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LAKMUNIN SURAKHAI : THE DEVELOPMENT OF A WEBLOG-BASED
ENGLISH WRITING INSTRUCTIONAL MODEL FOR UNIVERSITY
STUDENTS. THESIS ADVISOR : DHIRAWIT PINYONATTHAGARN,

Ph.D. 280 PP.

SURAKHAI WEWI MODEL/WEBLOG-BASED WRITING/WRITING

The objectives of this research were to (1) to develop a weblog-based English
writing instructional model based on the efficiency criterion determined at 75/75, (2)
to compare students’ learning achievement after learning with the weblog-based
English writing instructional model, and (3) to study students’ satisfaction towards
learning with the developed weblog-based English writing instructional model.

After developing a weblog-based English writing instructional model entitled
Surakhai WEWI Model, the model was used as a plan for teaching writing. Then the
efficiency of the model was examined using a single group pretest-posttest research
design.

The subjects were 30 first-year students enrolled in a course called the English
for Study Skills Development during the second semester of 2011 at Valaya
Alongkorn Rajabhat University, Pathum Thani, Thailand. The students performed
writing practice through the developed weblog-based English writing instructional
model beyond the classroom. The instruments consisted of the Surakhai WEWI
Model, a pretest, a posttest, a guide for reflective journal writing, and a questionnaire.
After giving a pretest, the students were taught with the Surakhai WEWI Model.

When having completed each writing task, the students were required to write a



reflective journal. Then, they were asked to do a posttest and respond to the
questionnaire.

The data collected from different instruments were analyzed quantitatively and
qualitatively. The frequency, percentage, mean, standard deviation (S.D.), and
independent sample t-test were used to analyze the quantitative data and content
analysis was used to analyze the qualitative data.

The results of this research were as follows:

1. The components of the developed weblog-based English writing
instructional model consisted of eleven logical steps: (1) conduct an introductory
session, (2) conduct a pre-writing session, (3) conduct a peer group review, (4) write
the first draft, (5) conduct a peer group review, (6) write the second draft, (7) conduct
a peer group review, (8) write the third draft, (9) receive the teacher feedback, (10)
finalize the writing product, and (11) publish the final writing product on the weblog.

2. The efficiency of the instruction through the developed weblog-based
English writing instructional model was 77.03/75.53, which corresponded to the
efficiency criterion determined at E;/E, = 75/75.

3. The students’ learning achievement after the treatment was significantly
higher than their learning achievement before the treatment at the .05 level.

4. The students expressed levels of satisfaction towards learning with the

developed weblog-based English writing instructional model at the high level.

School of Foreign Languages Student’s Signature

Academic Year 2012 Advisor’s Signature
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

This study concerns the development of a weblog-based English writing
instruction model for teaching English writing beyond the classroom. This chapter is
an introduction to the present study providing background of the study, research
objectives, research questions, research hypothesis, scope and delimitations of the

study, definitions of key terms and expected results.

1.1 Background

Learning to write is a complex and demanding process. It involves much more
than simply just adding special knowledge and skills to already existing oral language
abilities. Difficulties are caused in the initial stages of the writing process when one
has to analyze the assignment topic, collect the writing material, and plan the process
of writing (Rimka, 2004). The ability to write is not a naturally acquired skill but it is
usually learned or culturally transmitted as a set of practices in formal instructional
settings or other environments. It involves composing, which implies the ability either
to tell or retell pieces of information in the form of narratives or description or to
transform information into new texts, as in expository or argumentative writing
(Hadley, 1993). Thus, writing skills must be practiced and learned through the

experience.



In the Thai educational context, English writing is a difficult and complicated
skill since it takes place in an English as a foreign language (EFL) environment where
students have a limited opportunity to use English in authentic situations or in their
daily lives (Kitjaroonchai, 2006). Further more, it requires the ability to produce
correct and meaningful information, together with the ability to organize ideas
logically (Loha, 2004). Thus, writers need knowledge and intelligence in order to
convey ideas into a form of printed text which should be understandable and
communicative to readers.

Although writing skills are difficult and require more practice, the English
curriculum at Valaya Alongkorn Rajabhat University has inadequate times for writing
instruction, which affects times for practicing writing. This may be that writing is
integrated into other skills in one course and the limited amount of class hours set in
the curriculum for writing part is only one-fourth of total times in a semester. Thus the
students should be provided with sufficient times for practice in order to enhance their
writing skills. As Ferris and Hedgcock (2005) recommend for writing instruction that
the teacher should allocate adequate time in writing classes in terms of multi-draft
assignments and revision of papers. Extra class periods are necessary for discussing
preliminary drafts, demonstrating and practicing peer response techniques, and
revising assignments in class or in computer labs. They also propose that the teacher
should create sufficient timetables for both teacher and students to read assigned texts,
practice pre-writing and drafting techniques, including peer response tasks. Moreover,
the teacher should allow as much time between sessions as practicable to make multi-

drafts approach worthwhile if multi-drafting is a central feature of the course.



One way to provide students with more opportunities to practice writing is to
use a weblog for writing activities. The weblog or blog can be used as a tool for
developing students’ writing skills (Armstrong and Retterer, 2008; Bloch, 2007;
Campbell, 2003; Lee, 2010; Noytim, 2010; Sun, 2009), facilitate the development of
an L2 writing community (Sollars, 2007), develop a sense of voice (Bloch, 2007;
Rezaee and Oladi, 2008), and foster critical and synthesizing skills (Lee, 2010;
Mynard, 2007; Noytim, 2010). Additionally, the archiving feature available at many
blog hosts can also facilitate the recording of learners’ learning experiences (Noytim,
2010), and serves as voice blog portfolios to archive learning progress and provide
alternative speaking assessment (Huang and Hung, 2009).

Many studies have proven that weblogs have positive advantages in language
learning. Tu et al. (2007) used blogs to keep students practicing English in English
courses at junior high schools. They point out that it is almost an impossible mission
to learn listening, speaking, reading, and writing in such a short time. If the teacher
can make their students spend more time at home on English learning, they can
enhance students’ English proficiency. In Blood’s study (2002) also revealed that the
practice of writing as online daily journal entries can positively enhance writing skills.

Moreover, Jones (2006) investigated the significance of weblogs used for the
process writing approach and examined ESL students’ and teachers’ perceptions
regarding the implementation of blogs in the ESL writing class. Students in the class
used blogs for four specific aspects of the process writing approach, peer responding
(feedback), editing, revising, and publishing their writing assignments. The results of
this study found that blogging, or using blogs proved to be an effective tool for the

process writing approach. Blogging also affected the writing quality of students,



including providing the examples of feedback and entries for the students to read, as
well as model and form which facilitated meaningful learning for students. This
assisted students to have a purpose for writing, motivation to write, and interaction by
publishing for an authentic audience.

Based on the problems and advantages of the weblogs for writing instruction,
the researcher, therefore, is interested in investigating an effective way to teach
writing via a weblog by developing of a model for English writing instruction. This
study seeks to develop a weblog-based English writing instructional model for first-
year students enrolled in the English for Study Skills Development course in the

second semester of 2011 at VValaya Alongkorn Rajabhat University, Pathum Thani.

1.2 Research Objectives

1.2.1 To develop a weblog-based English writing instructional model based on
the efficiency criterion determined at 75/75

1.2.2 To compare students’ learning achievement after learning with the
weblog-based English writing instructional model

1.2.3 To study students’ satisfaction towards learning with the developed

weblog-based English writing instructional model

1.3 Research Questions

1.3.1 What were the components of the developed weblog-based English
writing instructional model?

1.3.2 Was the instruction through the developed weblog-based English writing

instructional model effective based on the efficiency criterion determined at E;/E,= 75/75?



1.3.3 Was there any significant difference in students’ learning achievement
after learning with the weblog-based English writing instructional model?
1.3.4 What was students’ satisfaction towards learning with the weblog-based

English writing instructional model?

1.4 Research Hypothesis

The students’ learning achievement after the treatment was significantly

higher than their learning achievement before the treatment at the .05 level.

1.5 Scope of the Study

1.5.1 Population

The population in this study was 712 first-year students at Valaya Alongkorn
Rajabhat University in Pathum Thani. These students were divided into 18 sections
(classes) from different programs of study. These students enrolled in the “English for
Study Skills Development” in the second semester of the academic year 2011.

1.5.2 Samples

The samples in this study were 30 first-year students enrolled in the “English
for Study Skills Development” course in the second semester of the academic year
2011 at Valaya Alongkorn Rajabhat University (VRU). These students were
purposively selected for a class which was the Section 1 students. This section, the
researcher taught as assigned by the university.

1.5.3 Variables

1.5.2.1 Independent Variable

The independent variable was the writing instruction through the



developed weblog-based English writing instructional model.
1.5.2.2 Dependent Variables
Dependent variables includes students' learning achievement and

expressed opinions towards learning with the developed weblog-based English
writing instructional model.

1.5.4 Weblog-Based Writing Tasks

In the study, the students were required to complete three writing tasks related
to describing (1) places, (2) activities, and (3) topics of students’ interest in
accordance with the objectives of the English for Study Skills Development course.
For the free-topic task, the students were free to choose the topics in which they were
interested for writing a paragraph with at least 200 words in length. The students were
also recommended to type their writing products with a word processing program and
post them to the weblog; the Notes section of each student’s Facebook page, which
was used as the weblog in this study, for developing the writing according to the
model developed in this study.

1.5.5 Writing Qualities

The qualities of students’ writing products were rated in accordance with the
ESL Composition Profile (Jacobs et al., 1981) focusing on five aspects: (1) content,
(2) organization, (3) vocabulary, (4) language use, and (5) mechanics.

1.5.6 Period of the Study

Research procedure started from the second semester of the academic year
2010 to the second semester of the academic year 2011 at Valaya Alongkorn Rajabhat

University, Pathum Thani.



1.6 Research Framework

Independent Variables

Intermediate Variables

Theories and Principes

1. Learing Theorie

2. Weblog-based
Language Learning

3. Peer Review in

Language Learning

Writing Instruction

5. Models for Weblog
- based Writing
Instruction

B
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1.7 Definitions of Key Terms

1.7.1 Weblog-based English writing instructional model means the model for
teaching English writing in the form of process writing via the weblog. The model
comprises three major stages (e.g. input, process, and output), which includes eleven
logical steps: (1) conduct introductory session, (2) conduct a pre-writing session (3)
conduct a peer group review, (4) write the first draft, (5) conduct a peer group review,
(6) write the second draft , (7) conduct a peer group review, (8) write the third draft,
(9) receive the teacher feedback, (10) finalize the writing product, and (11) receive the
final writing product on the weblog.

1.7.2 Weblog in this study means the Notes section of Facebook, a social
network website. Each student has their own Facebook “page” and is able to post their
writing products to the Notes section of their pages. The Facebook members who are
in students’ contact are able to read, offer and receive comments or feedback about
their writing.

1.7.3 Efficiency of the model means the model that effectively assists students
to create a quality writing product via a weblog. The efficiency criterion in this study
IS set at 75/75.

1.7.4 Efficiency criterion means the criterion implemented to decide whether
or not the developed weblog-based English writing instructional model is effective. In
this study, the efficiency criterion is set to E1/E, = 75/75, which indicates as follows
(Brahmawong, Netprasoet, and Sinsakun, 1977, p. 51).

The first 75 (E;) means the percentage of mean scores that students gain from

doing three writing tasks during the treatment.



The second 75 (E;) means the percentage of mean scores that students gain
from doing a posttest after the treatment.

1.7.5 Learning achievement means the progress in students’ learning in terms
of writing skills. The learning achievement is based on the students’ writing qualities
according to the ESL Composition Profile (Jacobs et al., 1981), which is rubric
scoring for students writing products in this study.

1.7.6 Satisfaction means the students' opinions or feelings towards learning
with the developed weblog-based English writing instructional model.

1.7.7 Peer review means the process of providing feedback about students’
writing products posted on the weblog by their peers. The peer review is done in
group, so it is also called “peer group review”.

1.7.8 Teacher review means providing feedback about students’ writing

products posted on the weblog by the teacher (researcher).

1.8 Significance of the Study

1. The Surakhai WEWI model might contribute to a significant change in the
perspectives of EFL teachers and learners in Thailand, especially those involved with
teaching and learning writing skills. The use of weblog-based English writing
instructional Surakhai WEWI model to teach writing in the English for Study Skills
Development course can establish an interactive English learning environment for
students to practice English writing more outside the classroom with the teacher’s
assistance via a weblog which uses a pre-existing and widely known social net work

website.
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2. The most important significance of the study was to develop and construct a
weblog-based English writing instructional model through the combination of
constructivist learning theory, writing instruction, peer review and teacher feedback
including employing a weblog as a tool facilitating the online English writing activity.
The findings of this research will be directly beneficial to other teachers aiming the
development of an instructional model for English writing instruction with assistance
of the weblog. Specifically, this study is essential to English for Study Skills
Development course for its practical significance. It contributes to teacher to improve
understanding how to use weblogs, a type of technology and a popular worldwide
social network to practice English writing skills beyond the classroom. It will also
provide the teachers with a more effective technique for teaching English writing via
a weblog both and inside and beyond the classroom.

3. This study is a useful research on the shift from a traditional classroom
instructional technique to a web-blog based English writing instruction where
educational technology will be the main part for enhancing English writing skills
outside the classroom. In doing so, it is possible to replace the inadequate class times
set by the educational institution where this study took place. Therefore, the result of
this study might recommend other instructors who are facing the same problem of time
restrictions; to employ this method and model to extend their writing classroom
beyond class times.

4. The Surakhai Model (WEWI) might help motivate learners in learning and
practicing English writing on their own paces beyond the classroom. The Surakhai
Model (WEWI) makes use of the extremely popular social network program Facebook,

so students could spend their times more valuably since many students waste a lot of
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times on this world wide social network. Hence, the result of this study might
motivate learners to spend more times practicing English writing via this social
worldwide network through the Surakhai WEWI Model on their own.

5. Since global technologies play the important roles in human’s life, this
study therefore responds to this situation in using this popular worldwide social
network academically within the Surakhai WEWI Model to practicing writing beyond
the classroom. This method of teaching might attract, motivate and encourage both

teachers and students in using this world wide social network for academic purposes.

1.9 Summary of the Chapter

This chapter provides the introduction to the study by describing the
background, objectives, questions, and hypotheses. Then it presents the scope,
delimitation, and definitions of key terms. Lastly, the expected results are described.
The following chapter will review the related theories used as a conceptual framework
for designing and developing the model, as well as previous studies related studies in

both Thailand and abroad.



CHAPTER 2

LITERATURE REVIEW

The intent of this research is to develop a weblog-based English writing
instructional model called Surakhai WEWI Model, which will be used as a guideline
for teaching English writing via a weblog in the context of a course in English as a
foreign language. The following discussion will focus on the theories and principles
related to the model development. It covers all the important components of the
model, consisting of the process writing approach, peer review, and weblog as an
effective tool for the weblog-based writing activity with peer review. Thus, the related
literature which is used as a conceptual framework for developing the model will be
explained. This chapter is divided into six topics: (1) learning theory, (2) weblog-
based language learning, (3) peer review in language learning, (4) writing instruction,

(5) models for writing instruction, and (6) related studies.

2.1 Learning Theory

2.1.1 Constructivism

Constructivism is psychological and philosophical perspective contending that
individuals form or construct much of what they learn and understand (Brunig et al,
1995). The basic assumption of constructivism is that people are active learners and
must construct knowledge for themselves (Geary, 1995). Aytekin et al. (2005, p. 3

cited in Trask, 2008) states that “constructivists believe that learning is an active



13

process of constructing, rather than acquiring knowledge, and that the goal of
instruction is to support that construction rather than trying to transmit knowledge”.
Hofer and Pintrch (1997) mentions that constructivism learning theory is a branch of
philosophy that tries to understand how learners construct knowledge (Hofer and
Pintrch, 1997). This is similar to Jonassen (1991) who posits that basically
constructivists believe that learners construct their own reality or at least interpret it
based on their perceptions of experiences, so an individual's knowledge is a function
of one's prior experiences, mental structures and beliefs that are used to interpret
objects and events (Jonassen, 1991).

Constructivism has become one of the major conceptual frameworks to shape
contemporary education reforms and practices since 1980 (Brooks and Brooks, 1993;
Wilson, 1996). According to the constructivist perspective, knowledge is temporary,
developmental, and socially and culturally mediated (Brooks and Brooks, 1993), so
learning is an active development of knowledge through learners’ experiences,
personal goals, curiosities, and beliefs (Cole, 1992; Yakimovicz and Murphy, 1995).
The constructivist approach consists of two strands: cognitive constructivism and
social constructivism (Cobb, 1994). Cognitive constructivism takes into consideration
how individuals understand things and construct knowledge discovered by
interactions with the environment, while the social constructivism approach focuses
on the knowledge emerging from social interaction, dialogues, and collaboration
(Bonk and Cunningham, 1998).

Murray and Hourigan (2008) further proposed expressivist and socio-
cognitivist theories to describe two approaches that target and serve distinct aspects of

weblog-based learning. Expressivism promotes fluency, personal writings, and



14

development of writers’ voices, whereas socio-cognitivism encourages a more
process-oriented, problem-solving approach and the importance of higher-order
thinking skills. The expressivism is effective in the establishment of individual blogs,
whereas the socio-cognitivism is effective in collaborative group blogs. The social
interaction in learning is also supported by Vygotsky (1978) and his concept that
scaffolding, the assistance received from a more capable person, can enhance one’s
learning.

In language learning contexts, collaborative learning based on the
constructivist approach occurs when learners work together to solve linguistic
problems and/or co-construct a language or knowledge about language (Brooks, and
Tocalli-Beller, 2002). It scaffolds learners to be able to perform at a higher level than
their individual competence (Swain, 2000). This collaborative interaction has been
found to assist L2 learners in writing, especially when they were asked to co-construct
texts and peer-edit (Swain and Lapkin, 1998; Storch, 1999; Tang and Tithecott, 1999).
Furthermore, with the aid of communication technology, weblogs can be used as a
learning site that allows collaborative interaction. Learners or the blog users can make
a two-way conversation and scaffold multiple writers in co-constructing a language.

2.1.2 Interaction Hypothesis

The Interaction Hypothesis of second language acquisition (SLA) focuses on
the joint contributions of the linguistic environment and the learners’ internal
mechanisms in language development. It also focuses on the necessity of meaningful
and comprehensible input to the learner and the discourse, which learners and their
interlocutors jointly construct. When learners engage in interaction with their

interlocutors, they are compelled to negotiate meaning to arrive at a mutual
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understanding for comprehensible input, test hypotheses related to their developing
interlanguage system, have access to feedback related to their output and produce
comprehensible output (Long, 1996; Swain & Lapkin, 1995).

Krashen’s Input Hypothesis states that in order for input to be available for
acquisition, it must be comprehensible (Krashen, 1982). However, although Krashen
maintains that comprehensible input is all that is needed for language acquisition to
happen, Long (1983) claims that it is necessary but not sufficient. Long argues that
input shaped through interaction contributes directly and powerfully to acquisition,
and that modify to the interactional structure of conversation are important to make
input comprehensible. This is because they help to make unfamiliar linguistic input
comprehensible.

Swain (1985) stresses the crucial role for language production in L2
development apart from comprehensible input. According to Swain’s (1985) Output
Hypothesis, second language learners need opportunities for what she calls “pushed
output” such as speech or writing. Through meaningful use of a learner’s linguistic
resources, interlanguage development can be enhanced as learners focus their
attention on linguistic features of the target language. This does not seem to be
acquired simply by comprehending input alone.

Second language (L2) learners may benefit from the feedback they receive
based on their output. This includes positive evidence, direct negative evidence and
indirect negative evidence. Positive evidence can be in the form of either modified
input or models of the target language provided to the language learner. Negative
evidence is information to the learner about what is inappropriate or not possible in

the target language (Long, 1996). It can be provided pre emptively to prevent learner
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error (for example, by providing grammar rules) or reactively (to repair errors after
they occur). Reactive negative evidence highlights differences between the target
language and a learner’s output, and as such, is often described as negative feedback.

Negative feedback may be either explicit or implicit. Explicit negative
feedback is in the form of overt error correction. Implicit negative feedback includes
negotiation for meaning in the form of clarification requests, confirmation or
comprehension checks, repetitions, or attempts to repair communication breakdowns.
It may also be in the form of recasts, defined by Long (1996) as utterances which are
rephrased by changing one or more sentence components while still maintaining the
central meaning of the message. Through negotiation, interlocutors work
cooperatively to resolve problematic aspects in the discourse, be it in form or meaning
in order to successfully convey message meaning. At the same time, negotiation
fosters modified target language output as learners stretch their linguistic ability to
convey their message meaning more precisely.

