the current study took place at a university in central Taiwan in the 
autumn/winter of the 2014 academic year. In order to prepare the students to cope with functioning in 
competitive workplaces or further studies after completion of their university studies, writing courses were 
designed as required ones throughout the students’ four-year university study. On account of the 
accessibility and availability of the classes, the study was applied to second year undergraduates who had 
a year of writing training at university before taking part in this research study. This was a weekly two-hour 
writing class with a total of 18 weeks in a semester. 

Procedures – The procedures in the study included the pre-test, treatment, post-test, and the interview. 
In the pre-test, all of the students were given thirty minutes to complete the writing essay, and the 
questionnaire booklets were given to the participants afterwards.  

The treatments were then respectively given to the two groups for eight weeks. In the control group, all 
of the teaching materials were prepared in advance and were handed out by the researcher in class. The 
students’ assignments were also handed in on paper. In contrast, all of the instructional materials were 
uploaded to the tutor blog by the researcher before classes began, and the students in the experimental 
group had to post their assignments on their own blogs before the deadlines. Apart from the teaching tools, 
the teaching procedures and approaches were really similar in the two groups in which the instructor 
explained the model articles and elicited the students’ ideas. The students discussed the ideas with their 
peers and provided their findings after their discussions in class. Then, they wrote an essay that was turned 
in every week. The students’ writings were also used as the teaching materials after the researcher’s 
marking. The students had to modify their essays based on the comments given by either the instructor or 
their peers, and turned in their new writing essays together with the modified one every week. At the same 
time, the researcher acted as a participant observer while the other was a non-participant observer during 
the treatment phase. The observation checklists were also completed. 

Finally, the post-test whose procedures were quite akin to those in the pre-test were conducted a week 
after the treatments. In the post-test, the identical writing essay and the questionnaires used in the pre-test 
were distributed to the subjects. 

Interview – The interviews were conducted in the following weeks after the post-test. The students’ 
native language, Mandarin Chinese, was used in the interviews to reduce the interviewees’ levels of anxiety 
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and motivate their willingness to participate, so much more information could be expected to be collected 
during the interviews. A total number of fourteen interviewees from the two groups were randomly chosen 
and took part in the interviews. Most of them finished the interviews in thirty minutes. Then, the researcher 
transcribed all of the interviews and translated them into English. 
 
3.5 Data Analysis 

Quantitative Data Analysis – The quantitative data comprised the students’ writing essays as well as 
the questionnaires, and all were involved in both the pre-test and post-test. IBM SPSS Statistics version 22 
was used to calculate the numerical data in which both the descriptive and inferential statistics contributed 
to the quantitative results. In the current study, the paired-sample t-test was applied in the study to determine 
whether there were any significant differences between the pre-test and the post-test in the two groups in 
terms of their English writing performance based on Hughey, Wormuth, Hartfiel, and Jacobs’s (1983) English 
as a Second Language Composition Profile, because this statistical tool is usually used to compare two sets 
of scores collected from a pre-test and a post-test completed by the same group of participants (Brace, 
Kemp & Snelgar, 2012; Dörnyei, 2007; McMillan & Schumacher, 2006). Then, a Wilcoxon signed-rank test, 
a nonparametric test, which is equivalent to the paired-sample t-test  (Field, 2013) was used to compare the 
data collected from the questionnaires to see whether there were any significant differences between the 
two sets of data collected from the pre-test and post-test. 

Qualitative Data Analysis – In virtue of the manageability of the observational data, the researcher 
could simply use Microsoft Office Word software to note, edit, store, retrieve, link, and highlight the data. 
The researcher, firstly, input all of the raw data collected from the observations in a Word file, which were 
then read and re-read repeatedly to find connections and the relationships in the two categories of the 
observational data (i.e. the instructor’s instruction and learners’ learning) that was recorded by the two 
observers. After receiving the preliminary ideas of the observational data, the researcher then conducted 
the further analysis to look into the possible answers for the observed phenomenon so that it was possible 
to provide more accurate and robust research findings, and then compare and contrast them with the 
interview results in the subsequent discussions. 