Closely related to feedback is ‘focus on form’, a term introduced by Long(1996)
to reflect the approach that induces a learner to attend to linguistic form while
maintaining an overall emphasis on communication and meaning within a meaningful
context. Long argues that instruction that specifically draws learners’ attention t0
linguistic form in some meaningful contexts has a more positive effect on the level of
attainment in second language proficiency and ultimately, on the rate of acquisition.
Some kind of attention to form is necessary for students to notice structures in incoming
messages and to allow students to stretch their interlanguage abilities to the maximum.
Schmidt (1990) claims that what learners notice in input is what becomes intake for

learning. It is further hypothesized that this noticing of input is necessary for input to
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become intake that is available for further mental processing in SLA (Tomlin & Villa,
1994). Noticing thus pushes learners into a more syntactic processing mode that will
help them to pay closer attention to form or grammatical features of the language.
Therefore, constructivism promotes the learners to construct their knowledge
through interactions with the environment and society. They learn collaboratively for
the active construction of knowledge at their own paces. This constructivist learning
environment can also be supported by the weblogs providing the learners with the
opportunity to develop their language skills through social interaction. With regards to
the interaction based on the Interaction Hypothesis of SLA, when learners interact
with their interlocutors, they have opportunity (1) to negotiate meaning for making
input comprehensible, (2) to test hypotheses about their interlanguage, and (3) to get

feedback related to their output and modify their output for making it comprehensible.

2.2 Weblog-Based Language Learning

2.2.1 Introduction to Weblogs

Weblogs are web sites where the users can post their writings to share with the
readers in public or in groups. In this way, weblogs provide the readers with the
opportunities to read the posts. Bloggers who own the blog are able to post photos,
pictures, audio, video clips, or any materials including links to other websites and the
readers are sometimes allowed to give comments to the posts. The bloggers can edit
or delete their posts whenever they need. They are also able to search and add other
bloggers to their contacts list in order to share their writings. Since weblogs are both
synchronous and asynchronous, the users can access weblogs to read the posts

whenever convenient.
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Weblogs have changed the way to use the Internet from consumers to creators
and contributors of information (Du and Wagner, 2007). Weblogs allow users to
share, create, and interact by commenting on each other’s posts in order to generate
knowledge (Richardson, 2006; Warlick, 2005). According to Fellner and Apple
(2006), weblogs were used in language teaching and learning providing valuable
advantages and meet seven criteria of task appropriateness as follows; (1) providing
students with real learning opportunities, (2) corresponding with students’ interests
and at various language levels, (3) focusing students on meaning of the posts, (4)
providing students with authentic tasks, (5) providing opportunities to acquire new
vocabulary, (6) imposing no extra financial burden, and (7) enhancing students’
writing practice. Compared to the traditional classroom settings, weblogs can be very
effective in many ways. Firstly, students can communicate and collaborate with each
other in the target language outside of the classroom. Secondly, students are free to
choose where and when they want to work. Thirdly, students can express their
thoughts their own pace and in their own space. Fourthly, students’ cooperative and
autonomous learning are supported. Finally, students are encouraged to be the owner
and responsible for their part by self-publishing (Godwin-Jones, 2003; Edwards and
Mehring, 2005; Anderson, 2006; Jones, 2006; Mynard, 2007; Sun, 2009).

2.2.2 Types of Weblogs

There are three types of weblogs used in language classroom: (1) tutor blog,
(2) learner blog, and (3) class blog. The tutor blog is created by the teacher. It
provides information about the course syllabus, assignments, useful links, etc. This
type of blog aims to provide students with daily reading and writing practice, websites

for language learning, links to related articles, syllabus information, assignments,



19

discussions or reflections about the course. The learner blog is created by individual
students or groups of students. Students own a weblog where they can frequently
practice writing and exchange ideas by posting comments on others’ blogs. The class
blog is the public blog for both the teacher and students. This blog is shared to the
teacher and all students in order to freely post writing assignments, images, links,
questions, comments, suggestions or any reflections (Campbell, 2003; Stanley, 2004).

2.2.3 Weblogs in Language Classrooms

Several studies reported the advantages of weblogs integrated in foreign
language classrooms. In a recent study, Namvar et al. (2009) studied the effect of
weblog-based learning by problem solving approach on reflective thinking of English
Literature students. The results showed that weblog-based learning positively affected
the development of student's reflective thinking. Doris (2009) investigated the extent
to which weblogs can facilitate peer review in an advanced German language class.
Results indicated that weblogs are potentially valuable tools for peer review. Jones
(2006) examined the significance of weblog use for the process writing approach.
Results showed that blogging proved to be an effective tool for the process writing
approach as evidenced by the numerous benefits for its use that outweighed the
drawbacks. Blogging facilitated the students’ critical thinking skills; affected the
quality of students’ writing; provided examples of feedback and entries for the
students to read, model, and from which to learn; facilitated meaningful learning for
students; gave students a purpose for writing; and motivated students’ writing and
interaction by publishing for an authentic audience. In addition, Fellner and Apple
(2006) utilized student blogs in an integrated CALL program for low proficiency, low

motivation university language learners. Learners gain in writing fluency was
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described by comparing the number of words and word frequency levels in student
blogs at the beginning and at the end of the program. Results indicated that blog-
based learning positively affected students' writing fluency.

2.2.4 Weblogs in Writing Classrooms

Weblogs have been utilized by some scholars in writing classrooms. Nelson
and Fernheimer (2003) explored whether weblogs were effective for collaborative
writing within a small group of students. They pointed out that because blogs consist
of brief and frequent posts, they could be very useful for helping students work
through the writing process. They also indicated that a writing group blog was useful
for students to share individual work because it facilitated revisions negotiated
between the writer and readers. Instructors could see the writing projects evolved and
followed along as the writer made changes based on collective feedback from readers.
Besides, weblogs also inspired self reflection because students can post their
observations, and thereby they provided a source of evidence for students’ self-
assessments. They even maintained that blogs helped students developed a sense of
audience in writing process.

Jones (2006) studied on how a weblog was used in L2 process writing
classroom. The benefits of weblogs for the process writing were found in this study
revealing that blogging served as an appropriate vehicle for the process writing
approach for ESL learners. Jones identified specific aspects of blogging that aids the
instructional goals, including easy word processing for writing, editing, and revising.
Weblogs could be used as tools in writing process class for several purposes; 1)
commenting as a source for critical thinking through suggestions for editing; 2) public

access of blogs for a broader audience and reader interaction; 3) a platform to create a
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discourse community and content ownership; and 4) a web page format for text and
visual expression for publishing. Jones also mentioned the other aspects of weblogs
that had an impact on a process writing classroom. First, blogs allowed the students
to focus on the content of writing and not on creating web pages. Blogging provided
easy access for a student to write, edit, revise, and publish papers because blogs did
not require an HTML editor or any web page program. Second, public access and the
commenting aspect of blogging supported the writing process approach because
students provided and received feedback and critiques in order to revise their work.
The public access nature of weblogs made the students in the class aware of their
audience, which informed their writing decisions. Because of the public nature of
blogs, the students received feedback from threaded comments not only from peers
within the classroom, but also from other classrooms and readers from other countries.

Tu, Ching, and Lee (2007) explored the effect of the application of a weblog
to cultivate EFL students’ English writing competency. This empirical study included
a guided-writing instruction and a questionnaire survey. The participants of this study
were 34 eighth graders at a junior high school. Yahoo! Blog was the platform used
and series of setting up procedures was introduced first. Web-based guided-writing
tasks are offered to students. After having finished the writing drafts, the participants
received the corrections from peer review and teacher review. Then, students were
asked to fill out a questionnaire to understand EFL learners’ attitudes of these
students toward the employment of their weblogs, writing experience and their
strategies for Web-based guided writing. The finding showed that this weblog poses a

positive impact on the teaching of EFL writing.
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Dujsik (2012) employed weblogs to support the writing process of Thai EFL
students and provided an opportunity for them to participate in a Thai-Japanese
weblog exchange project. The results showed that student bloggers (1) enjoyed
blogging due to the perceived reading and writing incentives, the exchange of cultural
knowledge, and networking; and (2) employ the writing process to complete their
written assignments. These findings suggested that weblogs could foster EFL
learners’ motivation, development of reading and writing skills, and development of
cultural knowledge, and facilitate their writing process via cyberspace.

Sun and Chang (2012) examined how blogs and their interactive and
collaborative features helped academically-advanced graduate students’ process
academic writing knowledge and made sense of their writer identities as writers.
Seven graduate students undertaking Master’s level study in TESOL and Linguistics
participated.

The results suggested that the blog activity not only encouraged these students
to actively and reflectively engage in knowledge sharing, knowledge generation, and
the development of numerous strategies to cope with difficulties encountered in the
learning process. Blogs also endowed students with a sense of authorship as the
writers of blog entries and, at the same time, provided a space for them to sort out
what being an author entails, their purposes of writing, and their authority in writing.

Drexler, Dawson, and Ferdig (2013) examined a K-12/university blogging
collaboration between preservice teachers and third grade students. Research
assistance and writing feedback was provided to help third graders complete a five-
paragraph essay and online presentation of a Native American tribe. Results suggested

that collaborative blogging improved students’ attitudes toward writing. Motivation
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was seemingly increased by the feedback generated from the collaboration, rather
than the use of technology itself. Collaborative blogging, they found, improved
students’ writing and supported development of related skills and knowledge. In
addition to these intended outcomes, a number of unintended benefits emerged from
the project. Students transferred knowledge learned during the collaborative project to
other academic and social facets of the classroom. Students’ technology skills
improved even though official technology-related instruction was not provided.
Students developed visual literacy skills as they transformed the essays into online
presentations. Finally, collaborative blogging enabled differentiated instruction while
ensuring success for each student.

It could be seen that weblogs allowed students to post their writings to share
with the others in public or in groups. Applying weblogs in a language classroom,
students could share, create, and interact with others by discussing or commenting on
the posts in order to acquire knowledge or develop language skills. The weblogs
provided valuable advantages and meet the criteria of task appropriateness which
were deemed facilitative for language learning. They could also be an effective tool
for language learning in many ways, especially in writing classrooms. According to
several studies, weblogs have been found effective in language classrooms and they
have been found to enhance students’ reflective thinking, writing skills, writing
fluency, and interaction through peer review. They were effective for the process
writing approach and collaborative writing. In addition, they seem to improve

students’ attitudes towards writing and increased students’ motivation to write.
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2.3 Peer Review in Language Learning

Peer review or peer feedback, in which students exchange their work and
comment on each other’s writing, offers the opportunity for students to learn from
each other and provides a learning experience which is qualitatively different from the
usual teacher-student interactions (Saunders, 2005). It also plays an important role in
motivating students as it informs them about the degree of their learning and it enable
them to distinguish between accepted and unaccepted forms of communication in the
target language (Alavi and Kaivanpanah, 2007).

2.3.1 Effectiveness of Peer Review in Language Learning

The peer review approach has important role in language teaching and
learning as seen from various studies. Gielen et al. (2010) examined whether peer
review can be a substitute for teacher review and which measures can be taken to
improve its effectiveness. The results revealed that there is no significant difference
between peer review and teacher review; both are of the same importance for the
development of students’ writing skills. Lin and Chien (2009) investigated the
effectiveness of peer review on the writing of English majors from communal,
cognitive, cooperative and pedagogical perspectives. The results indicated that most
participants stated that peer review positively assisted their English writing.
Lundstrom (2006) studied the benefits of peer review to the reviewer, or the student
giving the feedback, in the field of second language writing whether it was beneficial
to improving student writing and receiving or giving peer review. The results showed
that the treatment groups, which focused solely on reviewing peers’ writing, made

more significant gains in their writing than the control groups.
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2.3.2 Advantages of Online Peer Review

In terms of Internet-based learning, online peer review has been demonstrated
to have many advantages. Rourke et al. (2008) conducted two case studies, in which
two approaches to using peer review to teach coursework to masters students on how to
write a research paper in arts administration. The first case study used anonymous and
random online calibrated peer review (CPR) while the second used computer mediated
peer review (CMPR) within the discussion forum. The results indicated that online peer
review proved to be a useful tool for assisting students towards writing a successful
research paper, particularly when students are provided with specified assessment
criteria, grade-ranking system and set deadlines. It helped them to take responsibility for
their own learning process, to value the opinions of others, and to improve their time
management as they worked collaboratively towards a common goal.

Ertmer et al. (2007) investigated the use of an innovative instructional
approach for online learning peer review. This study examined students’ perceptions
of the perceived value of giving and receiving peer review, specifically related to the
quality of discussion postings, in an online course. The results indicated that despite
students’ preferences for instructor feedback, the quality of students’ postings was
maintained through the use of online peer review.

Guardado and Shi (2007) reported an exploratory study of English as second
language (ESL) students’ experiences of online peer review. The study showed that
online peer review, while eliminating the logistical problems of carrying papers around,
retains some of the best features of traditional written feedback, including a text-only
environment that pushes students to write balanced comments with an awareness of the

audience’s needs and with an anonymity that allows peers to make critical comments on
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each other’s writings. An intervention of face-to-face class discussion with teacher’s
guidance to clarify comments in question is suggested to maximize the effect of online
peer review.

Lu and Bol's (2007) compared the effects of anonymous and identifiable
electronic peer review on college students’ writing performance and the extent of
critical peer review. Results showed that students participating in anonymous e-peer
review performed better on the writing performance task and provided more critical
feedback to their peers than did students participating in the identifiable e-peer review.

Blackstone, Spiri, and Naganuma (2006) reported on an innovative approach
to the implementation of a cycle of blogging activities within different levels of
courses in an English for academic purposes composition program in an English
medium university in Japan. The researcher concluded that regular blogging
encouraged more autonomous learning. When a student’s audience included his or her
classmates, the teacher and potentially anyone with an internet connection, motivation
to engage in meaningful written communication appeared to increase. At the same
time, when a teacher utilizing blogs implements a “blogging buddy” system, which
assigned each student a peer review partner to help with editing before a piece of
writing (the blog post) is uploaded, the result can be an effective means of facilitating
greater learner interaction and reflection on skills development. This study revealed
that students expressed extremely positive attitudes toward both blogging and the
blogging buddy system.

Wang (2009) investigated blog-based electronic feedback (e-feedback) with
respect to linguistic characteristics, accuracy levels, and revision rates, in the hope of

discussing possible pedagogical recommendations for a blog-based English writing
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environment. Results showed that EFL students commented on writing in a rather
unbalanced manner, highlighting micro-level and weakening macro-level
components. Also, the accuracy level of comments provided did not significantly
predict student revision. Considering the results, it was recommended that students be
provided with peer-editing training before the outset of peer editing on CMC modes,
and be encouraged to collaborate with peers in a moderate or large group size for
weblog-based peer-editing.

Abidin, Pour-Mohammadi and Hamid (2011) investigated the use of a weblog
incorporated into the teaching, learning process to make it meaningful where the
construction of knowledge comes from students and the help from peers. This study
employed a qualitative approach and triangulation along with thorough observations,
informal interviews, and personal reflections. Learners were encouraged to
collaborate more through sharing ideas, and write in the process of learning. The
study depicts how blogging is beneficial to the learning of a foreign language where
learners have to delve into a task which is totally different from the conventional
writing task practiced within the classroom. The findings showed that respondents;
active participation and contributing assistance were continuous throughout the
process. They indicated obvious readiness, eagerness and satisfaction. This study also
found that the promoting peer collaboration through blogging produced positive
results even to students with average proficiency level.

Vurdien (2011) investigated the enhancing of writing skills through blogging
in advanced English as a Foreign Language class in Spain. This study aimed to
enhance writing skills in specific writing tasks, ascertain the effect of the learners’

feedback and foster collaborative skills. This study argued that personal blogs can
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motivate students to build their writing skills through self-reflection and peer review.
The engagement in negotiation of meaning between peers led to better planning and
the choice of the right register/style required in each task prior to writing and
submitting their work. Collaborative skills were also fostered through students’
regular interaction in the blogs. For meaningful learning to take place, pedagogical
intervention could encourage students to take their peers’ comments into account so
that they can edit their own work with a view to enhancing their writing tasks and
producing mistake free texts.

It could be seen that many studies have demonstrated the peer review has
played an important role in language learning since it provides students with the
feedback that they can utilize to improve their language skills, especially writing.
Several studies also proved that peer review was effective for enhancing students’
writing, including weblog-based writing. Several studies have found that both
peer review and teacher review were of the same importance for the development
of students’ writing skills. Peer review was a useful tool for students’ successful
writing tasks. In particular online peer review assisted students to maintain the
quality of their posts while retaining some of the best features of traditional
written feedback. Participating in an online peer review, students performed better
on the writing performance tasks since they utilized the feedback or comments to
revise their tasks.

2.3.3 Peer Review Training

It is important that teachers train students to perform peer editing and model
the process for students since it provides the opportunity to benefit the most from this

task. Many scholars stated that without proper peer editing training, students are
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unable to reach the desirable and profitable outcomes. The following studies revealed
evidence on how peer review training conducted before students perform this task
might be needed.

Zhu (1995) utilized a small group conference approach for training L1 peer
responders in university freshman composition classes. Students in the experimental
and control groups were provided a demonstration video to learn some fundamental
concepts about peer response. The experimental group was allowed to meet the
instructors in groups of three for three times during the semester. Each teacher—
student conference consisted of two phases, a read aloud by a volunteer student of
his/her essay with peers reading along, followed by a discussion of the essay and
suggestions for revision. During the discussion session, the instructors not only
encouraged responders to critically mull over the merits and shortcomings of the
essay and to provide specific suggestions but also demonstrated tactics writers could
employ to illicit feedback and seek clarifications from their responders. It was found
in this study that the peer response training had a significant effect on both the
quantity and quality of feedback.

Berg (1999) examined how trained peer response shapes ESL college
students’ revisions and revision quality. This study aimed to investigate on how
trained peer response shapes ESL college students’ revision and writing quality. This
comparison showed that the trained peer response group made significantly more
meaningful changes than the untrained group, and the quality of revisions made by the
trained peer response group was significantly better than that of the untrained group,
regardless of students’ L2 language proficiency. In summary, training students in peer

response led to positive effects on ESL students’ revision types and writing quality.
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There was a significant difference in revisions as a result of peer review before and
after peer review training, so trained peer review did have a significantly higher
impact on students’ revisions after peer review training. Also, results show that
trained peer review enhanced the quality of students’ revisions. Moreover, most of the
revisions post peer review training was improved in terms of idea development, unity,
and organization.

Min, (2006) examined the impact of trained responders’ feedback on EFL
college students’ revisions, both in terms of revision types and quality. After a 4-hour
in-class demonstration and a 1-hour after-class reviewer-teacher conference with each
student, the instructor or researcher collected students’ first drafts and revisions, as
well as reviewers’ written feedback, and compared them with those produced prior to
training. The results showed that students incorporated a significantly higher number
of reviewers’ comments into revisions post peer review training. The number of peer-
triggered revisions comprised 90% of the total revisions, and the number of revisions
with enhanced quality was significantly higher than that before peer review training.
The researcher concluded that with extensive training inside and outside of class,
trained peer review feedback can positively impact EFL students’ revision types and
quality of texts directly.

Shatila, S.A.S. (2010) conducted an action research investigating the
effectiveness of trained peer response on ESL students’ revision types and writing
quality. The study lasted for two weeks and consisted of six stages; training and
modeling, one-on-one ten- minute student-teacher conference, writing the first draft,
peer- editing, writing the second draft, and one-on-one follow up interview with the
students. The results of the study were triangulated and indicated that the students

made more meaning changes than surface-level changes, and that their writing quality
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of the second draft improved. These findings revealed an improvement in students’
writing quality in an ESL context in favor of training in peer editing.

The studies mentioned above revealed the crucial role of peer revision training
prior to the utilizing of peer review in writing classrooms in order that students have
confidence to perform a qualified peer response activity. The evidences mentioned
previously also revealed both quality and quantity in students’ writing products.
Besides, peer revision training yielded an improved quality of peer review
performance, written text, ideas development, unity and organization of writing
pieces. Moreover, peer review training enhances the improvement of students writing
quality writing context as well.

2.3.4 Disadvantages of Peer Review

Although many studies showed evidence of the benefits in employing peer review
in teaching writing, many scholars still maintain the discussion of its drawback.
Mangelsdorf (1992), revealed both advantages and problems students perceived with peer
review. This study investigated what 40 advanced students thought about peer review in a
freshman composition course at an American university. On the one hand, the students
considered peer review especially beneficial in improving the content of compositions.
On the other hand, they did not trust peer review either due to student inability to critique
peers’ texts or to student disinterest in the texts. Hyland, (2000) found that many English
teachers were still skeptical of peer review since the quality of feedback as well as its time
consuming nature still make them unsure about using the technique. It might not worth
spending time performing this activity since ESL/EFL students may think that their peers
have the same or lower level of English proficiency as they do; therefore, they raised the

question whether their peers review are really correct or not. Hence, students do not take
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their peer review seriously or even ignore it. Similarly, Chong, (2010) mentioned that
many teacher students in Hong Kong were hesitant in employing peer review activity in
their writing classrooms. These teacher students mentioned that peer editing was time
consuming and most students believe in teacher feedback, not classmates’ feedback.
Besides, the class size was too large which yielded consumption of time. Most students
also did not trust their classmates’ comments. In their opinion, they found that students
did not have enough linguistic knowledge. The education authorities, school staff and
English panel did not advocate the practice of peer review. In addition, Kinsella, (1996)
mentioned that very few students liked using group or pair work editing activities based
on grammar tasks. They preferred individual work rather than group or pair work since
students wanted to practice grammatical skills on their own. Moreover, some other ESL
students worried that they might learn wrong grammar from their peers. Some studies
found other the disadvantages of peer review for example; Miao et al. (2006) examined a
comparative study of peer and teacher feedback in a Chinese EFL writing class. It was
found that students did not entirely rely on or accept the comments received from peers.
However, this study suggested that this was a positive finding because the more students
doubted the feedback, the more likely those students would develop their own
independent ideas they had for the revision.

Kaufman, J.H & Schunn, C. D. (2008) investigated students’ negative
perceptions about an online peer assessment system for undergraduate writing across
the disciplines. Specially, this study considered the nature of students’ resistance to
peer assessment; what factors influenced that resistance; and how students’
perceptions impacted their revision work. The findings indicated that students

sometimes regarded peer assessment as unfair and often believed that peers are not
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qualified to review and assess students’ work. Furthermore, students’ perceptions
about the fairness of peer assessment drop significantly following the students’
experience in doing peer assessment.

In conclusion, although employing peer review yields both advantages and
disadvantages, nevertheless; Hirose, 2001 mentioned that the use of peer review in
writing classroom is becoming increasingly common. Similarly, Kulsirisawad, P.
(2012) agreed that peer review had many benefits to students in developing their
writing. It helped them enhance not only writing skills, but also reading skills, critical
thinking skills, and self-evaluation skills. However, for the Asian cultures, it seems to
be difficult to get all the benefits from the peer review technique since there might be
cultural barriers which can be quite strong in the classroom. Teachers can find it hard
to persuade students to give sincere feedback to their peers or accept and follow the
feedback they receive. Nevertheless, regarding its benefits, the peer review technique
is still worth using in the writing classroom. It becomes a teacher’s responsibility to

help and prepare students to be ready for this challenging technique.

2.4 Writing Instruction

Writing is not only the physical act of committing words or ideas to some
medium but it also is the mental work of inventing ideas, thinking about how to
express them, and organizing them into statements and paragraphs that will be clear to
the reader. It can be both a process and a product. To create a writing product (a
paragraph, essay, letter, story, or report), the writer, generally, follows the process;

aging, organizing, drafting, editing, reading, and rereading (Sokolik, 2003).
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2.4.1 The Process Writing Approach

In 1911, writing instruction began to include the entire process of writing;
invention, drafting, giving feedback, and revision, and not just the product. Writing
instruction should be based on the process approach. Kroll (2001) points out that
students engage in the writing tasks through the process approach rather than the
single-shot approach. The process writing approach is in a cyclical fashion which
encourages brainstorming, drafting, writing, feedback, revising, and editing. These
activities support the idea that learning to write is more than creating a final product.
That is, it is to learn a series of skills leading to that product.

The characteristics of the process writing approach are that writing process is
learning how to write by writing. Its instruction focuses on the process of how
students write rather than the end product that students write (Hyland, 2003). Kroll
(2003) says that rather than the view of writing as a production of previously learned
syntactic or discourse structures, the process based approach emphasized the view of
writing as a process of developing organization as well as meaning (Kroll, 2003).
Furthermore, writing is a complex, recursive and creative process or set of behaviors
that is very similar in its broad outlines for most second language writers (Kroll,
1990). In addition, the teaching and learning of writing has recognized the importance
of the process of creating a text. The instruction of process writing is generally led by
the writing teacher focusing on a specific process to engage students from random
thoughts to a well-organized and well-developed piece of writing. Students may move
back and forth among these writing processes (Chao, 2008). However not all writers
go through the same process, the basic outline of the various phases of writing

include prewriting, drafting, revising, editing and publishing. Though L1 and L2
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writers might follow a similar process, L2 writers also engage in translating from the
native to the target language which occurs intermittently at various stages (Silva,
2009). Similarly, Hughey et al. (2011) mention that in writing process; writers do not
follow a neat order of planning, organizing and writing procedures. It is recursive, a
cyclical process during which writers move back and forth on a continuum,
discovering, analyzing, and synthesizing ideas and ultimately editing for grammatical,
mechanical accuracy, which should come in the final stage. In addition, the L2 writer
in the writing process is seen as an active thinkers rather than a passive one to be
supplied with or instructed in prespecified content or grammar rules. Teachers and
learners should be collaboratively involved in discovering what written language is
and how a piece of writing is produced (Hughey, et al., 2011).

2.4.2 Stages of the Process Writing Approach

L1 and L2 writers follow similar stages which consist of prewriting, drafting,
revising, editing and publishing. According to Jones (2006), the general stages of the
process writing approach are described as follows.

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

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

3. Revising: this includes looking at the work though a different perspective

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

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

5. Publishing: in this stage students share their final versions of writing with
others.

2.4.3 Principles for Writing Instruction

Sokolick (2003) proposes the principles for writing instruction as follows.

1. Understand students’ reasons for writing.

It is important to understand both the teacher’s and student’s goals for writing.
The teacher’s goals should match the student’s or match those of the institution in
which the student works. This helps the teacher to find a focus for the writing that is
to be done in the class.

2. Provide many opportunities for students to write.

Since writing is also a physical activity, it requires lots of practice. The more
students practice, the more their writing improves. Students should be provided with
different types of writing practice such as short responses to a reading, journal entries,

letter writing, summaries, poetry, etc. Writing instruction should be spent on practice
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most of the time for.

3. Make feedback helpful and meaningful.

Feedback given on a student’s writing should be clear so that students can use
it to adjust their writing. Correcting a student’s writing should not be done, but
summary comments that instruct students to look for problems and correct them on
their own should be provided.

4. Clarify how to evaluate students’ writing.

A rubric; a kind of scoring grid elaborating the elements of writing that are to
be evaluated, should be developed and clarified for both the teacher and students. This
rubric should include the weight of grammar and mechanics in relationship to content
and ideas, as well as other important features of writing. Generally, there are three
types of rubrics: (1) non-weighted rubric, (2) weighted rubric, and (3) holistic rubric.
The non-weighted rubric provides descriptions of writing quality by level across other
writing criteria. The levels may be divided into excellent, adequate, and inadequate.
While the weighted rubric breaks the writing skills into categories and sub-categories
and a specific point value is assigned to each. In terms of the holistic rubric, it
describes the overall qualities of writing assignments as excellent, good, fair, and
unsatisfactory. These descriptions can be tied to grades (A, B, C, etc.). The teacher
then choose the description that fits the assignment.

2.4.4 Technology in Writing Instruction

Technology has been applied to the teaching of languages for decades. Tape
recorders, language laboratories and video have been in use since the 1960s, and are
still used in the classrooms around the world (Dudeney and Hockly, 2007). After that

during the 1980s, personal computers became widely available in North American
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schools, colleges and universities (Feris and Hedgcock, 2005). Nowadays, with the
advancement of computer technology, new ways of mediating language learning have
emerged. Like language lab, Computer Assisted Language Learning (CALL) has a
relatively long history in the teaching and learning of language (Saettler, 1990).
Computer-based materials for language teaching typically required learners to
respond to stimuli on the computer screen and to carry out tasks such as filling in
gapped texts, matching sentence halves and doing multiple choice activities and text
reconstruction in its early stage (Dudeney and Hockly, 2007). Today, a great number
of these technologies are designed for and employed to develop language skills,
especially writing skills. For example, drill and practice, automated essay scoring, and
web-based peer reviews are widely used in personal and institutional language
training (Kelley, 2008).

With the broad expansion of computer assisted language learning, writing
teachers and researchers also expressed almost limitless optimism and enthusiasm
about the potential of word processing and other computer-based writing tools to
facilitate students’ writing processes and improve their end products (Feris and
Hedgcock, 2005). MacArthur (2006) claims that the benefits of technologies in
English writing instruction has proceeded similarly to the integration of electronic
technologies which engage students as writers or producers rather than just readers or
consumers. From publication of class newsletters to e-mail project to hypermedia
web-pages, to blogs and magazines, computers offer students opportunities to create
new types of documents. At the same time they are changing the new ways in which
traditional text is produced. New technologies promise to become increasingly

important in schools as tools for inquiry and learning, as well as means for
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communicating and composing (MacArthur, 2006). However, within a few short
years, after this enthusiasm was tempered by caution, some researcher claimed that
students planned less, revised less (or at least not more) and paid more attention to
sentence-level concerns when composing with computers (Haas, 1989; Barker, 1987).
Therefore, researcher in the early 1990s began to adopt a more moderate view of
computer-assisted writing instruction and a judicious middle ground for technology in
literacy instruction was established. It is now understood that computers cannot teach
novice writers how to think, plan or revise nor can they magically transform
inexperienced writers into proficient writers or replace teachers’ roles in providing
instruction and feedback. Nonetheless, computers can make many dimensions of the
writing process easier, rendering writing more enjoyable, improving students’
attitudes and reducing anxiety about writing, particularly among ESL writers (Feris
and Hedgcock, 2005).

Later, by 1995, one of the most important developments of computer
technology to impact education is the development of the Internet. It has subsequently
caught on at schools allowing anyone with the right software to create their own
website and complete research in a quick and efficient manner (Murdock, 2007). The
advent of high bandwidth and powerful computers has produced a new form of
knowledge which is based on the interaction of people, information, technology and
new social organizations (Molnar, 1997). Writing teachers integrate the Internet into
their writing classrooms by creating activities such as peer conferencing, one-on-one
discussion with the teacher and buddy editing etc. Teachers are also able to take
benefits from the Internet since it contains many valuable websites (Strangman,

2001). Kelley (2008) similarly says that as the depth and breath of the World Wide
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Web expands potential access to authentic language resources in a multiplicity of
forms exponentially. Never before have language teachers had so much teaching
material at their disposal. Moreover, the connection to the Internet; allows students
and students including students and teachers, help each other through the writing
process, which means that through the use of the Internet, students are able to work
collaboratively on writing with other students and the teacher to expand ideas, get
feedback and learn about different perspective on writing (Strangman, 2001).

In addition, connection to the Internet provides opportunities for both students
and teachers. Students are able to access online dictionaries for English and other
languages, website for writing resources such as grammars, usage and style guides.
For teachers, many excellent resources offer quick access to professional
organizations such as TESOL, IATEFL, ERIC and TESL journal (Kroll, 2003). Kroll
(2003) also emphasizes that all types of the Internet network arrangements have the
potential for motivating L2 students to write and to revise in response to a real
audience for helping them to experiment in their writing and for empowering them to
seek out the resources they need for developing their ideas.

As the use of technology in language classrooms has increased dramatically
over the past years, second language teachers have recognized and acknowledged its
value for teaching and learning. The research therefore moved from its early stages
which involved examining how to use it and see what happens in practice of using
technology in writing classes in which glorious accounts of positive experiences of
technology in the classroom or lab of early adopters were exemplified. These
movements looked to the implementation of technology in using it pedagogically and

effectively towards the practice of using technology to support pedagogical goals
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(Jones, 2006). The research spotlight has been on implementing technology into
classroom and curriculum design and on technology-enhanced language learning
activities that are meaningful to students and compatible with pedagogical goals (clear
and specific learning objectives). There remains an interest in examining the effects of
writing technology on learning (Zhao, 2003). Most of the articles reviewed on
technology focused on its impact on writing, while some focused on writing goals and
objectives and how technology supports them. There are also some researchers who
found the use of various technologies (e.g., word processing, telecommunication
technology, e-mail, a project using a personal computer in the classroom to teach the
writing process, computer writing systems, computer-assisted writing software)
increased the quantity and quality of student writing more than with traditional
instructional methods; additionally, students’ attitudes toward writing on the computer
improved (Jones, 2006). In addition, some researchers have also found that ESL and
EFL writing skills improved significantly by those students who used word
processing, a computer-mediated networked environment, and Web-based materials
(Al-Jarf, 2004). However, there are still some ESL and EFL researchers who found
some contradictory findings on different types of technology on student achievement.
This group of researchers have failed to find significant differences in writing quality
and students’ attitudes towards the use of technology in writing class.

It could be seen that the writing instruction was primarily focused on the
process approach which encourages students to learn a series of writing skills leading
to the final product of writing. To teach writing using a process approach, the teacher
should understand students’ reasons for writing, provide them with more

opportunities to write and opportunities for meaningful feedback, and a clear



42

predetermined rubric for evaluating their writing. Technology, especially weblogs,
can be implemented to facilitate the process writing approach in the writing
classroom. However the overall effectiveness the new technology to enhance

students’ writing skills still needed to be investigated further.

2.5 Models for Weblog-Based Writing Instruction

Some scholars who have proposed models for weblog-based writing
instruction include some of the followings.

2.5.1 The Weblog Text-image Transmission Model

Chuang and Shih (2011) proposed the Weblog Text-image Transmission
Model (WTTM) for a writing process model. These scholars explain that there are
inner and outer circles in this model, the inner circle represents the process of writing
and the outer one represents the task environment. The task environment includes the
social and physical environment. Weblogs and pictures constitute the physical
environment. The discussion and publishing records between peer pupils constitute
the social environment. There is interaction between both these environments and the
writer’s cognitive process. This model focuses on guiding the participants through a
series of photos and guiding questions to facilitate their writing of events and
descriptions of familiar personnel through the use of interactive weblog features. This
kind of easy text and graphic publishing has paved the way for convenient
presentation of both verbal (text) and pictorial or graphic (non-verbal) media for

participants to use in writing activities.
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Figure 2.1 Weblog text-image transmission model

Note: From "Design and Implementation of a Model for Using Blogs in Writing

Class for Schoolchildren” by H. Chuang, and C. Shih, 2009, p. 102.
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2.5.2 The Blogging Chinese Language Composition Instructional Model

Lou, Wu, and Shih (2010) developed a model called the blogging Chinese
language composition instruction model. In this model, students and instructors
interacted in the blogging instruction based on the implementation of procedures and
learning units. The model consists of the following steps.

Step 1: Construct a Chinese language composition instructional blog.

The blog included functions such as labels, a message board, connection,
publication, RSS, and management. Students were able to leave messages and post
articles, pictures, and videos. Features of the blog, such as large volume, fast, easy to
manage, and free, made the blog suitable for instruction.

Step 2: Create files of students’ personal information, teaching materials, and
grades, a discussion forum, and practice area in the blog.

Step 3. Guide the participants on how to use the blog, submit assignments,
and post materials on the forum and confirm that everyone could enter the blog to
practice before the experiment.

Step 4: Have students take an initial writing test in a narrative or lyric genre to
assess their composition ability pre-intervention before receiving blogging.

Participants were asked to finish one article of about 600 words in 50 minutes.
After the test, the instructor and another Chinese language instructor scored the
articles. The scoring standard was based on a composition ability index set by the
Ministry of Education in Taiwan. The pre-test score was the average of the two raters’
scores.

Step 5: Post the content of the experimental instruction on the blog on

different weeks. Content areas included; wording and language cognition; the use of
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rhetoric; the enhancement of sentences; the application of imagination; the logical
organization of sentences; the cognition of key points in paragraphs; meaning
analysis; and reading reflection.

Step 6: Ask students to finish the assigned reading each week, upload the
assignments to their personal files, and upload learning reflection or comments on
other classmates’ works on the forum.

Step 7: Grade for students’ assignments and post comments or modifications
directly on each student’s assignments on the webpage.

All students could browse both their own and each others’ personal files to
read the instructor’s grades and comments. Grades for each weekly assignment were
announced the following week. Students could learn their grade by checking the grade
file.

Step 8: Have students take a second writing test with a similar writing style
and grading process after the experimental instruction.

The average of the two raters’ scores was treated as the post-test score. The
degree of difficulty in the two tests was similar.

This model is shown on the next page.
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Therefore it could be seen that the Weblog Text-image Transmission Model
focuses on providing the learners with photos and guiding questions to facilitate their
writing through the use of interactive weblog features, whereas the blogging Chinese
language composition instructional model focuses on the steps of writing, which assist
the learners in planning of their writing and developing of their writing through the

interaction with their peers and instructor.

2.6 Related Studies

There are a number of other published studies related to the utilizing of
weblogs in a writing classroom that the researcher has reviewed which are as follows.

Holmes (2005) investigated the purposes of using weblogs in post-secondary
writing courses from thirty-two college writing teachers across the country. It was
found that several teachers used weblogs for many different purposes. They used
weblogs (1) as a public space with a broad audience, (2) to post student works, (3) as
a journal, (4) to reflect on course-related assignments, (5) for student discussion and
interaction, (6) to explore and share ideas, as well as brainstorm, (7) to engage with
and respond to assigned readings, (8) for collaborative projects, (9) to link to Web
materials, (10) to ask and answer questions related to the course, and (11) to discuss
topics not necessarily related to the course. The teacher also viewed that there were
nearly endless uses for the space that have yet to be explored.

Bella (2005) examined whether weblogs enhanced students’ writing abilities
and writing skills or not. The subjects used in this study were two fifth grade classes
who both used weblogs in their classrooms. They used weblogs as a daily log of class

events. Each student took turn recording the events and posting them into the



48

weblogs. Results showed that weblogs did improve students’ writing abilities and
skills. There was an ample amount of evidences of both rich contents and author’s
crafts. The students included descriptions, explanations, analyses, inferences, and
vocabulary in their blog entries. They wanted their audience to understand exactly
what they were describing. They desired them to have a clear picture in their minds.
They used critical thinking to make the writing deeper and more logical, and they
enhanced it by adding advanced vocabulary. The use of advanced vocabulary in a
student’s writing piece showed evidences of high-quality writing. However, on the
other hand, the data showed that weblogs did not improve the students’ use of writing
conventions. Both classes included a large amount of grammatical and spelling errors.
The reason for this could be that the students are eager to finish their writing and get it
published online for everyone to see and read. Therefore, they rushed or did not
proofread and left many conventional errors.

Fellner and Apple (2006) examined the improvements of writing fluency
achieved by using blog for free-writing among a group of low proficiency, low
motivation students in a seven-day intensive CALL-based EFL program implemented
at a four-year private university in western Japan in September 2004. Over the course
of the program, student performed a variety of CALL tasks, including web listening,
reading and vocabulary-building. Learners posted email messages to the class in the
free writing blog during a 20-minute timed session every morning of the program, and
in the process improved their writing fluency. The blog writing activity was chosen by
the instructors as a suitable CALL tasks as it met the seven criteria to determine task
appropriateness which consists of language learning potential, learner fit, meaning

focus, authenticity, positive impact, practicality, and enhancement. The measurement
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of writing fluency derived from a simple word count of the student’s blog entries
which showed an overall increase in numbers of words produced from the beginning
of the seven-day program through the end of the program. It was found that the
average word count for students email postings to the class blog was a mere 31.5 on
the first day of the seven-day program. By the end of the program, this number had
jumped dramatically to an average of 121.9 words, representing an overall increase of
nearly 350%. The researchers mentioned that this was an astounding increase over
such a short period, especially considering the low proficiency level and low
motivation of the students involved. The highest individual student increase was from
31 to 185 words, or almost 600%, while the lowest word count increase was a mere
nine words (from 53 to 62). The researchers also claimed that based on this data it
seems logical to conclude that students’ writing fluency improved significantly
throughout the duration of the program.