As for the interview data analysis, the participants’ native language, Mandarin Chinese, was used in the 
interviews, and all of the interview processes were audio recorded. The researcher therefore had to 
transcribe the interview responses and translate them into English. Since electronic recording was used in 
the interview process, the researcher was able to reproduce the data for the sake of fully understanding the 
given information. During the transcribing process, the researcher had the opportunity to deliberate the 
meanings of the given information since transcription is a process of construction, rather than merely 
recording what was said (Hammersley, 2010). The researcher was thus able to compare and contrast the 
interview data with facts from the observations. 

 

4. Quantitative data results 

 
Table 2. Descriptive Statistics of the Participants’ English Writing Performance 

 Control Group Experimental Group 
 Pre-test Post-test Pre-test Post-test 

Mean 53.1563 68.4063 53.8056 70.7222 
N 16 16 18 18 

Std. Deviation 4.5596 7.1162 6.8944 7.2967 
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Table 2 described the mean scores of the pre-test and post-test regarding the participants’ English 
writing performance between the two groups. In the pre-test, the mean scores were 53.1563 and 53.8056 
respectively in the control group and the experimental group, with a slight difference of 0.6493. However, 
the mean scores in the post-test were 68.4063 in the control group and 70.7222 in the experimental group. 
The difference of the mean score between the two groups was 2.3159. The result in the experimental group 
was higher than that in the control group, and the difference in the post-test was greater than in the pre-
test’s. 
 

Table 3. Paired-Sample t-Test of the Participants’ English Writing Performance 

 

Paired Differences 

t df 
Sig. (2-
tailed) Mean 

Std. 
Deviation 

Std. Error 
Mean 

95% Confidence 
Interval of the 

Difference 
Lower Upper 

Pair 1       
contr_pre 
contr_post 

-
15.250 6.019 1.504 -18.457 -12.042 

-
10.134 

     
15   .000 

Pair 2 
experi_pre 
experi_post 

-
16.916 6.952 1.638 -20.373 -13.459 

-
10.324  17  .000 

 

As presented in Table 3, the paired-sample t-test demonstrated that there were significant differences in 
terms of the participants’ English writing performance in both the control group and the experimental group. 
The mean score was -15.250 (p = .000 < .05) in the control group, while it was -16.916 (p = .000 < .05) in 
the experimental group. Therefore, the test certified that the participants’ English writing proficiency had 
been significantly improved after the treatments in both groups. 

 

Table 4. Wilcoxon Signed-Rank Test of the QPGA in the Control Group 
 

 

TF2 
 -  

TF1 

LwP2 
- 

 LwP1 

UfW2 
 -  

UfW1 

MAEW2 
- 

 MAEW1 
Z -.288 -1.758 -1.084 -.957 
Asymp. Sig.  (2-tailed) .773 .079 .279 .339 
Exact Sig.  (2-tailed) .797 .092 .345 .362 
Exact Sig.  (1-tailed) .399 .046 .172 .181 

 

Table 4 reported the statistical results of the QPGA in the control group after the treatments, which were 
analysed by Wilcoxon signed-rank test. It can be found that there was no significant difference in the 2-tailed 
test. Nevertheless, the question of the study was to realise whether there were any significant differences 
after the treatments, so 1-tailed test should be taken into account. The results in the 1-tailed test figured out 
that there was a significant difference in the sub-category of learning with peers (LwP) (p = .046 < .05) in 
the control group.  
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Table 5. Wilcoxon Signed-Rank Test of the QPGA in the Experimental Group 

 

TF2 
 -  

TF1 

LwP2 
- 

 LwP1 

UfW2 
 -  

UfW1 

MAEW2 
- 

 MAEW1 
Z -1.230 -.679 -2.411 -1.711 
Asymp. Sig. (2-tailed) .219 .497 .016 .087 
Exact Sig. (2-tailed) .233 .521 .016 .104 
Exact Sig. (1-tailed) .117 .260 .008 .052 

 

The differences of the QPGA between the pre-test and post-test in the experimental group were analysed 
by applying a Wilcoxon signed-rank test that is illustrated in Table 5. The statistical results pointed out that 
one significant difference was found in the sub-category of understanding for writing (UfW) (p = .016 < .05). 
Nevertheless, the study tried to find out whether there were any significant differences after the treatments, 
so the results of the 1-tailed test was also presented in Table 5. However, the outcomes were similar to the 
aforementioned consequences in which only one significant difference was found in the sub-category of 
understanding for writing (UfW) (p = .008 < .05).  