Jones (2006) examined how ESL students would respond to the use of
weblogs as a pedagogical tool for the process writing approach in an ESL writing
class. This study sought to examine; 1) the aspects or characteristics of weblogs which
are useful for the writing process approach, 2) students’ perceptions or reactions and
experiences in using weblogs for writing tasks, and 3) the researcher’s perceptions
and experiences in using weblogs to teach writing. The participants were high
intermediate ESL writing class students at a community college in Southeastern
Texas, the United States of America, whose ages ranged from 26-45 years old. The
participants were selected by purposive sampling. There were 18 students who
enrolled in the Spring 2005 ESL writing class, 5 males and 13 females. The class

consisted of students from countries like; Cambodia, China, Colombia, Jordan, Korea,
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Mexico, Panama, the Philippines, and from the United States where this study took
place. Students in the ESL writing class were required to write eight assignments
using a variety of writing styles and topics. The writing assignments included seven
paragraphs writing and one essay. The result of this study revealed that the aspects of
weblogs that aided the instructional goals such as (1) easy word processing for
writing, editing and revising, (2) tools such as commenting as a source for critical
thinking through suggestions for editing, (3) public access of weblogs for a broader
audience and reader interaction, (4) a platform to create a discourse community and
content ownership, and (5) a web page format for text and visual expression for
publishing. Additionally, other aspects that served the instructional goal for the class
included the fact that blogs allowed the students to focus on the content of writing and
not on creating web pages. Moreover, it was found that all students liked the blogging
aspect of the class for writing tasks. Students did what they were supposed to do such
as writing, posting, commenting, editing, and revising. They also improved in their
tasks as the semester progressed. However, the major drawbacks that the students
encountered were also found. They dealt with issues of confidence and lack of trust
for peer editing and group work. Ultimately, the students survived trials and
tribulations with technology, blogging, and writing as evidenced by what they wrote
in surveys, questionnaires, and journals. Overall, Jones concluded that blogging was a
constructive learning experience for the ESL writing students. In term of the
researcher’s perceptions and experiences in using blogs for teaching ESL, Jones said
that the class process of writing, editing, and providing feedback worked out well,
even though there were a few minor obstacles. These obstacles were related to

technology, peer editing, and audience participation. In contrast, there were



o1

advantages points that involved audience awareness, blog site designing, and positive
feelings as a result of receiving feedback from outside readers. The researcher of this
study concluded it was satisfied with the accomplishment of using blogs for the
process writing approach for ESL students in the high intermediate writing class.
Amstrong and Retterer (2008) examined the effects that weblogs might have
on intermediate students of Spanish language. The students were assigned to write on
their personal blogs for graded assignments and on the community blog discussion for
ungraded assignments. The results revealed that students wrote more words for
ungraded assignments on their personal blogs. In the nine graded assignments,
students wrote an average of 1,300 words while students wrote for ungraded forums
an average 1,775 words. The students wrote online more than 3,000 words a semester
while the traditional classroom wrote fewer than 3,000 words a semester, between 250
under 3,000 words. It also showed that the sub group of students, who wrote
significant amounts defined as at least 3,000 words of the class average, did improve
their accuracy in the appropriate use of verb tense and aspect and increased the
complexity of their sentences defined as increase in words. In addition, all 100% of
the students responded that they felt somewhat or much more comfortable writing in
Spanish at the end of the semester and 100% of students expressed that they felt
somewhat or much more confident in their abilities to manipulate the verb forms in
Spanish. In terms of students’ reactions, it was found that over 76.9% of the students
said that they liked writing on the blogs, and more than 7.6% indicated that they really
liked it. However more than 15.3% indicated that they did not like it. Sixty-nine
percent (69%) of the students indicated that they liked using the software to post their

assignments. Sixty-nine percent (69%) indicated that they felt that they wrote more
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because they were writing online. Ninety-two percent (92%) of the students felt that
the software was moderately to very easy to use. This study concluded that by the end
of the semester, 81.25% of the class had posted to the community blog at least twice a
week. One hundred percent (100%) of them responded that they felt more
comfortable writing in Spanish; and 100% indicated that they felt more confident in
their ability to manipulate verbs forms in Spanish. The comparison between the
experimental group and traditional class revealed that students the experimental group
of students wrote online more than students in the traditional classroom.

Fageeh (2011) examined the effects of blogging on students’ writing
proficiency and attitudes in an intermediate level EFL College writing class. The
participants were fourth-year students of the English Department (n = 25 for the
experimental group, and 25 for the control group), King Khalid University in Abha,
Saudi Arabia. They were enrolled in a writing English 217 (Writing 1V) class during
the Second Semester 2010. The findings indicated that the students perceived the
weblog as a tool for the development of their English, in terms of their writing
proficiency and attitudes towards writing. The students also expressed that the weblog
gave them the opportunity and freedom for self-expression in English, writing for
both a local and global audience, creating active and interactive social exchanges in
blogs, and maintaining an interactive relationship with a real time readership. The
researcher concluded that overall, students expressed positive attitudes towards the
use of a weblog. These findings suggest that weblogs can provide learning motivation
and opportunities for authorship and readership, as well as the development of writing

skills in college writing syllabi.
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Khampusaen (2012) also examined the outcomes of a blogging collaboration
project among university students on their essay writing skills. Writing feedback was
provided by peers and the instructor on the weblog to help students to write their
essays. The findings suggested that collaborative blogging improved students’
attitudes towards writing. Feedback increased students’ motivation to write.
Collaborative blogging improved students’ writing and supported the development of
related skills and knowledge. Students’ writing skills were improved as a result of
feedbacks gained from peers and the instructor. It appeared that collaboration, rather
than the use of technology, encouraged students to improve their writing skills. In
addition, students’ technology skills improved even though direct instruction related
to technology was not provided. Students developed clear literacy skills as they
published their essays online. Blogging in writing class helped students to become
autonomous learners. Finally, collaborative blogging enabled differentiated essay
writing instruction while ensuring success for each student.

From the related studies, therefore, it could be seen that weblog have been
seen as effective tools for enhancing students” writing abilities and skills as well as
writing fluency since they provided students with language learning activities which
facilitated an improvement in students’ writing. The students also perceived that their
learning experiences were good and expressed positively to experience of weblog-
based writing. However, these studies did not provide a clear way how to apply
weblogs in a writing classroom, since the outcomes of weblog use seemed to be
emphasized more than the procedures of using it. The present study, thus, seeks to
investigate an effective way how to use a weblog for teaching writing with primarily

focus on developing a weblog-based English writing instructional model.
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2.7 Summary of the Chapter

This chapter reviews the literature used as a conceptual framework for
developing a weblog-based English writing instructional model. The reviewed
literature includes (1) learning theory, (2) weblog-based language learning, (3) peer
review in language learning, (4) writing instruction, (5) models for weblog-based

writing instruction, and (6) related studies.



CHAPTER 3

RESEARCH METHODOLOGY

In order to achieve the research objectives as stated in Chapter 1, the
researcher conducted this study based on the Seven-Step Model of Research and
Development (Brahmawong, 2008). The seven steps are as follows.

Step 1 Study the Body of Knowledge about the Prototype

This step is to review documents and research related to the prototype in
order to synthesize the theories and principles and construct the body of knowledge.

Step 2 Survey Needs for the Prototype

This step is to assess students’ needs for the prototype
Step 3 Develop a Conceptual Framework of the Prototype
This step is to write the conceptual framework based on the theories,
principles, and results of needs assessment from Step 1 and 2. It also includes the
preliminary descriptions of the prototype, consisting of components with logical steps
and specifications of the prototype.

Step 4 Secure Experts’ Opinions and Suggestions

This step is to propose the developed conceptual framework of the
prototype to a group of experts for examination of appropriateness.

Step 5 Draft the Prototype

This step is to develop a draft of the prototype by designing the

prototype with descriptions.
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Step 6 Verify the Efficiency of the Prototype

This step is to test the efficiency of the prototype by small-scale try-outs
(individual testing, small group testing, and field testing) and the trial run (testing
with the real samples).

Step 7 Finalize the Prototype

This step is to make final revisions of the prototype and arrive at
conclusions.

According to the seven-step model mentioned above, the researcher conducted
the research and development of the weblog-based English writing instructional
model as follows.

Step 1 Study the Body of Knowledge about the Prototype

The researcher reviewed the literature based on the theories and principles
related to the weblog-based English writing instructional model (prototype) that
would be developed in this study in order to construct the body of knowledge about
the prototype. The related theories and principles would be used as a conceptual
framework for designing and developing a model in this study.

Step 2 Survey Needs for the Prototype

The researcher studied the needs of students using the questionnaire on student
needs in developing English writing skills. This questionnaire was reviewed by the
thesis supervisor and examined by three experts. The results of administering this
questionnaire showed that the questionnaire as qualified in terms of possessing
content validity and item-objective congruence (IOC = 0.67 - 1.00). The
questionnaire was administered to the students (n = 60) during a regular class time on

the first week of the semester 2/2010; it asked about student’s background
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information, computer skills, familiarity with weblogs, typing ability, facility with a
computer, access to the web, English language level, writing abilities, and problems in
English writing. The data collected from the questionnaire were analyzed using
descriptive statistics and content analysis.
Step 3 Develop a Conceptual Framework of the Prototype

The researcher utilized the data from the literature review and the need survey
from the previous steps to construct the conceptual framework of the weblog-based
English writing instructional (WEWI) model consisting of the theories and principles
and then create the preliminary design of the model. In addition, the researcher also
constructed a preliminary design of the WEWI model prototype consisting of logical
steps of weblog-based writing activities.
Step 4 Secure Experts’ Opinions and Suggestions

In order to have experts examine the developed conceptual framework and the
preliminary design of the WEWI model prototype in terms of its appropriateness. The
researcher proceeded as follows.

4.1 Construct an evaluation form

The researcher constructed an evaluation form for or assessing the
appropriateness of the conceptual framework and the preliminary design of the
WEWI model prototype, then prepared the documents about the conceptual
framework as reviewed in Chapter 2.

4.2 Examine the conceptual framework

The researcher submitted the evaluation form and documents to experts from
three areas of study: educational technology, English language teaching and learning,

and technology-enhanced language learning.
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4.3 Analyze the experts’ opinions

After collecting data from the evaluation form, the researcher analyzed the
data consisting of comments and suggestions for revising the conceptual framework
and the preliminary design of the WEWI model prototype.

4.4 Revise the conceptual framework

The researcher made revisions of the conceptual framework according to the
comments and suggestions.
Step 5 Draft the Prototype

Based on the conceptual framework and the preliminary design of the WEWI
model prototype developed in the previous step, the research drafted the prototype of
the weblog-based English writing instructional model as follows.

5.1 Create a draft model

The researcher created a draft copy of the weblog-based English writing
instructional model.

5.2 Have experts review

The researcher submitted the draft model with explanations and the evaluation
form approved by the thesis advisor to the same experts from those three areas of
studies, including educational technology, English language teaching and learning,
and technology-enhanced language learning.

5.3 Construct the additional documents

Additional documents were produced to be used as instructional materials in
accordance with the activities in the developed weblog-based English writing
instructional model. The documents included the following contents:

1) Guided Questions for Peer Review
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The researcher wrote guided questions for peer review according to the
writing criteria emphasized in this study.

2) Weblog-Based Writing Tasks

There were three weblog-based writing tasks used in the writing activity
through the weblog-based English writing instructional model.

When completing these documents, the researcher had the thesis advisor and
the experts examine them in terms of content validity, accuracy, and appropriateness.
Comments and suggestions obtained from the advisor and experts were utilized to
revise the documents. For the guided questions for peer review, the results showed
that their IOC was from 0.80 to 1.00, which was accepted.

5.4 Construct other instruments

5.4.1 Pretest and Posttest
The pretest and posttest were paper-based written tests. The two tests
aimed to measure students’ abilities to write a paragraph for describing places. The
students were required to write a paragraph on the topic “My High School” for the
pretest, and “My Hometown” for the posttest. A paragraph was to have about 200
words or at least 20 sentences and written within the allotted time of one and half
hours. To construct the tests, the researcher followed these procedures.
1) Study the literature related to writing test construction
2) Determine the topic for each test in accordance with objectives of
the English for Study Skills course.
3) Write the tests consisting of the title, directions, and duration.
4) Have experts examine the tests in terms of accuracy, content

validity and item-objective congruence (IOC). For the I0C value, it was calculated
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using the formula below.

I0C = )R
N

IOC = The index of item-objective congruence

2R = Total score from the experts’ responses.
N = Total number of the experts
5) Try out the tests

Actually, the pretest and posttest were tried out while conducting the
three tryouts of the developed weblog-based English writing instructional model
stated in the next session.

To try out the tests, each test was administered to 30 first-year students
who enrolled on the English for Study Skills Development course in the second
semester of the academic year 2010 at Valaya Alongkorn Rajabhat University. These
students participated in writing via a weblog in accordance with the developed
weblog-based English writing instructional model. The data in terms of problems
faced while taking the tests, and times spent for taking the tests were also collected
and used to improve the tests.

6) Make final revisions of the tests.

7) Create a complete copy of the tests.

5.4.2 Reflective Journal

The students were required to write a reflective journal using a series of
guided questions in order to express their feelings and problems experienced during
performing each weblog-based writing task. To construct the guided questions for

writing the reflective journal, the researcher proceeded as follows.
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1) Study related documents about writing a reflective journal.

2) Compile possible issues concerning writing via a weblog in
accordance with the developed weblog-based English writing instructional model.

3) Write six questions based on the possible issues.

4) Have experts examine the questions in terms of accuracy, content
validity, and item-objective congruence (IOC). The results showed that all the experts
agreed that the questions were in accordance with the contents of the developed
model and accurate in terms of language use. The IOC value was from 0.80 to 1.00,
which was accepted. The experts also provided comments and suggestions which the
researcher used to improve the guided questions.

5) Try out the guided questions

The guided questions for writing a reflective journal were also tried
out while conducting the three tryouts of the developed weblog-based English writing
instructional model with the same 30 first-year students who participated in the
tryouts. on the English for Study Skills Development course in the second semester of
the academic year 2010 at Valaya Alongkorn Rajabhat University. These students
participated in writing via a weblog in accordance with the developed weblog-based
English writing instructional model. The problems faced while using the guided
questions to write a reflective journal were used to improve the guided questions.

6) Make final revisions of the guided questions for writing a reflective
journal.

7) Create the final copy of the guided questions for writing a reflective

journal.
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5.4.3 Questionnaire
This questionnaire was developed for the experimental group (30 items) and
used to explore students' satisfaction towards the experience of writing via a weblog.
They contain two main parts: five-point rating scale questions using the Likert’s
rating scale and open-ended questions. The researcher constructed the questionnaires
according to the following procedures:
1) Review related literature about constructing questionnaires based on
Likert’s scale.
2) Compile possible issues concerning writing via a weblog.
3) Write items based on the possible issues. Only 30 items that
corresponded to the minimum criteria for accepting the questionnaire quality were

selected as the questionnaire items. The rating scale for the positive statements is as

follows:
5 means 'strongly agree'
4 means 'agree'
3 means ‘uncertain’
2 means ‘disagree’
1 means 'strongly disagree’

4) Have experts examine the questionnaires according to the issues:
content validity and congruence between items and research objectives (i.e.,I0OC). The
results showed that all the experts agreed that the questionnaire had content validity
and its 10C was from 0.80 to 1.00, which was accepted.

5) Make revisions according to the experts’ suggestions.

6) Try out the questionnaires with the same 30 first-year students who
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enrolled on the English for Study Skills Development course in the second semester
of the academic year 2010 at VValaya Alongkorn Rajabhat University. These students
participated in writing via a weblog in accordance with the developed weblog-based
English writing instructional model. The data acquired were analyzed to examine the
quality of the questionnaires in terms of the discrimination power using Corrected
Item-Total Correlation, and reliability using Cronbach’s Alpha Coefficient. Then, the
researcher selected only the items that met the accepted criteria as shown in Table 3.1.

Table 3.1 Quality of the questionnaire

Questionnaire Number of | Discrimination power (r) Reliability
items
30 0.20 - 0.85 0.81

7) Make final revisions of the questionnaires.

8) Create a complete copy of the questionnaires.

Step 6 Verify the Efficiency of the Prototype

This step is to test the efficiency of the prototype by small-scale try-outs and
the trial run. The procedures are as follows;

6.1 Try Out

The researcher conducted three tryouts of the instructional through the
weblog-based English writing instructional model to test its efficiency based on the
criterion determined at Ei/E, = 75/75. To do this, the researcher implemented the
weblog-based English writing instructional model to perform the weblog-based

writing activities as follows.
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Tryout 1: Individual Testing

Individual testing was conducted with 30 first-year students enrolled in
the English for Study Skills Development course in the second semester of the
academic year 2010 at Valaya Alongkorn Rajabhat University. These students
participated in writing via a weblog in accordance with the developed weblog-based
English writing instructional model. The students' score data collected from doing the
weblog-based writing tasks and posttest were analyzed to investigate the E;/E;
efficiency; and the results were also utilized to revise the model.

Tryout 2 : Small Group Testing

Small group testing was conducted with 6 first-year students enrolled
in the English for Study Skills Development course in the second semester of the
academic year 2010 at Valaya Alongkorn Rajabhat University. These students also
participated in writing via a weblog in accordance with the developed weblog-based
English writing instructional model. The students’ score data collected from doing the
weblog-based writing tasks and posttest were analyzed to investigate the E;/E;
efficiency; and the results were also utilized to revise the model.

Tryout 3 : Field Testing

Field testing was conducted with 30 first-year students enrolled in the
English for Study Skills Development course in the second semester of the academic
year 2010 at Valaya Alongkorn Rajabhat University. These students also participated
in writing via a weblog in accordance with the developed weblog-based English

writing instruction model.
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6.2 Trial Run

The researcher conducted a trial run of the instruction through the weblog-
based English writing instructional model with the samples consisting of 30 first-year
students enrolled in the English for Study Skills Development course in the second
semester of the academic year 2011 at Valaya Alongkorn Rajabhat University and
purposively selected from Section 1. This study is quasi-experimental research in the
form of a group pretest posttest design. Prior to the experiment, the students took a
pretest. Then the researcher gave provided the treatment with the instruction based on
the developed weblog-based English writing instructional model to the experimental
group. During the experiment, the students were required to write a reflective journal.
After the treatment, the students took a posttest and responded to the questionnaire.
Finally, the data collected from the experiment were analyzed according to the

research objectives. The design of this study can be seen in Figure 3.1.

Experimental Group 01 X 0,

Note: O = Test
X = Treatment

Figure 3.1 Design of the study

After the conducting of the try-outs and the trial run, the data collection was

conducted. The procedures for data collection took 14 weeks as shown in Table
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Table 3.2 The procedures for data collection

Week Procedures
1 - Students took a pretest.
2-6 |- Conducted an introductory session to the students.
7-12 |- Gave treatment with the instruction based on the weblog-based
English instructional model to the experimental group.
- In week 7-8, students did the Weblog-Based Writing 1.
- In week 9-10, students did the Weblog-Based Writing 2.
- In week 11-12, students of both groups do the Weblog-Based Writing 3.
- The students write a reflective journal after completing each weblog-based
writing task.
13 |- Students took a posttest.
14 |- Students responded to the questionnaire.

The general steps of data collection was drawn as a diagram as shown in

Figure 3.2. on the next page.



Experimenttal Group (n=30)
Pretest
Writing via a Weblog
with WEWI model

:

Reflective journal Writing
Posttest

Questionaire

7o
N

N N N N 7
N N N N N

Figure 3.2 The steps of data collection
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The result (Ei/E, value) from the trial run was employed to confirm the

efficiency value gained from the field testing of the tryout (Brahmawong, et al.,

1977).

6.3 Data Analyses

the research objectives stated in Chapter 1 as follows.

In terms of data analyses, the collected data were analyzed in accordance with
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6.3.1 Efficiency of the instruction through the model

The E4/E;, formula for developmental testing of media and multimedia
instructional packages was employed to examine the efficiency of the instruction
through the developed model based on the efficiency criterion determined at E;/E; =
75/75. The data collected from the weblog-based writing tasks and posttest of the
experimental group were calculated for the percentage of the students' average score.
The E4/E; formula was as follows (Brahmawong, et al., 1977, p.51).

> X

EE —N 100
A

m
AN
1

Efficiency of the process

Total scores that students gain from doing three weblog-

]
X

based writing tasks

N = Number of all the students
A = Total scores of all the tasks
> F
E,= N 100
B
E, = Efficiency of the learning outcomes

1

Total scores that students gain from doing a posttest after
learning through the model

Number of all the students

Z
I

vy)
1

Total scores of the posttest
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In this study, efficiency criterion was set to E;/E, = 75/75, the efficiency value

that was acceptable (level of error = 2.5%) was shown in Table 3.3.

Table 3.3 Acceptance of the efficiency value in the study

Efficiency Value” Acceptable Efficiency Value (%)
E: 72.50 - 77.50
E, 72.50 - 77.50

“The efficiency criterion was determined at Ey/E; = 75/75.

6.3.2 Comparison of students’ learning achievement

The mean scores that the students gained from doing the pretest and
posttest were compared using a dependent sample t-test to investigate whether or not
students’ learning achievement was higher.

6.3.3 Students’ satisfaction

Data the students of the experimental group obtained from doing the
questionnaire and reflective journals were analyzed to find out the students'
satisfaction towards writing via a weblog in accordance with the developed weblog-
based English writing instructional (WEWI) model. In Part 1 of the questionnaire, the
data of five-point rating scale were tallied and calculated for frequency, percentage,
mean, and standard deviation (S.D.) to describe students’ expressed satisfaction
towards writing via a weblog in accordance with WEWI model. In terms of Part 2, the
data gathered from the open-ended questions and students’ reflective journals were

analyzed using content analysis. To do this, the researcher synthesized the data to
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investigate the issues and categorized them according to the questions from the
questionnaire and the reflective journal.

To investigate the levels of students’ satisfaction, the researcher compared the
questionnaire score of the students in the experimental group with the score of the
neutral level that was obtained from the interval estimate using the following formula

(Kijpredarborisuthi, B. 2003, p. 163).

Interval estimate = Hxrz SD.
Jn
M = Total score of the “uncertain” level of satisfaction in the 30 items of
the five-scale questionnaire giving 3 points per item (u = 90)
n = Number of students (n = 30)
S.D. = Standard deviation of the students’ questionnaire scores (S.D. =11.94)

Z = Zscore at the significant level of .05 (Z = 1.96)

The criteria for examining the levels of satisfaction could be seen in Table 3.4.
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Table 3.4 Criteria for examining the levels of students’ satisfaction

Levels of satisfaction Criteria
S.D.
High More than +z72=
g y2 in
- S.D. S.D.
Middle From ,,_,>-“to 472
Oy
Low Lessthan ;7 s.D.
Jn
High level u+zS'D'
S o
From Igh leve Jn
High level > 90+1.96%
V30

High level > 90 + 4.27

So High level >  94.27
From Low level < ﬂ_z%
n
Low level < 90—1-96%
Low level < 90-4.27
So Low level <  95.73

After calculating, the interval estimate’s results were used to determine the

criteria for the levels of students’ satisfaction in this study as shown in Table 3.5.
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Table 3.5 Criteria for the levels of students’ satisfaction

Levels of students’ satisfaction Criteria
High More than 94.27
Middle From 85.73 to 94.27
Low Less than 85.73

6.3.4 Scoring Method for the Qualities of Writing
The ESL Composition Profile of Jacobs et al. (1981) was employed as
the scoring rubric for the holistic evaluation or rating the qualities of writing in the
pretest, posttest, and three weblog-based writing tasks of the students. It was
employed because the Profile form contains five component scales, each focusing on
an important aspect of composition and weighted according to its approximate
importance for written communication: content (30 points), organization (20 points),
vocabulary (20 points), language use (25 points), and mechanics (5 points). The total
weight for each component is further broken down into numerical ranges that
correspond to four mastery levels: excellent to very good, good to average, fair to
poor, and very poor. These levels are characterized and differentiated by key words or
"rubrics™ representing specific criteria for excellence in composition.
Unlike some holistic evaluations in which readers base their judgments on a
single first impression of the quality of a composition, readers using the Profile in
effect do five holistic evaluations of the same composition, each from a slightly

different perspective on the whole. This is an important difference since readers
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sometimes tend to value only one aspect of a composition when using a purely
impressionistic approach, yet it is only through a writer's successful production,
integration, and synchronization of all these component parts of a composition that an
effective whole is created (Jacobs et al., 1981). In this study, three instructors of
English at Nakhon Pathom Rajabhat University were selected as raters. They are Thai
and have more than five-year experience in teaching writing in the university level.

The three raters were trained to give scores of the qualities of writing based on
the ESL Composition Profile in order to assure the inter-rater reliability of scoring
(White, 1981, cited in Weigle, 2002). The rater training took place at Nakhon Pathom
Rajabhat University. The instruments consisted of 1) the ESL Composition Profile
(Jacobs et al., 1981), 2) the aspects of writing for descriptions in the first year
university level, and 3) two samples of students’ writing products. In the training
stage, the researcher conducted the following:

1) The researcher explained the purposes and procedures of training.

2) The three raters discussed about the process writing. Then, Jacobs et al.’s
criteria for analytical scoring were discussed to reach agreement on how to give
scores to the students’ writing. After the three raters had understood clearly, they
began to practice scoring of the writing products.

3) The three raters gave scores to the students’ writing products. Then, the
three raters discussed whether they met the same criteria for scoring of students’
writing products or not. If not, there was a discussion to reach the same criteria.

The ESL Composition Profile (Jacobs et al., 1981) which was used as criteria

for scoring of students’ writing products was shown in Table 3.6.
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Table 3.6 The ESL composition profile of Jacobs et al.

Aspects Score level Criteria

Content 30-27 Excellent to very good: knowledge; substantive

development of thesis; relevant to assigned topic

26-22 Good to average: sure knowledge of subject; adequate
range; limited development of thesis; mostly relevant to

topic but lack of detail

21-17 Fair to poor: limited knowledge of subject; little

substance; inadequate development of topic

16-13 Very poor: does not show knowledge of subject; non-

substantive; not pertinent; or not enough to evaluate

Organization 20-18 Excellent to very good: fluent expression; ideas clearly
stated/supported; succinct; well-organized; logical

sequencing; cohesive

17-14 Good to average: some what choppy; loosely organized
but main ideas stand out; limited supported; logical but

incomplete sequencing

13-10 Fair to poor: non-fluent; ideas confused or disconnected;

lacks logical sequencing and development

9-7 Very poor: does not communicate; no organization; or not

enough evaluate




75

Table 3.6 The ESL composition profile of Jacobs et al. (Continued)

Aspects Score level Criteria
Vocabulary 20-18 Excellent to very good: sophisticated range; effective
word/idiom choice and usage; word form mastery;
appropriate register
17-14 Good to average: adequate range; occasional errors of
word/idiom form, choice usage, but meaning not obscured
13-10 Fair to poor: limited range; frequent errors of word/idiom
form, choice usage; meaning confused or obscured
9-7 Very poor: essentially translation; little knowledge of
English vocabulary, idioms, word form; or not enough to
evaluate
Language 25-22 Excellent to very good: effective, complex constructions;
use few errors and agreement, tense, number, word
order/function, articles, pronouns, prepositions
21-18 Good to average: effective, but simple constructions;

minor problems in complex constructions; several errors
of agreement, tense, number, word order/function,
articles, pronouns, prepositions but meaning seldom

obscured
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Table 3.6 The ESL composition profile of Jacobs et al. (Continued)

Aspects

Score level

Criteria

Language

use

17-11

Fair to poor: major problems in simple/complex
constructions; frequent errors of negation, agreement, tense,
word order/function, articles, pronouns, prepositions and or

fragments, run-ons, deletions; meaning seldom obscured

10-5

Very poor: virtually no mastery of sentence construction
rules; dominated by errors; does not communicate; or not

enough to evaluate

Mechanics

Excellent to very good: demonstrate mastery of conventions;
few errors of spelling, punctuation, capitalization,

paragraphing

Good to average: occasional errors of spelling, punctuation,

capitalization, paragraphing but meaning not obscured

Fair to poor: frequent errors of spelling, punctuation,

capitalization, paragraphing; meaning confused or obscured

Very poor: no mastery of conventions; dominated by errors
of spelling, punctuation, capitalization, paragraphing; or not

enough to evaluate

Step 7 Finalize the Prototype

In this step, the researcher used the results from the previous step to adjust the

model in order to create a complete copy of the weblog-based English writing

instructional model which was the end product of this study. A complete set of

documents is presented in Chapter 5.
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Summary of the Chapter

This chapter proposed the implementation of seven steps of the research and
development of the weblog-based English writing instructional model as follows:

Step 1 Study the Body of Knowledge about the Prototype

Step 2 Survey Needs for the Prototype

Step 3 Develop a Conceptual Framework of the Prototype

Step 4 Secure Experts’ Opinions and Suggestions

Step 5 Draft the Prototype

This step was to draft the prototype including conducting research instruments
in this study such as; 1) Guided questions for peer review 2) Weblog-based English
writing tasks 3) Pretest and posttest 4) Reflective Journal and 5) Questionnaire on
students’ satisfaction

Step 6 Verify the Efficiency of the Prototype

The treatment of this study took place at this step. The data collection steps
were as follows;

1. Conducting the three try-outs included individual, small group and field
testing

2. Conducting the trial run

3. Make conclusion of the efficiency of the Surakhai WEWI Model Step 7

Finalize the Prototype



CHAPTER 4

RESULTS OF DATA ANALYSES

This chapter presents the results of data analyses based on the seven steps of
research and development as stated in Chapter 3. The contents of this chapter are
divided into seven categories as follows.

Step 1 Results of Studying the Body of Knowledge about the Prototype

Step 2 Results of Surveying Needs for the Prototype

Step 3 Results of Developing a Conceptual Framework of the Prototype

Step 4 Results of Securing Experts’ Opinions and Suggestions

Step 5 Results of Drafting the Prototype

Step 6 Results of Verifying the Efficiency of the Prototype

Step 7 Results of Finalizing the Prototype

Step 1 Results of Studying the Body of Knowledge about the Prototype

The researcher reviewed the relevant literature consisting of (1) learning
theory, (2) weblog-based language learning, (3) peer review in language learning, (4)
writing instruction, (5) models for weblog-based writing instruction, and (6) previous
studies related to the use of weblogs in writing classrooms. Details of the reviewed

literature were stated in Chapter 2.
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Step 2 Results of Surveying Needs for the Prototype

The results of needs analysis showed that in terms of students’ background
information, more than eighty percent (83.30%) of the students were female between
the ages of 18 and 19. Ninety-five percent of the students had personal computers and
used the Internet at home. More than ninety eight percent (98.30%) of the students
had e-mail addresses and nearly all of them (96.67%) had never taken a course in
process writing. More than ninety-five percent of the students had never learnt writing
via a weblog but most of them (98.30%) subscribed to a weblog. Finally, more than
seventy percent of students expressed that there were the Internet cafés in their
neighborhoods. Table 4.1 (Appendix J) presents students’ background information.

With regards to students’ technology and English writing skills, it was found
that more than half of the students were engaged with the Internet at a high frequency
of ability to use the internet. One-third of the students had showed a high level of
grammatical problems while writing English. Half of them had a moderate level of
difficulty in English writing and a moderate level of computer skills. More than half
of the students had a moderate level of vocabulary problems in English writing,
typing ability, spelling problems in English writing. Eighty five percent of them had a
low to very low level of familiarity about the process of writing. Seventy percent of
the students rated their English writing abilities in the moderate level and more than
half of them said they felt confident in English writing at the moderate level. Table
4.2 (Appendix J) shows students’ technology and English writing skills.

In addition, the students provided comments and suggestions about learning

English writing according the following questions.
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Question 1 What problems do you have in writing English?

For this question, most students expressed that they had problems in terms of
grammar and vocabulary. A few students said that they faced problems related to
spelling and arranging of sentences, tenses, and word choice.

Question 2 Do you usually like learning English writing? Why or why not?

Most students responded positively to this question. They said that they liked
to learn English writing because it helped them to develop their writing skills. And
few students said they liked English writing because it was fun to practice writing and
compose a story and they also obtained knowledge at the same time. Some students
liked English writing because English was an international language that was also
difficult so they had to study hard. However, there were a few students who did not
like English writing because it was very difficult for them and they preferred reading.

Question 3 Do you have any suggestions about learning English writing? If
yes, please specify.

To answer this question, most students expressed that they would like to learn
English writing enjoyably through the computer and Internet. Few students also
suggested that learning games and competitions should be made part of the writing
activities. Some said that composition of English sentences should be taught and that
movies should be used as a source of language learning. One student said that the
students should be free to propose their views while learning.

Question 4 Where do you usually use the Internet?

For this question, most students said that they used the Internet at the
university and dormitory. Few students said that they used the Internet at home and

the internet cafés.
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Step 3 Results of Developing a Conceptual Framework of the Prototype

The conceptual framework consists of the related literature and the
preliminary design of the WEWI model prototype. The literature includes:
1. Learning Theory
1.1 Constructivism
1.2 Interaction Hypothesis
2. Weblog-Based Language Learning
2.1 Introduction to Weblogs
2.2 Types of Weblogs
2.3 Weblogs in Language Classrooms
2.4 Weblogs in Writing Classrooms
3. Peer Review in Language Learning
3.1 Effectiveness of Peer Review in Language Learning
3.2 Advantages of Online Peer Review
4. Writing Instruction
4.1 The Process Writing Approach
4.2 General Stages of the Process Writing Approach
4.3 Principles for Writing Instruction
4.4 Technology in Writing Instruction
5. Models for Weblog-Based Writing Instruction
5.1 The Weblog Text-image Transmission Model

5.2 The Blogging Chinese Language Composition Instructional Model

Therefore, the preliminary design of the Surakhai WEWI model prototype

consists of the following logical steps of weblog-based writing activities as follows.



Stage I: Input
Step 1.0 Conduct an introductory session
Stage Il: Process
Step 2.0 Conduct a pre-writing session
Step 3.0 Conduct a peer group review
Step 4.0 Write the first draft
Step 5.0 Conduct a peer group review (Content focus)
Step 6.0 Write the second draft (Revising)
Step 7.0 Conduct a peer group review (Accuracy focus)
Step 8.0 Write the third draft (Editing)
Step 9.0 Receive the teacher feedback

Step 10.0 Finalize the writing product

Stage I11: Output
Step 11.0 Receive the final writing product on the weblog
After that, the researcher created a diagram to show the relationship between
the conceptual framework, the preliminary design of the Surakhai WEWI model

prototype, and other parts of this study as illustrated in Figure 4.1 on the next page.
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According to Figure 4.1, it could be seen that the conceptual framework
(theories and principles) and the results of students’ need analysis were employed as
the main basis for designing this weblog-based English writing instructional (WEWI)
model which includes weblog-based writing tasks. The WEWI model was tried out in
three phases through individual testing, small group testing, and field testing in order
to verify its efficiency during the semester 2/2010. This stage provided the developed
WEWI model. Then, in the semester 2/2011, the WEWI model was implemented to
teach writing via a weblog in a trial run for data collection. This stage finalized the

WEWI model which enhanced the quality of students’ writing.

Step 4 Results of Securing Experts’ Opinions and Suggestions

The results from data analysis showed that all experts found that the theories
and principles were appropriate for use as a conceptual framework for the weblog-
based English writing instructional model. However, all the experts gave comments
and suggestions for further developing the conceptual framework by adding more
contents as suggested, categorizing the suggested topics, and describing the suggested
topics which were not clear. The experts commented that the conceptual framework
should be reviewed and checked again in terms of language use and spelling. In terms
of the preliminary design of the WEWI model prototype, the experts determined that
the three main stages (input, process, and output) were appropriate since they
consisted of the logical steps based on the theories and principles in the conceptual
framework.

The researcher made revisions of the conceptual framework according to
comment and suggestions that the experts provided by adding more contents,

categorizing the theories and principles, and ordering the topics. Then the researcher
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and peers (native speakers) reviewed the conceptual framework to check the language

in terms of appropriateness, accuracy, and spelling.

Step 5 Results of Drafting the Prototype
The researcher made a draft of the weblog-based English writing instructional
model consisting of three main stages with eleven logical steps as follows.
Stage I: Input
Step 1.0 Conduct introductory session
1.1 Receive knowledge about paragraph writing, peer
review, and weblog.
1.2 Receive the weblog training.
1.3 Receive the peer review training.
Stage Il: Process
Step 2.0 Conduct a pre-writing session
2.1 Receive free writing technique.
2.2 Perform a free writing task.
2.3 Post the free-writing product on the weblog.
Step 3.0 Conduct a peer group review
3.1 Request the peer review.
3.2 Receive peers’ feedback.
3.3 Consider the feedback.
Step 4.0 Write the first draft
Step 5.0 Conduct a peer group review (Content focus)
5.1 Request the peer review.

5.2 Receive peers’ feedback.
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5.3 Consider the feedback.
Step 6.0 Write the second draft (Revising)
Step 7.0 Conduct a peer group review (Accuracy focus)
7.1 Request the peer review.
7.2 Receive peers’ feedback.
7.3 Consider the feedback.
Step 8.0 Write the third draft (Editing)
Step 9.0 Receive the teacher feedback
9.1 Request the teacher review.
9.2 Receive peers’ feedback.
9.3 Consider the feedback.
Step 10.0 Finalize the writing product
Stage I11: Output

Step 11.0 Publish the final writing product on the weblog

Details about the developed model were stated in Chapter 5.

Step 6 Results of Verifying the Efficiency of the Prototype

6.1 Results of Try Out

The results of data analysis showed that the efficiency of the instruction with
the weblog-based English writing instruction model from the field testing was 77.03/
75.53, which met the efficiency criterion determined at E;/E, = 75/75 as shown in

Table 4.3.
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Table 4.3 The efficiency of the model from the three tryouts

Tryouts n E./E;
Tryout 1: Individual Testing 3 68.22/62.67
Tryout 2: Small Group Testing 6 70.61/67.06
Tryout 3: Field Testing 30 77.03/ 75.53

6.2 Results of Trial Run
6.2.1 Efficiency of the instruction through the developed model
After the trial run, it was found that the E;/E, efficiency of the

instruction through the weblog-based English writing instructional model was

75.10/73.84, which corresponded to the efficiency criterion determined at Ej/E;

75/75 which confirmed the efficiency value of the field testing in tryout (Ei/E>

77.03/ 75.53) as shown in Table 4.4 below.

Table 4.4 Efficiency of the instruction through the developed model

Score n  Full Score S.D. Percentage
Weblog-Based Writing Tasks 30 100 75.10 1.88 75.10
Posttest 30 100 73.84  5.69 73.84
EJ/E; 75.10/73.84

Note: Efficiency criterion determined at E;/E; = 75/75



88

6.2.2 Students’ learning achievement

The results of data analysis showed that the students’ pretest mean
score was 33.07 (S.D. = 6.30), while the posttest mean score was 73.84 (S.D. = 5.69).
When testing the difference with a dependent sample t-test, it was found that the
posttest mean score was higher than the pretest mean score with statistically
significant difference at the .05 level. Table 4.5 shows the comparison between the
pretest and posttest mean scores of students.

Table 4.5 Comparison of the pretest and posttest of students

Score n S.D. t p
Pretest 30 33.07 6.30 40.77 25.386  .000
Posttest 30 73.84 5.69

6.2.3 Students’ satisfaction

6.2.3.1 Level of Students’ satisfaction

Results of data analysis showed that out of the questionnaire’s
full score of 150, the students’ maximum score was 138, minimum score was 96, and
mean score was 117.77. When comparing these results to the criteria, it was found
that all the students (n = 30) obtained scores more than 94.27, which was within in the
“high” level (See Table 4.6 on the next page). That is, overall, students had
satisfaction in learning with the weblog-based English writing instructional model at a

high level.
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Levels of satisfaction Criteria n %
High More than 94.27 30 100
Middle From 85.73 to 94.27
Low Less than 85.73

Note: Full score = 150, Maximum score = 138, Minimum score = 96,

Mean score =117.77,S.D.=11.94

6.2.3.2 Students’ satisfaction from the rating scale

guestionnaire

When considering each item of the questionnaire (See Table

4.7 ) , it was found that more than 24 students agreed or strongly agreed with the

following statements.

1) Students used the Internet resources such as online dictionary and

other search engine while writing via the weblog (Facebook) together with the

Surakhai WEWI model.

2) Students tried to do best when writing via the weblog (Facebook)
together with the Surakhai WEWI model because they knew that their writing would

be published and the audiences other than their classmates might read their writing.

3) The suggestions and comments from their peer group were useful

for their writing.
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4) Students searched for other useful information needed for their
writing through the Internet while writing via the weblog (Facebook) together with
the WEWI model such as knowledge about the topic they were writing about or any
other information needed.

5) Writing via the weblog (Facebook) together with the WEWI model
was useful for practicing the process writing.

6) In conclusion, writing via the weblog (Facebook) together with the
WEWI model helped students to improve their writing quality.

7) Suggestions and comments from the peer group helped students
produce a better quality of writing.

8) Writing via the weblog (Facebook) together with the WEWI model
was useful for practicing the process writing outside of the classroom.

9) Writing via the weblog (Facebook) together with the WEWI model
was useful for producing students’ writing products.

More than 21 students also agreed or strongly agreed with the
following statements.

1) Writing via the weblog (Facebook) together with the WEWI model,
helped students when they faced problems about vocabulary and spelling.

2) Writing via the weblog (Facebook) together with the WEWI model,
helped students better understand the stages of the process writing.

3) Students liked suggestions and comments received from their peer
group via the weblog (Facebook).

4) Writing via the weblog (Facebook) together with the WEWI model

helped students to easily write in a step-by-step manner.
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5) In students’ holistic views, they thought writing via the weblog
(Facebook) together with the WEWI model was very good and very useful for
practicing the process writing approach outside of the classroom.

6) Students liked learning writing English more than ever, after they
had practiced the process writing via the weblog (Facebook) together with the WEWI
model outside of the classroom.

More than 60 percent of students agreed or strongly agreed with the
following statements.

1) It was easy to use and manage the weblog (Facebook).