 

Table 6. Wilcoxon signed-rank test of the QBW in the Experimental Group 

 

BvPW2 
 -  

BvPW1 

BEW2 
 - 

 BEW1 

BFS2 
 - 

 BFS1 

ATTI2 
 -  

ATTI1 

AFFE2  
- 

 AFFE1 
Z -.667 -.530 -1.424 -1.900 -1.929 
Asymp. 
Sig. 
(2-tailed) 

.505 .596 .155 .057 .054 

Exact Sig. 
(2-tailed) 

.513 .622 .165 .053 .055 

Exact Sig. 
(1-tailed) 

.257 .311 .083 .027 .027 

 

As can been seen in Table 6, the results of the Wilcoxon signed-rank test (2-tailed) indicated that there 
was no significant difference in terms of the students’ perceptions toward blog writing among the five sub-
categories after the treatments in the experimental group. However, the study focused on the understanding 
of the differences after the treatments, which was a 1-tailed test, so the p value in the 2-tailed test should 
be divided by 2. Therefore, it was found that there were significant differences in terms of the students’ 
attitudes toward blog writing (p = 0.27 < .05) and affections toward blogs writing (p = 0.27 < .05). 

 

5. Qualitative data results 
Observation – In terms of the students’ interactions in class, the students tended to be passive and 

reticent during the discussion phase, which was found to be in stark contrast to their activity during the 
interviews when they were found to be livelier. Although the PGA increased the numbers of the students’ 
interaction with either the instructor or peers, they were prone to be reserved when they were asked to 
provide their opinions, which could be partly due to the nature of the Taiwanese educational system, in 
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which Taiwanese students usually expect the “ideal’ or “correct” answers from their instructors, and therefore 
lack the confidence to voice their ideas in class. However, the PGA still increased their interaction and 
communication with others during their writing process because they usually wrote individual samples before 
participating in the study.  

Also, the peers’ comments on the blogs were not very constructive in terms of English writing 
development because the students usually provided encouraging words (e.g. Your writing is good.) rather 
than offering critical comments to their peers. The possible reasons were: (1) they did not know what to 
comment on; (2) they were not confident enough to make comments; (3) they were afraid to undermine their 
friendships with classmates; (4) they were afraid making mistakes in their comments. However, it was also 
found that giving face-to-face comments might be more effective because the students have opportunities 
to discuss with their peers or clarify their contents verbally. Therefore, integrating both in-class face-to-face 
discussions and after-class online discussions to enhance the students’ language learning is recommended 
(Huang, 2015)   

Interview – In terms of the students’ perspectives toward the PGA, most of the interviewees confirmed 
the effects of the PGA in the writing classrooms. They found that they were able to understand writing 
directions more easily, think of writing ideas more easily, and start writing more easily. All of these separate 
factors helped them learn writing contents more efficiently. It was found that the provision of the model 
articles as well as the instructor’s instruction developed their writing potential. By doing so, the students 
could understand how to pave the way in their writings and refer to the model articles when they had 
difficulties in writing, so they could think of writing ideas through the model articles and start their writing 
samples more easily. They also pointed out that they learned a great deal of vocabulary, since they had to 
read the model articles before writing and read others’ written work during the whole process. Therefore, 
the students had many opportunities to be exposed to language inputs, which not only improved their 
language abilities, but also developed their critical thinking abilities. More importantly, collaborative and 
interactive learning was enhanced in the programme. The interviewees mentioned that they had more 
interaction with the instructor and their peers than usual, which helped them understand how to learn from 
others. However, a major difference between the two groups was the students’ ownership and readership 
were possibly enhanced when they were writing blogs, but this was not found for the other group. This might 
be because the students in the experimental group realised anyone could read their writing blogs, and they 
understood they were writing for communication rather than for assignments.  