2) Writing via the weblog (Facebook) together with the WEWI model
helped students when they faced problems about grammars and punctuations.

3) Writing via the weblog (Facebook) together with the WEWI model
helped students when they did not have enough knowledge in each stage of the
process writing.

4) Students paid more attention on their writing when they wrote via
the weblog (Facebook) together with the WEW1 model outside of the classroom.

5) Students liked peer group activity.

6) Students got more confident to write when they wrote via
the weblog (Facebook) together with the WEWI1 model outside of the classroom.

7) Writing via the weblog (Facebook) together with the WEWI model
helped students when they faced problems about selecting the words appropriate for
meanings and contexts.

More than 50 percent of students agreed or strongly agreed with the

following statements.
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1) Writing via the weblog (Facebook) together with the WEWI model
helped students when they faced problems about sentence structures and sentence
building.

2) After practicing the process writing via the weblog (Facebook)
together with the WEWI model outside of the classroom, students felt, “writing is not
very difficult”.

3) Writing via the weblog (Facebook) together with the WEWI model
helped students when they were not sure about how to correct their writing.

4) Students were proud to see their writing published.

5) Students enjoyed writing English when they wrote via the weblog
(Facebook) together with the WEWI model.

6) Students liked practicing the process writing via the weblog
(Facebook) together with the WEWI model outside of the classroom.

In addition, half of the students agreed or strongly agreed that writing
via the weblog (Facebook) together with the WEWI model helped students when they
did not have enough knowledge about the topic they wrote about. However, half of
the students were also uncertain that the activities in WEWI model were easy to

understand and not confusing.
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Table 4.7 Students’ satisfaction towards writing via a weblog in accordance with

the developed weblog-based English writing instructional model

Items

Strongly

agree

Agree

Uncertain

Disagree

Strongly

disagree

n %

n %

S.D.

1. l used the
Internet resources
such as online
dictionary and
search engine
while writing via
the weblog
(Facebook)
together with the
WEWI model.

22| 73.30

7 123.30

1| 330

4.70

0.54

2. | tried to do my
best when | wrote
via the weblog
(Facebook)
together with the
WEWI model
because | knew
that my writing
would be
published and the
audiences other
than my
classmates might

read my writing.

16| 53.30

10(33.30

4 113.30

4.40

0.72
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Table 4.7 Students’ satisfaction towards writing via a weblog in accordance with

the developed weblog-based English writing instructional model

(Continued)

Items

Strongly

agree

Agree

Uncertain

Disagree

Strongly

disagree

nl %

%

n %

S.D.

3. The suggestions
and comments
from my peer
group were useful

for my writing.

14 146.70

13

43.30

3 110.00

4.37

0.67

4. | searched for
other useful
information
needed for my
writing through
the Internet while
| was writing via
the weblog
(Facebook)
together with the
WEWI model
such as knowledge
about the topic or
any information

needed.

14 146.70

13

43.30

2| 6.70

13.30

4.33

7.58
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Table 4.7 Students’ satisfaction towards writing via a weblog in accordance with

the developed weblog-based English writing instructional model

(Continued)

Items

Strongly

agree

Agree

Uncertai

n

Disagree

Strongly

disagree

%

%

%

ni| %

S.D.

5. Writing via the
weblog(Facebook)
together with the
WEW!I model was
useful for
practicing the
process writing

approach.

30.0

19

63.30

6.70

4.23

0.57

6. In conclusion,
writing via the
weblog(Facebook)
together with the
WEWI model
helped me to
improve my

writing quality.

11

36.70

14

46.70

16.70

4.20

0.71

7. Suggestions and
comments from
the peer group
helped me produce
a better quality of

writing.

10

33.30

15

50.00

5

16.70

4.17

0.70
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Table 4.7 Students’ satisfaction towards writing via a weblog in accordance with

the developed weblog-based English writing instructional model

(Continued)

Items

Strongly

agree

Agree

Uncertain

Disagree

Strongly

disagree

n %

%

n %

S.D.

8. Writing via the
weblog(Facebook)
together with the
WEW!I model was
useful for
practicing the
process writing
outside of the

classroom.

9 130.00

17

56.70

4 113.30

4.17

0.65

9. Writing via the
weblog(Facebook)
together with the
WEWI model
helped me when |
faced problems
about vocabulary
and spelling.

13143.30

10

33.30

6 | 20.00

11330

4.13

0.97
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Table 4.7 Students’ satisfaction towards writing via a weblog in accordance with

the developed weblog-based English writing instructional model

(Continued)

Items

Strongly

agree

Agree

Uncertain

Disagree

Strongly

disagree

n %

n %

S.D.

10. Writing via the
weblog (Facebook)
together with the
WEWI model,
helped me
understand the
stages of the
process writing

approach better.

30.0

14 146.70

23.3

4.07

0.74

11. Writing via the
weblog(Facebook)
together with the
WEWI model was
useful for
producing my

writing product.

20.0

19 |63.30

16.7

4.03

0.62
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Table 4.7 Students’ satisfaction towards writing via a weblog in accordance with

the developed weblog-based English writing instructional model

(Continued)

Items

Strongly

agree

Agree

Uncertain

Disagree

Strongly

disagree

ni %

n %

S.D.

12. 1 liked
suggestions and
comments received
from my peer
group via the
weblog(Facebook).

9 130.00

13143.30

8 |26.70

4.03

0.77

13. Writing via the
weblog (Facebook)
together with the
WEWI model
helped me to write
in a step-by-step

manner easily.

10 {33.30

12140.00

7 |23.30

11330

4.00

0.95
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Table 4.7 Students’ satisfaction towards writing via a weblog in accordance with

the developed weblog-based English writing instructional model

(Continued)

Items

Strongly

agree

Agree

Uncertain

Disagree

Strongly

disagree

n| %

%

%

n %

S.D.

14. In my view, |
thought that
writing via the
weblog(Facebook)
together with the
WEW!I model was
very good and very
useful for
practicing the
process writing
outside of the

classroom.

7 123.30

15

50.00

26.70

3.97

0.72

15. It was not
difficult to use and
manage the
weblog(Facebook).

9 |30.00

10

33.30

11

36.70

3.93

0.83
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Table 4.7 Students’ satisfaction towards writing via a weblog in accordance with

the developed weblog-based English writing instructional model

(Continued)

Items

Strongly

agree

Agree

Uncertain

Disagree

Strongly

disagree

n %

%

n %

S.D.

16. Writing via the
weblog (Facebook)
together with the
WEWI model
helped me when |
faced problems
about grammars

and punctuations.

9 130.00

11(36.70

30.00

1]3.30

3.90

0.96

17. Writing via the
weblog (Facebook)
together with the
WEWI model
helped me when |
didn’t have enough
knowledge in each
of the process
writing stage.

9 130.00

1033.30

10

33.30

1330

3.90

0.89
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Table 4.7 Students’ satisfaction towards writing via a weblog in accordance with

the developed weblog-based English writing instructional model

(Continued)

Items

Strongly

agree

Agree

Uncertain

Disagree

Strongly

disagree

n %

%

n %

S.D.

18. | paid more
attention on my
writing when |
wrote via the
weblog(Facebook)
together with the
WEWI model
beyond the
classroom.

6 {20.00

14 146.70

10

33.30

3.87

0.73

19. I liked learning
English writing
more than ever,
after I have
practiced the
process writing
approach via the
weblog(Facebook)
together with the
WEWI model
outside of the

classroom.

5 116.70

16 | 53.30

26.70

11330

3.83

0.75




102

Table 4.7 Students’ satisfaction towards writing via a weblog in accordance with

the developed weblog-based English writing instructional model

(Continued)

Items

Strongly

agree

Agree

Uncertain

Disagree

Strongly

disagree

ni %

%

%

ni %

S.D.

20. 1 liked peer

group activity.

8 (26.70

10

33.30

11

36.70

1] 3.30

3.83

0.87

21. I have more
confidence to
write when |
wrote via the
weblog(Facebook)
with the WEWI
model beyond the
classroom.

4113.30

15

50.00

30.00

2| 6.70

3.70

0.79

22. Writing via
the weblog
(Facebook)
together with the
WEWI model
helped me when |
faced problems
about choosing
the appropriate
words in
meanings and

contexts.

3 (10.00

15

50.00

12

40.00

3.70

0.65
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Table 4.7 Students’ satisfaction towards writing via a weblog in accordance with

the developed weblog-based English writing instructional model

(Continued)

Items

Strongly

agree

Agree

Uncertain

Disagree

Strongly

disagree

n %

%

%

n %

S.D.

23. Writing via the
weblog (Facebook)
together with the
WEWI model
helped me when |
faced problems
about sentence
structures and

sentence building.

7 123.30

30.00

12

40.00

11330

11330

3.67

0.99

24. Writing via the
weblog(Facebook)
together with the
WEWI model
helped me when |
did not have
enough knowledge
about the topic |

wrote about.

5 |16.70

10

33.30

14

46.70

11330

3.63

0.81
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Table 4.7 Students’ satisfaction towards writing via a weblog in accordance with

the developed weblog-based English writing instructional model

(Continued)

Items

Strongly

agree

Agree

Uncertain

Disagree

Strongly

disagree

ni %

%

%

n %

S.D.

25. After practicing
the process writing
via the weblog
(Facebook)
together with the
WEWI model
outside of the
classroom, | felt,
writing was not

very difficult.

2 |6.70

15

50.00

12

40.00

11330

3.60

0.65

26. Writing via the
weblog (Facebook)
together with the
WEWI model
helped me when |
was not sure how
to correct my

writing.

6 |20.00

10

33.30

30.00

5116.70

3.57

1.01

27. 1 was proud to
see my writing

published.

6 |20.00

10

33.30

30.00

5116.70

3.57

1.01
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the developed weblog-based English writing instructional model

(Continued)
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Items

Strongly

agree

Agree

Uncertain

Disagree

Strongly

disagree

n %

%

%

n %

S.D.

28. | enjoyed
writing English
when | wrote via
the weblog
(Facebook)
together with

the WEWI model.

2 | 6.70

14

46.70

12

40.00

2|6.70

3.53

0.73

29. | liked
practicing the
process writing via
the weblog
(Facebook)
together with

the WEWI model
outside of the

classroom.

4 |13.30

13

43.30

23.30

6 |20.00

3.50

0.97

30. Theactivities
in WEWI model
were easy to
understand and not

confusing.

1| 3.30

10

33.30

15

50.00

2 | 6.70

2 | 5.70

3.20

0.89
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6.2.3.3 Students’ satisfaction from the open-ended questions

In Part 2, the data obtained from the six open-ended questions were
analyzed using content analysis. The results were as follows.

Question 1: How did writing via the weblog (Facebook) together with
the WEW!I model help you in producing your writing?

The students expressed a variety of opinions to this question. Twenty-
five students said that writing via the weblog in accordance with weblog-based
English writing instructional model allowed them to use an online dictionary and
search engines to find out the meaning of words and writing samples as well as any
useful information they needed; this helped them to create a higher quality of writing
products more quickly. More than half of the students said that they could write
systematically according to the steps in the model; this helped them to write more and
create a better writing product. In addition, half of them said that when writing via the
weblog in accordance with WEWI model, they could share, discuss and consult
with their peers group, other classmates and the teacher; this helped them improved
their writing products.

Question 2: In your opinion, was the WEWI model useful? And did it
help you to produce a higher quality of writing products? If yes, how? If no, why not?

For this question, more than half of the students said that writing via
the weblog in accordance with weblog-based English writing instructional model was
helpful for their writing. The students expressed that they had chances to correct their
grammar according to peers’ or teacher’s comments. Fifteen students also said that
they could notice the errors in their writing and adjusted them according to the

comments provided by their peers and teacher. Seventeen students said that they had
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chances to practice writing in a step-by-step manner, which helped them create a
higher quality of writing products and enhanced their writing skills. Ten students said
that they paid more attention to the writing which would be read by their peers and
teacher by focusing on the use of vocabulary and grammar. In addition, three students
said that they could learn a lot in terms of vocabulary and writing steps and also said
that they could know their progress immediately though the feedback from peers and
teacher.

Question 3: Did you like writing via the weblog (Facebook) together
with the WEWI model? Why or why not?

Regarding this question, most students expressed positive ideas.
Twenty-four students said that they liked writing via the weblog in accordance with
the WEWI model because they could get comments and suggestions from their peers
and teacher and used them to improve their writing products. Eighteen students said
that they liked it because they could immediately search for any information and the
meaning of words via the Internet and could complete the writing tasks more quickly.
Fifteen students said that they liked it because they enjoyed writing and reading
feedback from their peers. In addition, three students said that they like it because
they were free in writing without the time limit and they found it more convenient
writing online when comparing to paper-based writing. The students also expressed
that they liked the real practice of writing via Facebook, a platform they were already
familiar with. However, two students did not like writing via the weblog in
accordance with the WEWI model. They said that they did not like it because
sometimes they had to wait for a long time to get the peers’ comments and they did

not have convenient to use of the Internet.
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Question 4: After practicing writing via the weblog (Facebook)
together with the WEWI model, do you like learning English writing? Why or why
not?

Most students expressed positively to this question. Twenty-four
students said that after practicing the writing via the weblog in accordance with the
WEWI model, they felt that they liked learning English writing more than ever.
Nineteen students also said that they liked English writing because they became more
confident writing in English and understood how to develop a writing product.

Question 5: Please describe your feelings when you did the post test,
comparing to writing via the weblog (Facebook) outside of the classroom.

Students’ answers to this question varied. Twenty-six students felt that
writing via the weblog in accordance with the WEWI model was more convenient and
in dependent for them than the paper-based writing test. They also said that they felt
more confident and felt more joyful in writing via the weblog when comparing to the
paper-based writing test. In addition, two students said that the paper-based writing
test was more difficult than the writing under the WEWI model and it had a stricter
time limit.

Question 6: Express your opinions or suggestions freely about
practicing the process writing outside of the classroom via the weblog (Facebook)
together with the WEWI model.

Most students expressed positive opinions. Twenty-two students said
that after practicing the process writing via the weblog together with the WEWI
model, they gained more knowledge and writing skills for creating a higher quality of

writing products. Sixteen students said that it was new for them and they enjoyed
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writing via the weblog, which was modern. Half of the students said that the steps in
the model were easy to follow and they were also easy to understand when having
passed the first writing task. The students also said that it was very easy for them to
search for more information and word meanings via the Internet. However, some
students suggested that grammatical rules, sentence structures, and tenses should be
more specifically taught in order to help them have enough knowledge neede so they
could give feedback to other peers

In their reflective journals, the students responded to the six guided
questions after completing each writing task as follows.

Question 1: In your opinion, does writing via a weblog together with
the WEWI model help you in practicing the process writing approach outside of the
classroom or not? If yes, how? If no, why not? Describe briefly. Twenty-three
students expressed that writing via a weblog together with the WEWI model helped
them develop their English writing skills and focus on the accuracy of their writing
products in terms of grammar, vocabulary, and sentence. Twenty students said that it
was convenient for them to write via the weblog because they could immediately
search for vocabulary words and the sentence samples via the Internet; this helped
them a lot in practicing the process writing. The students also said that the step-by-
step writing approach via the weblog helped them create a higher quality of writing
products. Half of the students said that the feedback gained from their peers and
teacher helped them notice the errors in their writing and revise it. In addition, two
students said that they had more times to review their writing and got more
concentrated on the writing. They also said that they felt free to practice writing via

the weblog and this practice helped them to know more new words.
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Question 2: Does writing via a weblog together with the WEWI
model, help you produce a higher quality of your writing product? If yes, how? If no,
why not?

Most students said that writing via a weblog together with the WEWI
model helped them create a higher quality of writing. Twenty-six students said that
comments and suggestions provided by peers and teachers had helped them adjust
their writing in terms of language use and usage, the use of appropriate words and
sentences, and the arrangement of sentences. Sixteen students also said that their
writing was proofread by peers and teacher who helped them have more chances to
revise or improve their writing. In addition, half of the students said that the search
engine (www.google.co.th) helped them a lot in searching the samples of sentences
and specific word for their meanings, which helped them use the appropriate words
and sentences in their writing. In addition they also searched for writing samples
when they need guidance in their writing.

Question 3: Describe your feeling towards practicing the process writing
approach via a weblog together with the WEWI model. How do you like or dislike it?

Most students liked practicing their writing via a weblog in accordance
with the WEWI model. Twenty-three students said that they felt free and enjoyed
writing through the WEWI1 model. More than half of the students said that they found
it convenient to write via the weblog since they could search for more information and
words via the Internet. Half of the students said that they had learnt a lot in terms of
new vocabularies, writing skills, and grammatical rules. In addition, some students
said that it was very convenient to post their writing products and get feedback from

their peers via the weblog. They also said that they liked writing via the weblog
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together with the WEWI model because the activities were interesting. However,
three students did not like it because they had to wait for a long time to get feedback
from some peers and this caused the delay of completing each step of writing.

Question 4: Do you like to study English writing after practicing
writing via a weblog together with the WEWI model?

Ninety percent of students liked English writing after the WEWI model
activities. They said that they liked it very much after practicing English writing in a
step-by-step manner, which helped them create a writing product more easily. Fifty-
seven percent of students said that they liked English writing because they enjoyed
English writing, felt free to write, and became more confident in English writing.

Question 5: Please list problems you have faced when you practiced
writing via a weblog together with the WEWI model outside of the classroom.

Sixty-six percent of students said that they faced a problem on the
Internet with slow speed; this made it inconvenient in posting their writing and
feedback via the weblog. Half of the students said that they had to wait for a long time
to get comments from their peers and sometimes their peers could not give feedback.
In addition, three students said that they faced language problems in terms of
grammar and appropriate word choices and sentences.

Question 6: What are your suggestions towards practicing the process
writing via a weblog together with the WEWI1 model?

The students’ suggestions varied. Twenty-four students suggested that
the first writing task should be on the same topic for every student since the students
would practice the same thing and could provide feedback more easily. Two students

suggested that the peer group should be changed for each topic of the writing task
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since the students would get a variety of comments and suggestions. In addition, three
students also said that peer review should not be done in the form of group; every
student should be free to give feedback to anyone.
Step 7 Results of Finalizing the Prototype

The researcher used the results of Step 6 to finalize the Surakhai WEWI model

prototype and make conclusions of this research and development.

Summary of the Chapter

The results presented in this chapter can be summarized based on the research
questions as follows.

1. The components of the developed weblog-based English writing
instructional model consisted of eleven logical steps: (1) conduct an introductory
session, (2) conduct a pre-writing session, (3) conduct a peer group review, (4) write
the first draft, (5) conduct a peer group review, (6) write the second draft, (7) conduct
a peer group review, (8) write the third draft, (9) receive the teacher feedback, (10)
finalize the writing product, and (11) publish the final writing product on the weblog.

2. The efficiency of the instruction through the developed weblog-based
English writing instructional model was 77.03/75.53, which corresponded to the
efficiency criterion determined at E,/E; = 75/75.

3. The students’ learning achievement after the treatment was significantly
higher than their learning achievement before the treatment at the .05 level.

4. The students reported satisfaction towards learning with the developed

weblog-based English writing instructional model at the high level.



CHAPTER 5

THE WEBLOG-BASED ENGLISH WRITING

INSTRUCTIONAL MODEL

The main aim of this research has been to develop a weblog-based English
writing instructional model. This chapter will present the results of research and
development of the weblog-based English writing instructional model, which is called
Surakhai WEWI Model. It provides an introduction to the model and the pedagogical
context in which the model is implemented. It then explains each component of the
model comprising eleven logical steps: (1) conduct an introductory session, (2)
conduct a pre-writing session, (3) conduct a peer group review, (4) write the first
draft, (5) conduct a peer group review, (6) write the second draft, (7) conduct a peer
group review, (8) write the third draft, (9) receive the teacher feedback, (10) finalize
the writing product, and (11) publish the final writing product on the weblog. The

implementation of the model is also suggested in the final session of this chapter.

5.1 Introduction

The weblog-based English writing instructional model or the Surakhai WEWI
Model was developed to be used as a guideline for teaching writing via a weblog (in
this case, Facebook). Based on the Brahmawong’s (2008) perspectives, the Surakhai
WEWI Model was derived from the research and development comprising seven

steps: (1) study the body of knowledge about the prototype, (2) survey needs for the



prototype, (3) develop a conceptual framework of the prototype, (4) secure experts’
opinions and suggestions, (5) draft the prototype, (6) verify the efficiency of the
prototype, and (7) finalize the prototype. This model is also based on other significant
conceptual frameworks, including (1) learning theory, (2) precedents about weblog-
based language learning, (3) peer review in language learning, (4) writing instruction,
and (5) models for weblog-based writing instruction.

The research and development of the Surakhai WEWI Model, a weblog-based
English writing instructional model was based on the following pedagogical context.

This study took place at Valaya Alongkorn Rajabhat University (VRU)
located in Pathumtani Province, Thailand. This university is a government run
university. Its purpose is to provide education for developing the local area as the
“Land of Intellectuals™ in order to stably civilize the population. The academic year of
this university consists of two semesters, each lasting 16 weeks. The university offers
diplomas at the levels of Bachelor, Masters and Doctorate. The Bachelor degree
consists of five faculties and one General Education Department. These five faculties
include; Humanities and Social Sciences, Education, Science and Technology,
Industrial Technology, Agricultural Technology, and Management and Sciences.
Each faculty provides education in major subjects for its own faculty while the
General Education Department is responsible for all fundamental subjects for all five
faculties such as Thai for Communication, English for Communication, English for
Study Skills, Philosophy, Art, Sciences and Environment, Thai Culture and Local
Wisdom, ICT and Law for life and Human rights, Moral and life, Thinking and

Decision Making (Maths) etc.
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This study was conducted with the “English for Study Skills Development”
course offered by the General Education Department. All the undergraduate freshman
students of the five faculties are required to study two Fundamental English subjects:
(1) English for Communication and (2) English for Study Skills Development. The
first subject focuses on general English communication skills for daily life and it
consists of easy units of listening and speaking. On the other hand the second subject
focuses on reading skills. The contents of this course are divided into nine units; one
unit for managing studies, six units for reading skills, and two units for writing skills
with particular focus on sentence building and easy short writing such as writing for
describing oneself, describing other people, describing pictures, describing places and
describing activities.

In a semester, the English for Study Skills Development course takes place
once a week for 3 hours a time. The students do not have sufficient times during the
session for practicing writing. They need to continue their writing practice outside of
the classroom. The insufficient time provided for practicing writing skills is the issue
of focus in this study; the weblog was develop to be used as a tool for facilitating the
writing practice beyond the classroom, using the developed model to address the
issue. The model is intended to be used as a guideline for students to learn writing
outside the class time. It provides students with the steps for performing the writing
activity via a weblog.

The writing objectives of the “English for Study Skills Development” Course
at Valaya Alongkorn Rajabhat University include 1) writing for describing oneself
and other people 2) writing for describing pictures 3) writing for describing places

and 4) writing for describing free times activities 5) writing for describing any things
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according to the students’ interest under the title of “Free Choice Topics”. The main
textbook used in this course is “First Steps in Academic Writing”, written by Ann
Hogue (Hogue, 1995) and published by Longman.

In terms of students’ computer backgrounds, all first year students of all fields
are required by the curriculum to study Fundamental Computer Sciences. Thus, all
students are presumed to have capabilities in using computers, typing via a word
processor, and using the Internet. However, to ensure that all students participating in
this study are sufficiently capable of computer use, ownership of an e-mail address
and prior experience with a weblog, are included in; the questionnaire was employed
to elicit students’ backgrounds concerning these factors. If some students have
problems, they must get extra tutoring until they have the sufficient capabilities to

participate in this study.

5.2 The Developed Weblog-Based English Writing Instructional

Model: Surakhai WEWI Model

The Surakhai WEWI Model consists of three major stages: input, process, and
output.

Firstly, the input stage refers to the preparation of the students to perform the
tasks of weblog-based writing in accordance with the Surakhai WEWI Model. The
students will be instructed about the process writing approach, a paragraph writing,
conducting a peer group review, writing via a weblog (Facebook), and basic computer
skills.

Secondly, the process stage refers to weblog-based writing activities starting

from free writing to the finalizing of a writing product.
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Finally, the output stage refers to the complete writing product that students
publish online from developing their writing in the previous stages.

The model developed in this study is shown in Figure 5.1 on the next page.
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1.0
Conduct an Introductory Session

\

2.0
Conduct a Pre-Writing Session

\

3.0
Conduct a Peer Review

\

4.0
Write the First Draft

A

5.0
Conduct a Peer Review

Y

6.0
Write the Second Draft (revising)

\ 4

7.0
Conduct a Peer Review

Y

8.0
Write the Third Draft (Editing)

9.0
Teacher Review

10.0
Finalize the Writing Product

Stage I 11.0
Publish the Final Writing Product on the Weblogs

Figure 5.1 The developed weblog-based English writing instructional model
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From Figure 5.1, the Surakhai WEWI Model comprises three major stages
with eleven logical steps as follows:
Stage I: Input
Step 1.0 Conduct an Introductory Session
This step aims to prepare students for weblog-based writing. It includes three
sub-steps as follows:
1.1 Receive knowledge about process writing approach or writing
process, paragraph writing, grammar needed, peer review, and weblog
In the first and the second week, students are provided with knowledge
about how to write a good paragraph, how to provide peer review, and how to use a
weblog for English writing.
1.2 Receive the weblog training
In the third week, students receive knowledge in integrating
technologies into their writing class including using computer, word processor (since
students need to write and save their documents via word processor as a back up file)
and signing up to the weblog via The Facebook home page. Additionally, students
also get trained on how to post their writing and to write their feedback and comment
to peers on the comment space provided by the weblog.
1.3 Receive peer review training
In the fourth and the fifth week, students receive knowledge and
training about peer group review to give feedback and use others’ feedback to
improve their writing.
Peer review training: According to Soares, (2008) who used checklist

to train students in peer revision in the EFL writing classroom to help them approach
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the feedback task. The steps of peer review training are summarized as follows:

1) Provide students with a set of yes/no questions to be answered while
they read and analyze each other’s papers. These questions or checklists can be found
in writing books or writing website. Teachers are able to devise their own checklists
to cater to their groups’ specific needs or to fit each writing assignment focusing
attention on the critical features of one particular task.

2) Introduce students to the checklist in order to offer the support they
need as regards what to comment on. Go through with students each item on the list,
discussing the contents to ensure that they understand the aims of each of the
questions.

3) Provide students samples of written text to analyze individually.

The samples of written text should be from another group or class of students in order
to avoid the embarrassing.

4) Have students work in a small group discuss their answers and then
present their written text analyses.

5) Have students work in pair commenting on each other’s writing pieces.

6) At the final step, students rewrite their writing before handing them
to teachers.

In the present study, the researcher introduced students the guided
questions for peer review to make clear in each question and each item’s purpose. The
teacher then guided them how to perform a peer review as follows:

1) The teacher provided them with a sample of written text.

2) The teacher then guided them on how to analyze mistakes and errors

occurring in the sample written text.
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3) All students in the class analyzed mistakes and errors together in the
given written text.

4) Students worked in pairs analyzing each other’s written text as an
assignment. In case any questions arose, students were able to consult the teacher via
Facebook messaging.

5) Students worked in group of three analyzing one another’s written
texts. In case there were any questions, students were able to consult the teacher via
Facebook messaging.

6) Q & A session via Facebook.

Stage I1: Process

Step 2.0 .Conduct a Pre-writing Session

Free writing is employed in this step since it helps students to share their
views via weblogs. This step is divided into three sub-steps as follows:

2.1 Receive free writing techniques

Students receive instruction about free writing techniques from the
researcher so that they are able to perform the weblog-based writing task properly.

2.2 Perform a free writing task

After receiving the free writing techniques, each student performs
a free writing task on the “Notes” section provided on the weblog.
2.3 Post the free-writing product on the web
Students upload their free writing pieces to the weblog after they
have completed the free writing task.
Step 3.0 Conduct a Peer Group Review

After uploading the free writing, each student participate in a peer review
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group. They work in groups of three, in which each student reviews and gives
feedback to her/his peers’ writing within their groups. In other words, each student
must review and give feedback to two peers in a group (without teacher involvement).
Students’ comments focus on contents related to the writing topic only. This activity
is done via a blog on the comment space provided by the Facebook group. Thus, this
step is divided into three sub-steps as follows:
3.1 Request the peer review
Students post messages on the weblog to ask their peers to review
their free writing.
3.2 Receive peers’ feedback
The students receive feedback from peers within group. Since
there are three students in a group, one student must give feedback to two peers.
3.3 Consider the feedback
After receiving the peer group review, each student examines the
peers’ comments or feedback and then makes revisions of their free writing in order to
produce the first draft writing.
Step 4.0 Write the First Draft
Students begin to write the first draft, using the data from the previous steps.
That is, the first draft of students’ writing pieces is based on peers’ comments. The
first draft focuses on contents, word choice, word meaning, and organization of the
written text; not the grammatical or accuracy or error.
Step 5.0 Conduct a Peer Group Review (Content Focus)
The peer group review in this step focuses on the content of writing. Each

student participates in a peer group review to give and receive feedback. Students in
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the same group review and give feedback to each other. The feedback focuses on
content, word choice, word meaning and organization of written text; not the accuracy
and the grammatical error. This activity is done via the blog on the “comment space”
section. Thus, this step is divided into three sub-steps as follows:
5.1 Request the peer review
Students post messages on the weblog to ask the peers to review
their writing products.
5.2 Receive peers’ feedback
Students receive feedback from peers. Each student gives feedback
to peers’ writing products within their groups of three students.
5.3 Consider the feedback
Students consider the peers’ feedback or comments and use them
to revise the writing pieces.

Step 6.0. Write the Second Draft (Revising)

After receiving feedback from peers, each student revises his/her writing
focusing on the content, word meaning, word choice and organization of the written
text. The second focus in this step is that students must also pay attention to the
accuracy (correctness) and grammatical errors including punctuation. Since this is a
revision of the first draft, this step is called revising.

Step 7.0 Conduct Peer Group Review (Accuracy Focus)

Each student reviews and gives feedback to her/his peer’s second draft
writing. This step mainly focuses on the accuracy, grammatical errors and punctuation
including the whole written text, since it is the last review and feedback step. This

step is also done via the comment space provided in the blog and it is divided into
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three sub-steps as follows:
7.1 Request the peer review
Students post messages on the weblog to ask the peers to review
their writing products.
7.2 Receive peers’ feedback
Students receive feedback from peers. Each student gives feedback
to peers’ writing products within group.
7.3 Consider the feedback
Students consider the peers’ feedback or comments and use them
to revise the writing pieces.

Step 8.0 Write the Third Draft (Editing)

After receiving feedback from peers, each student corrects their writing
products. This step mainly focuses on the accuracy and grammatical errors including
the whole written text since it is the last writing step. Therefore, students must check
and correct the whole written text. In other word, this step is the last step that the
writer must check the entire piece of writing via the blog on the “Notes” section.

Step 9.0 Receive the Teacher Feedback

Students request the teacher’s feedback. About the whole written text. It’s
possible that students receive feedback from the teacher more than once.

Step 10.0 Finalize the Writing Product

Each student makes final revisions of the writing product based on the

teacher’s feedback.
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Stage I11: Output Stage
Step 11.0 Publish the Final Writing Product on the Weblog
After students have gone through all the steps in stage 1, students publish their

final writing products on the weblog for scoring based on the rubric.

5.3 Implementation of the Model

The Surakhai WEWI Model, developed in this study, is a weblog-based
English writing instructional model providing eleven logical steps for teaching writing
to university students via a weblog-based on the process approach. Although this
model is employed to teach a paragraph writing in this study, it may be applied to
other writing tasks such writing essays, letters, stories, or reports. To implement this
model, the following suggestions are offered;

1. The teacher should understand all the steps in the Surakhai WEWI Model,
which primarily focuses on the writing process rather than the final product. The
teachers should therefore pay more attention to students’ practice of writing in a
cyclical fashion rather than the mechanics at any single stage (the process of revision
based on peer feedback).

2. Students should receive enough practice on how to write writing tasks
assigned, paragraph writing or other given tasks such as an essay, a report, or a story
before students perform the practicing writing at the second stage of the Surakhai
WEWI model.

3. Students should understand the steps of the Surakhai WEWI Model, for
example; writing process, including free writing, receiving feedback, revising and

writing the first draft, receiving feedback, revising and writing the second draft,
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receiving feedback, revising and writing the third draft, receiving feedback, revising
and writing the final draft. Teacher should make sure that students pay more attention
on the process, not the final product of writing.

4. Students should be able to review or give feedback to their peers’ writing.
students should also understand the issues or guided questions for a peer review and
receive sufficient training.

5. Students should work in groups of three to five to perform a peer group
review and the abilities of members in each group should be mixed. In case of low
writing ability (according to students’ opinions) in the same group, students can be
allowed to invite students from other groups to give them feedback as well.

6. Feedback from peers and the teacher should be conducted as soon as the
writing is posted. Since the instruction through this model is time-consuming, the
teacher should check students' tasks as soon as possible so that they will obtain
enough knowledge and experiences for writing the next topic.

7. The teacher should find ways to avoid plagiarism by asking students to
upload photos related to their writing topics so that the uploaded photo controls the
written text. Students are unable to write beyond the photo uploaded. This way is to
control that students are unable to just copy any writing on the Internet.

8. Even though the main purpose of this model is to have students practice
writing skills beyond the classroom, useful materials should be posted on the
Teacher's blog to provide students with the information and knowledge beneficial for
improving students’ writing skills.

9. The teacher should suggest that students should not use online translation

engines to translate Thai language (L1) into English language (L2) since those
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engines result in a lower quality of the writing product since this translation devices

translate word by word without grammar factors.

5.4 Summary of the Chapter

This chapter provided more details of the weblog-based English writing
instructional model called “Surakhai WEWI model”. It explained the model and
pedagogical context in the order of its eleven logical steps: (1) conduct an
introductory session, (2) conduct a pre-writing session, (3) conduct a peer group
review, (4) write the first draft, (5) conduct a peer group review, (6) write the second
draft, (7) conduct a peer group review, (8) write the third draft, (9) receive the teacher
feedback, (10) finalize the writing product, and (11) publish the final writing product
on the weblog. The final part, also suggested considerations for the implementation of

the model.



CHAPTER 6
CONCLUSIONS, DISCUSSIONS,

AND RECCOMMENDATIONS

This chapter summarizes the research findings based on the research questions,
discusses the interesting issues arising from the findings, and gives recommendations
for further study. In the conclusions section, the chapter briefly presents the research
objectives, population, instruments, procedures, and data analyses, then summarizes the
results of the study. In the next section, it discusses interesting issues: 1) components of
Surakhai WEWI Model, 2) the efficiency of instruction through Surakhai WEWI
Model, 3) the students’ learning achievement, and 4) the students’ expressed
satisfaction in learning with Surakhai WEWI Model. In the final section,

recommendations of the present study and suggestions for further research are provided.

6.1 Conclusions

The present study has been conducted in order to (1) develop a weblog-based
English writing instructional model based on the efficiency criterion determined at
75/75, (2) compare students’ learning achievement after learning with the weblog-
based English writing instructional model, and (3) study students’ satisfaction towards
learning with the developed weblog-based English writing instructional model.

The samples were 30 first-year students of Section 1 enrolled in the English

for Study Skills Development course in the second semester of the academic year
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2011 at Valaya Alongkorn Rajabhat University (VRU), Pathum Thani, Thailand. The
students received weblog-based writing instruction through the developed weblog-
based English writing instructional model.

The research procedures were divided into two main parts: (1) the
development of the weblog-based English writing instructional model and (2) the
verification of the model efficiency. In the first part, the weblog-based English-
writing instructional model was developed according to developed conceptual
frameworks based on prior research and the results of students’ need analysis, then
examined by a panel of experts. Then the instruction through the model was tried out
to examine the efficiency based on the efficiency criterion determined at Ei/E; =
75/75. Three tryouts were conducted with three students in the individual test, six
students in the small group test, and thirty students in the field test. The results from
the tryouts were also utilized to make revisions of the model. In the second part, the
efficiency of the model was verified. The researcher investigated the efficiency of the
instruction through the model after the trial run, compared students’ learning
achievement, and studied students’ expressed satisfaction towards learning with the
developed model. In the trial run for data collection, a pretest was administered to the
students. Then they learned writing via a weblog with the weblog-based English
writing instructional model. During the weblog-based writing activities, the students
were required to write a reflective journal after completing each task. After that, a
posttest was administered to the students and they responded to a questionnaire.

The research instruments consisted of the weblog-based English writing
instructional model, a pretest, a posttest, a guide for reflective journal writing, and a

questionnaire. The data collected from all instruments were analyzed quantitatively
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and qualitatively. The frequency, percentage, mean, standard deviation (S.D.), and
independent sample t-test were used to analyze the quantitative data and the content
analysis was used to analyze the qualitative data.

The results of this research can be summarized as follows.

1. The components of the developed weblog-based English writing instruction
model consisted of eleven logical steps: (1) conduct an introductory session, (2)
conduct a pre-writing session, (3) conduct a peer group review, (4) write the first
draft, (5) conduct a peer group review, (6) write the second draft, (7) conduct a peer
group review, (8) write the third draft, (9) receive the teacher feedback, (10) finalize
the writing product, and (11) publish the final writing product on the weblog.

2. The efficiency of instruction through the developed weblog-based English
writing instructional model was 77.03/75.53, which corresponded to the efficiency
criterion determined at E1/E, = 75/75.

3. The students’ learning achievement after the treatment was significantly
higher than their learning achievement before the treatment at the .05 level

4. The students reported high levels of satisfaction towards learning with the

developed weblog-based English writing instructional model.

6.2 Discussions

Based on the research findings, the development of the weblog-based English
writing instructional (WEWI) model or Surakhai WEWI Model has a number of
interesting issues as follows.

6.2.1 Components of Surakhai WEWI Model

The Surakhai WEWI Model or a weblog-based English writing instructional
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model, developed in this study consists of three main stages: input, process, and
output. The input stage aimed to prepare students to perform a weblog-based writing
activity in accordance with the Surakhai WEWI Model. The students were instructed
about the writing process, writing a paragraph, conducting a peer group review,
writing via a weblog (Facebook), and computer skills. This stage corresponds to the
first stage of the Blogging Chinese Language Composition Instruction Model (Lou, et
al., 2010) providing students with the guidance to make them familiar with the
blogging operation, but it was different from the first stage of the Weblog Text-image
Transmission Model (Chuang and Shih, 2011) focusing on guiding the students
through photos and questions to help them write a description about the given photos.
It could be seen an advantage of the Surakhai WEWI Model is that it not only
provided the students with the guidance of blogging operations, but also gave them
instruction on the writing skills (writing processes, writing a paragraph, and grammar)
necessary and peer review, which were needed to complete the weblog-based writing
tasks as assigned in the model. That is, the students were required to gain enough
knowledge and skills in order to learn writing with the Surakhai WEWI Model.
However, based on the experiment, the researcher found that the peer review training
was still difficult for the students since they needed to have enough knowledge and
skills in terms of paragraph writing, grammar, and writing processes. They might
know how to give feedback, but they might not know the varieties of feedback that
they could select and give to their friends’ writing products. Hence, before employing
peer feedback to writing class, it is very crucial to provide enough training for

students to ensure that they are able perform this task properly.
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In the second stage, the process stage aimed to have students perform weblog-
based writing activities based on the writing processes: free-writing, drafting,
revising, editing, and finalizing. These steps were based on the general stages of the
process writing approach reviewed in the literature. The general stages consist of
prewriting, drafting, revising, editing, and publishing (Jones, 2006). During the
writing processes in this stage, the students had opportunities to receive online
feedback; comments about their writing products; from their peers and instructor
which they could utilize to revise or edit their writing products before finalizing. Peer
review was put in this model since it was proven to be an effective tool for assisting
and developing students’ writing (Vurdien, 2011; Abidin et al., 2011; Gielen et al.,
2010; Lin and Chien, 2009; Wang, 2009; Rourke et al., 2008; Lundstrom, 2006). Each
peer review session was done before revising and editing, followed finally by teacher
feedback before publishing the final writing product because feedback from peers
could be as useful to improve students’ writing products as teacher feedback,
according to the study of Gielen et al. (2010), there were no significance different
found between the peer review and teacher feedback.

When compared to other similar models, the Surakhai WEWI Model differed
in details from the Weblog Text-image Transmission Model (Chuang and Shih, 2011)
and the Blogging Chinese Language Composition Instructional Model (Lou, et al.,
2010). The Weblog Text-image Transmission Model includes the writing processes
(planning, reviewing, and translating) and peer discussion, whereas the Blogging
Chinese Language Composition Instructional Model includes only the processes
(reading the texts and doing the writing assignments) and teacher feedback.

It was noted that the two models seemed not to follow the general stages of the
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process writing approach mentioned above and there was no peer review or teacher
review to develop students’ writing during each step as features prominently in the
Surakhai WEWI Model.