In terms of the blog writing, the interviewees expressed they had a wider range of learning and interactive 
opportunities with others. It was easier for them to read other’s written work, they were able to leave 
comments to each other, and writing on blogs involved having less apprehension and anxiety about 
completing writing tasks. Furthermore, the students might not expect too much from the instructors, as 
Taiwanese students often rely on the instructors to give them “the best” answers in class. In other words, 
they were likely to seek solutions by themselves before posting their writing samples on blogs in order to 
avoid making mistakes before the instructor marked those samples. Consequently, autonomous learning 
was encouraged. The most prominent finding was most of them mentioned the effectiveness of collaborative 
learning when blogging. Many of the interviewees noted that they were able to learn from their peers, and 
they could refer to others’ written work when they had no ideas about how to complete writing samples. In 
addition, their linguistic knowledge was increased when they were reading others’ writings. As a result, not 
only could the students’ language abilities or writing competence be developed, but their perceptions toward 
collaborative and autonomous learning could also be improved.  

 

6. Discussions 
Research Question 1: In terms of the students’ writing performance, does the PGA develop the EFL 
university students’ writing ability? 

According to the quantitative results (Table 2 and 3), the PGA developed the students’ writing 
performance in both groups, so it was confirmed that the PGA was conducive to the students’ writing 
development no matter what kind of writing classrooms they were in. According to the interview results, the 
offer of the model articles and the instructor’s instruction made the participants aware of the writing 
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directions, supporting ideas, writing structures, and they also helped the students start the writing easily, 
focus on the writing topics and collect examples for their writings. However, the researcher found that the 
model articles and the instructor’s instruction are inseparable. That is to say the provision of the model 
articles might not completely solve the students’ writing difficulties, and the instructor’s teaching might not 
fully clarify the students’ understanding about completing writing tasks. Therefore, the effectiveness of using 
model articles could be maximised along with providing a sufficient amount of instruction time, and 
instruction could greatly meet students’ needs with appropriate model articles. 

Moreover, the PGA not only develops the students’ English writing performance, but also promotes 
interaction with others. In PGA-based writing classrooms, the students need to interact and communicate 
with their peers or instructors in order to brainstorm and gather writing ideas together, rather than start with 
an individual work, so the students could form a social writing network with others. Having more interactions 
with the peers or the instructor was largely pointed out in the study interviews, which enhanced the students’ 
writing performance because the students were able to learn from others, had more opportunities to be 
exposed to language inputs, and receive greater opportunities to train their critical thinking abilities. As a 
result, the social writing network benefited the students’ understanding concerning their writing tasks. 

Although there were statistically significant differences in both groups in terms of their English writing 
performance, the mean score of the post-test in the experimental group was higher than the control group’s 
(mean score = 70.7222 > 68.4063). Although the difference of 2.3159 was not really conspicuous, it was 
greater than the results in the pre-test, in which the difference was 0.6493 (experimental group = 53.8056 > 
control group = 53.1563). Therefore, the researcher concluded that the students in the blog-based writing 
classroom performed better than those who were in the paper-pencil-based writing classroom. The possible 
reasons were the students in the experimental group: (a) could perceive the senses of readership and 
ownership, so they might pay more attention to verify their writings in order to make them more 
comprehensible; (b) had more chances to be exposed to the language inputs because they could easily 
retrieve required information on the Internet and refer to others’ writings for their own writings; and (c) had 
less apprehension and anxiety while they were writing because they had more resources, and could also 
communicate and interact with others on blogs. 
 

Research Question 2: In terms of the students’ perceptions toward the PGA, are there any 
statistically significant differences after the treatments? 

The quantitative results for the research question are shown in Tables 4 and 5. The results demonstrated 
that only a significant difference was found in each group. In the control group, the dimension of “learning 
with peers” showed a statistically significant difference at p = .046 < .05, and the outcome for the 
“understanding for writing” was p = .008 < .05 in the experimental group. This might be because the students 
in the control group had “genuine” interactions with their peers at all times. In other words, the students in 
the experimental group read others’ work, read others’ feedback, or left comments to others on blogs, which 
might not arouse the students’ senses of interaction because all the interactions were conveyed through 
computers, rather than in person. Additionally, the students in the control group were able to compare their 
learning experience in this programme with their previous experiences, both of which were completed 
through paper-pencil instruction, so they could conspicuously find the differences of “learning with peers.” 
With regards the consequence in the experimental group, the students were allowed time for previewing 
and reviewing the teaching contents, reading their peers’ work or retrieving required information whenever 
they wanted and wherever they were, so they had more chances to involve in the learning context, which 
very likely improved their understanding of the writing tasks. 

Unfortunately, it has to be noted that the PGA is not without its disadvantages. The researcher found 
that limited creativity, lengthy teaching time, and reticent students might be potential barriers for teachers 
who apply the PGA in EFL writing classrooms. Firstly, the students’ writing creativity might be confined to 
the model articles provided. Because the students must understand the model articles before commencing 
their writing, their writing may be limited to the contents of model articles. Secondly, it takes time to process 
all of the pedagogical procedures. The researcher found time was pressing while attempting to carry out the 
instructional steps thoroughly because the teacher, the students and either the model articles or the 
students’ writing samples form an interactive relationship in which all the three elements need to be involved 
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in every single stage. Thirdly, the students might be reticent and even silent in EFL writing classrooms, 
which applies to Asian students in particular because they usually lack of learning motivation and class 
engagement (Szanajda & Chang, 2015). It could take time and be difficult for instructors to implement in-
class activities. 
 

Research Question 3: In terms of the students’ perceptions toward the blog writing, are there any 
statistically significant differences after the treatments? 

As can been seen in Table 6, there were significant differences in terms of the students attitudes toward 
blog writing and affections toward blog writing. Accordingly, it was assumed that the affordance of blogs in 
the EFL university students’ writing classrooms improved the students’ mental status toward English writing. 
English writing is not merely related to one’s English language ability, but also one’s mental status that is 
also involved in the writing process. For example, the greater one’s confidence, the better one’s writing 
might be. Based on the results in the current study, one’s attitudes and affections toward English writing 
might be enhanced through blogging because the students experienced different kinds of writing instruction 
in which they had more opportunities to interact with others, be exposed to language inputs, and be able to 
retrieve online resources. 

Consequently, the researcher claims that blogs had greatly improved the students’ writing competence 
both directly and indirectly. In terms of the direct dimension, the students were allowed reading others’ work, 
sharing personal writings, retrieving information, giving comments and offering feedback. As for the indirect 
dimension, both the students’ attitudes and affections might be improved through blogging because they 
had more interactive and communicative opportunities with others, which helped them understand 
collaborative writing. Therefore, the students had higher levels of satisfaction and lower levels of 
apprehension when blogging. 

 
7. Conclusions 

The researcher asserted that the students could benefit more from both the PGA and blogs for their 
English writing development. Golonka et al. (2014) mentioned that language learners are fond of using 
computer technology in their language learning, and they prefer using it to the traditional ones, so language 
learners might engage more in their language learning process, and they are likely to present more positive 
attitudes toward language learning. Finally, it is concluded that the integration of the blog and PGA 
developed the students’ writing performance through the reading, sharing, giving, and receiving process in 
which they were writing collaboratively. As a result, the students’ writing attitudes and affections toward 
writing were improved in this collaborative writing process, which strengthened the students’ writing 
competence by increasing their writing interests and motivations. The research consequences 
demonstrated that the integration of the blog and PGA resulted in an intricate relationship in which each 
dimension intertwined with one another to enrich the students’ writing performance directly and indirectly. A 
circulated cycle (Figure 1) was consequently formed to explain how the amalgamation of the blog and PGA 
facilitated the EFL university students’ writing performance. 
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Figure 1. A Circulated Cycle for the Integration of Blog Writing and the PGA 
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