In the final stage, the output stage referred to the complete writing product that
students obtained from developing their writing in the previous stages. In this stage,
students utilized the teacher feedback to make a final revision of the product and
published the completed work on the weblog. This stage corresponded to the final
stage of the other two models because it was the end product of all models. In the
present study, some students had received teacher feedback more than once before
having complete product publish on the weblog. This could help students maintain a
higher quality of their writing. In addition, the teacher also summarized all common
mistakes found in students’ writing and then posted them on the teacher’s Facebook
so that students were able to study those mistakes found and then improved their
writing before posting them on their Facebooks. Sokolick (2003) mentioned that
correcting a student’s writing should not be done, but summary comments instructing
students to look for problems and correct themselves should be provided. However,
the researcher of the present study corrected and gave feedback to students’ writing
and also collected common mistakes happening in all students’ writing and posted in
the teacher’s Facebook.

In the study, the researcher observed that the students could follow each step
of writing in the Surakhai WEWI Model. It might be that the steps of the developed
model were concrete and easy to follow. The use of Facebook as the weblog, was a
convenient tool that facilitated weblog-based writing since it was a social network that

most students use everyday. This might motivate them to learn writing in daily life.
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The weblog was also convenient to post, give comments, revise or edit, and publish
the final product any times and any places as the students needed. Sometimes, if
students found a little misspelling after posting, they could immediately edit and post
again. However, apart from these advantages, the researcher of this study has also
found some disadvantages in terms of the teacher feedback. It was found that
teacher’s feedback was a time-consuming step since she had to provide feedback to
all students. Though, the teacher gave feedback to all students’ writing but it might
not be possible for all instructors to review every piece of writing carefully but rather
read and gave feedback roughly. In this experience, the researcher as the teacher
collected general errors and mistakes found in students’ writing products and posted
them on the weblog (teacher’s weblog; Facebook) in order to have the students notice
and improve their writing products for the same errors. This worked out for some
students, but most of them seemed to be more confident to have feedback directly
from the teacher. Therefore, teacher’s direct feedback still needed though it was time-
consuming. In addition, sometimes many students must wait a long time to get
feedback from the teacher since there are a lot of students’ writing to correct. This
situation mostly happened when most students posted their writing at the same time,
the teacher must work even harder so that students did not wait so long time. In
conclusion, to employ teacher’s feedback in writing class affected students’
confidence to correct and improve their writing products, but it was time-consuming
for teachers which should be explored further on how to give teacher feedback to

students’ writing without the burden of teacher.
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6.2.2 The Efficiency of Instruction through Surakhai WEWI Model

The efficiency of the instruction through the developed weblog-based English
writing instructional (WEWI) model was 77.03/75.53, which corresponded to the
efficiency criterion determined at E;/E, = 75/75. This was because this model was
systematically developed in a step-by-step manner based the seven-step model of
research and development (Brahmawong, 2008). The design of the model was in
accordance with the conceptual framework and examined by the experts. It was also
completely developed in three tryouts: an individual testing, a small group testing, and
a field testing, which enabled the researcher to see both weak and strong points of the
model. The feedback arising from each tryout was utilized to develop the model,
including the inclusion of additional teaching materials. When the instruction through
the developed model was effective in the tryout, it was possible to be effective in the
trial run revealing that the efficiency of the instruction through Surakhai WEWI
Model met the efficiency criterion determined at E;/E, = 75/75.

When looking at the efficiency value (E1/E, = 77.03/75.53), it could be seen
that the efficiency of the process (E;) was higher than the efficiency of the product
(E2). It might be that the process of weblog-based writing, offered enough time and
more opportunities for students to practice and improve their writing tasks through the
comments provided by their peers and teacher in order to make their final products as
complete as possible. Considering the weblog-based English writing instructional
model, it could be seen that the model contains the steps of the writing process
instruction (prewriting, drafting, revising, editing, and publishing) and three sessions
of peer review. During the steps of writing, the students received comments from their

peers and a teacher review to make revisions of their writing products. This might
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help students’ final written products to achieve higher quality or earn higher scores
than their writing during the paper-based posttest, since the students could utilize the
comments to revise their writing products many times before posting the final product
and with assistance of the weblog, the revisions and peer review could be made
conveniently. According to the findings of several studies (Vurdien, 2001; Abidin,
Pour-Mohammadi and Hamid, 2011; Wang, 2009; Lin and Chien, 2009; Lundstrom,
20006), peer review was effective for enhancing students’ writing; it assisted students
towards writing a successful paper. Thus, the efficiency of the process was higher
than the efficiency of the product.

In addition, it could be seen that the efficiency of the instruction through the
weblog-based English writing instructional the Surakhai WEWI model during a trial
run for data collection (E;/E; = 75.10/73.84) was lower than that of the instruction
through the Surakhai WEWI model in the field testing of tryout (E1/E; = 77.03/75.53).
Though two values were accepted according to the criterion (E1/E; = 75/ 75) and the
efficiency value from trial run could confirm the efficiency value gained from the
field testing of the tryout, they were different. It might be because the tryout and trial
run were done with different groups of students. The tryout of the model was done
with students in semester 2/2010, while the trial run of the model was done in
semester 2/2011. External variables of the two groups such as motivation, technology
preference, existing writing abilities, and prior knowledge and experience were
difficult to be controlled. These variables may be related to students scores gained
from the pretest and posttest, so the efficiency values obtained from two groups of

students were different.
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6.2.3 The Students’ Learning Achievement

In this study, the students’ writing achievement could be found from the
quality of writing or posttest scores after the weblog-based writing activities. It was
found that the students’ writing achievement after the treatment was significantly
higher than their learning achievement before the treatment at the .05 level. It could
be seen that the students performed better on the posttests which revealed the
promotion of students’ learning achievement or writing qualities. This can be
understood that the weblog-based writing activities agreed with the studies of
Khampusaen (2012), Fageeh (2011), Jones (2006), and Bella (2005) which also found
that weblog-based writing did enhance students’ writing skills and abilities; the
students improved in their writing tasks. This might be because of the following
reasons: The different scores between the pre-test and the posttest in the trial run
period revealed the success of the students’ learning through the Instruction of the
Surakhai WEWI. However, this might be explained that students took the pre-test on
the first day of the course. They lacked the practice and all of knowledge needed such
as writing process, paragraph writing and the grammars needed. In addition, since it
was the first day of the course, they did not expect to attend a test either. On the other
hand, their higher scores on the posttest shows that since they have been trained,
received the knowledge they needed, practiced writing beyond the class and
participating in the peer review. This helped them to understand some factors about
writing such as how to develop their writing, how to perform brainstorming, and how
to check the errors since they have already performed the peer review. These helped
them to become aware of their writing errors and mistakes. Hence, students’ posttest

scores are much higher than the pretest one.
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Firstly, the students performed weblog-based writing activities in accordance
with the Surakhai WEWI Model, which provided them with the process writing
practice consisting of the eleven steps: (1) conduct introductory session, (2) conduct a
pre-writing session, (3) conduct a peer group review, (4) write the first draft, (5)
conduct a peer group review, (6) write the second draft, (7) conduct a peer group
review, (8) write the third draft, (9) receive the teacher feedback, (10) finalize the
writing product, and (11) receive the final writing product on the weblog. These steps
were the stages of the process writing approach integrating with peer review which
led to a good writing product (Kroll, 2001; Sokolik, 2003).

Following these steps, the students were provided with the opportunities to
develop their writing products until they gained the best result for the final product.
They also received many opportunities to practice writing more often via the weblogs.

Secondly, the students received helpful and meaningful feedback used for
developing their writing products from their peers and teacher. The feedback or
comments arising from the interaction with the peers and teacher are considered very
helpful for adjusting the writing products (Sokolik, 2003) and they were found
effective for enhancing students’ abilities to create a good writing product (Abidin,
Pour-Mohammadi and Hamid, 2011; Wang, 2009; Lin and Chien, 2009; Lundstrom,
2006; Vurdien, 2001).

According to constructivism, the students constructed their knowledge through
interactions with the environment and society. They learned collaboratively for the
active construction of knowledge at their own paces. This constructivist learning
environment was supported by the weblogs providing the students with the

opportunity to develop their language skills through social interaction. When the
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students interacted with their peers and the teacher, they had opportunities to receive
feedback and utilize it to modify their output, the writing product, in order to make it
more comprehensible; they might benefit from the feedback focusing their attentions
on form (grammatical features) or meaning of the language. This might help them to
be able to develop their writing product and linguistic ability as well since the
students meaningfully used the linguistic resources and their inter-language was
enhanced in the same time (Swain, 1985; Long, 1996).

In this study, the researcher found that after receiving feedback about contents
from the peers and the teacher, the students made revisions of their writing products.
For example; in an example of writing, students were required to write a descriptive
paragraph about the favorite place according to the Weblog-Based Writing Task 1
(Appendix 1). In the free-writing step, a student, as a writer, posted the free-writing
product on the weblog. After reviewing the post, the peers provided feedback or
comments on the length of contents. A peer said, “.You can add more contents with a
few sentences if you want ” and another supported, “I think so. You should add more
contents.”

Receiving the comments, the writer adjusted her writing by adding some
content in the first draft step. Then she posted the first draft on the weblog. In this
post, it was found that the writer added two new sentences based on the peers’
comments. For this post, the first draft, the peer review still focused on the contents in
terms of the extension of the content. The peers suggested some points that should be
put on the writing. A peer said, “I think you should add contents related to what you
like the most at Dream World, using the sentence “I like  a lot / very much.”

Another said, “What impresses you most in this photo? You should describe it. The
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sentence “There are a lot of landscapes at the Dream World” comes before the
sentence you're talking about the persons in the photo. You should talk about the
persons first, then talk about the landscapes. Does this sound better?”

After receiving these comments, it was found that the writer paid more
attention to the contents. She adjusted the writing by adding more information and
changing the order of the sentence based on the peers’ suggestions, then posted the
second draft on the weblog.

For the second draft, the peer review focused on the accuracy of the language.
A peer said, “In the sentence ‘We were taken in Love Garden at Dream World last
two week’, ‘last two week’ is used to tell the past. I think it should be followed with
‘ago’. Two week = two weeks ago?” Another said, “In the sentence ‘This picture so
make me good and happy’, the verb ‘make’ should be added withs’. In the sentence
‘There is pink chair on the left’, should it be ‘a pink chair’? And check the agreement
between ‘this’ and ‘things’ in the sentence ‘I like to see this beautiful things’. I think
‘this’ should be changed to the plural form.” Hel She also commented, “The
sentence ‘There are three people in this photo’ and ‘There is only a man on this
photo’ should be combined as ‘There are three people in this photo and there is only
a man on this photo’ Is this better?”

After receiving these comments, it was found that the writer focused her
attention on form or grammatical features of the language according to the peers’
comments. She noticed the grammatical errors suggested by the peers and corrected
them in the final draft. It was stated that paying attention to form is necessary for
students to notice structures in texts and allow them to stretch their inter-language

abilities to maximum. As Schimidt (1990) claims that what students notice becomes
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intake for learning. Noticing, thus, pushes students into a more syntactic processing
mode that will help them to pay closer attention to form or grammar (Tomlin and
Villa, 1994).

Having edited again, the writer posted the third draft on the weblog. When
considering the final draft, it was found that the writer edited the writing by correcting
grammatical errors in words and sentences based on the peers’ comments.

For the final product, the teacher reviewed it and provided feedback on the
structure of paragraph writing and language use and usage. An example of teacher
feedback Overall, your writing is good and full of important components. The
introductory part is ok, but the topic, “My Memorable Photo”, the topic sentence
should be more focused and related to the topic. For example, you might say, “This
photo is one of my memorable photos, | feel very happy when I look at this photo.”
etc. After receiving the teacher’s comments, the writer made revisions of her writing
product based on the teacher’s comments, then published the final product on the
weblog. Teacher feedback is very valuable for students since they trust the teacher
more than peers and in response, students change their writing without hesitation.
Writing through the Surakhai WEWI Model, encouraged some students to ask,
communicate and contact the teacher easily. The researcher often received messages
from students (even in the middle of the night) to check their writing privately.
Students also frequently asked about ways they could make their writing clearer or
easier to understand. The researcher tried to answer all students’ questions since she
recognized the necessity in helping students with instruction that took place beyond

the classroom. Moreover, some students tried to perform online chat with the

researcher since they knew that she was always online working and checking
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students’ work. Allowing students to consult online chat was useful for some students
but it was time consuming and the researcher did not have enough time. Therefore,
she would chat with students who really needed help for the clarity in their writing
only since students sometimes just wanted to talk to her about some simple points that
they could study and search by themselves. Sometimes, students just wanted to chat
with the teacher about general things, not involving students’ work. For example, a
student wrote a chat text to her that “Teacher, what are you doing?” or “Teacher why
are you up so late?”. However, some students might really have problems that the
researcher should help in their writing. For example, a student wrote “Teacher, how
can I do a good organization with this work of mine”. These examples provided
evidence of the high levels of assistance, collaboration and interaction both among
students and between students and teachers. These evidence also confirm the
communication between the teacher and the students beyond the classroom that rarely
happen in a traditional classroom. This lead to the assistance, collaboration and
interaction between students and teacher to improve students’ writing and help
solving writing problems for students in practicing writing via weblogs beyond the
classroom.

According to the mentioned example, it could be seen that the student’ writing
products were developed in a step-by-step manner through the interaction with the
peers and the teacher providing feedback for revision of the writing product. It is clear
that the feedback gained from peer review and teacher were meaningful and helpful
for students’ writing development. Khampusaen (2012) also found that students’
writing skills were improved as a result of feedback gained from their peers and

instructor. This scholar mentioned that through these two sources of feedback,
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students’ writing skills were improved in many aspects such as effective organization,
correct writing convention, various sentence structure and adequate word choice,
vocabulary and knowledge related to the topic.

Finally, the weblog (Facebook) together with the Surakhai WEWI Model, was
used to support the step-by-step writing procedures; prewriting, drafting, revising,
editing, receiving a peer review, receiving a teacher feedback and publishing the
complete writing product on the weblog. This assisted students to develop their writing
skills and enabled them to produce quality of writing. These results were also found in
Jones’s study. This researcher employed weblogs in the writing process and found that
weblogs served as an appropriate vehicle for the writing process approach for ESL
learners. This scholar identified specific useful aspects of weblogs that aided writing
instructional goals such as easy word processing for writing platform, editing, and
revising. In addition, It was also found that public access and the commenting aspect
or feedback through writing via weblogs supported writing process approach because
students could provide and receive feedback to revise their writing via the weblog and
this led to the enhancement of writing quality. Similarly, Khampusaen (2012) found
that weblogs helped students to improve their essay writing skills (writing in step by
step manner of writing process) through peer feedback via weblogs.

Based on the reasons mentioned above, it can be stated that the use of
Surakhai WEWI Model for teaching writing via a weblog assists students to gain
higher learning achievement or higher quality of writing.

6.2.4 The Students’ Satisfaction in Learning with Surakhai WEWI Model

In the present study, the students’ satisfaction was determined from the

questionnaire and reflective journals. This section discusses the findings on students
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satisfaction in terms of (1) level of satisfaction, (2) students’ reactions towards
learning with the Surakhai WEWI Model, and (3) students’ preferences in learning
with Surakhai WEWI Model.

1) Level of Satisfaction

The finding showed that the students’ satisfaction in writing via a weblog in
accordance with the developed weblog-based English writing instruction model after
the treatment was in the “good” level. That was, overall, the students had a good view
towards the writing instruction with the Surakhai WEWI Model developed in this
study. This finding was corroborated by several studies indicating that students had
positive views towards writing via a weblog seems to have improved their attitudes
(Khampusaen, 2012; Fageeh, 2011; Jones, 2006; Xie and Sharma, 2004). This might
be because the students felt independent in writing via a weblog outside of the
classroom. They were free to choose where and when they wanted to work and they
could communicate and collaborate with each other while developing their writing.
The weblog that was used, Facebook, was students’ favorite social network which
they use in their daily lives. Also, the weblog was a useful tool for practicing writing
outside of the classroom since it provided students with the Internet tools such as
search engine sources and online dictionaries facilitate writing. In addition, the
weblog focused students on the meaning of posts. The students would pay more
attention on their writing posted on the weblog for their peers and teacher who would
read and provide feedback and they were encouraged to be the owner and responsible
for their posts (Godwin-Jones, 2003; Edwards and Mehring, 2005; Anderson, 2006;
Jones, 2006; Mynard, 2007; Sun, 2009).

2) Students’ Reactions towards Learning with Surakhai WEWI Model
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Most students expressed positively that learning with Surakhai WEWI Model
was helpful for the writing process and helped them produce a higher quality of
writing product. Based on the open-ended questions of the questionnaire, writing via a
weblog with Surakhai WEWI Model provided students with the supporting tools such
as online dictionaries, search engines, and word processing program. It also provided
the step-by-step writing activities and the opportunities to share, discuss, and consult
with their peers and teacher. Similarly, from the reflective journals, students could
immediately search for unknown vocabulary and samples of sentences via the
Internet. The step-by-step writing in Surakhai WEWI Model helped students to create
a higher quality of writing products and the feedback gained from their peers and
teacher helped them notice errors in their writing products to make revisions. Thus,
learning with Surakhai WEWI Model was useful for developing students’ English
writing skills. Similarly Fageeh (2011) reported students’ perceptions that the weblog
was an effective tool for the development of their English writing proficiency. It was
because the Surakhai WEWI Model aimed to provide students with process writing
practice based on the stages of the process writing approach that students could
conveniently perform a process writing activity. Also, with the assistance of the
weblog, Facebook, it allowed them to make a two-way communication with multiple
peers. They could perform prewriting, drafting, revising, editing, receiving feedback
from peers and from teacher including publishing the complete writing product on the
weblog. In this learning environment, it could be seen that students had opportunities
to interact with their peers and teacher in order to develop their writing products.
They learned collaboratively to co-construct knowledge about language for creating a

good writing product (Brooks and Tocalli-Beller, 2002). This collaborative interaction
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has been found to assist students in writing, especially when they were asked to
produce texts and peer-edit (Swain and Lapkin, 1998; Storch, 1999; Tang and
Tithecott, 1999) and it scaffolds students to be able to perform a higher quality of
writing products than the level of their individual competence (Swain, 2000). These
features make the Surakhai WEWI Model helpful for the writing process and resulting
in a higher quality of writing as perceived by the students.

3) Students’ Preferences in Learning with Surakhai WEWI Model

Most students expressed that they liked the conveniences available in the
weblog-based writing with Surakhai WEWI Model. Based on the open-ended questions
of the questionnaire, students said they liked the convenience in writing, posting,
reading posts, providing feedback, revising, and searching for information and the
meaning of words. In the same way, from the reflective journal, students felt that it was
convenient to write, post their writing products, get feedback from their peers, and
search for more information. Thus, the students liked the convenient aspects of writing
via a weblog with the Surakhai WEWI Model. Some students mentioned that apart
from the search engines available via the Internet, writing via this model allowed them
to have the convenience in studying writing, for example, if they had to write on papers,
they had to carry and took good care of their writing papers in order to submit them to
the teachers. This finding corresponded to the study of Jones (2006) in which all
students liked the blogging aspect of the class for writing tasks. It also agreed with the
study of Amstrong and Retterer (2008) which found that students felt much more
comfortable in writing via a weblog. With the advancement of weblog technology, sites
like Facebook, make the writing process easier when compared to the paper-based

writing approaches. Students could write and rewrite easily with the help of a typing
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tool with language check. With regards to peer review, students’ peers and teacher
could review the writing posts and provide feedback immediately and they could
comment anytime and anyplace beyond the classroom since the weblog allows both
synchronous and asynchronous communication; all entries will be kept based on the
date and time of posting. These aspects make the weblog convenient and effective for
the writing process and helping students create writing of higher quality (Richardson,
2006; Fellner and Apple, 2006; Warlick, 2005). Thus, the weblog used in this study,
Facebook, is not just an easy-to-use tool for the writing process, but also a popular
social network that students like to use in their daily lives.

Therefore, the Surakhai WEWI Model, a weblog-based English writing
instructional model, was a suitable plan for teaching writing in order to enhance the
learning achievement of the first-year students at Valaya Alongkorn Rajabhat
University. Moreover, it was a means for increasing student motivation to learn
English writing.

6.2.5 Advantages and Disadvantages of the Surakhai WEWI Model in the

Researcher’s View

1) The introductory session of the Surakhai WEWI Model provided all
knowledge and information needed including the utilizing of the weblog (Facebook)
and training in peer review prior to the process stage. This helped students understand
how to employ and follow the model precisely. However, a disadvantage point was
that the amount of times spent at this stage were inadequate. Students wrote to the
researcher that they would like her to provide a longer duration for the introductory
session. But, the limited time was an obstacle since this study needed to take a single

semester. Therefore, it could be interesting to use the Surakhai WEWI Model during a
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longer term period, such as a two-term sequence in practicing English writing beyond
the classroom.

2) The practicing of English writing through the Surakhai WEWI Model was a
step by step method in which peer review played an important role in developing
students’ writing. Peer feedback was employed in every step of writing that made the
writing step in this model too long. The researcher of the present study would like to
suggest that peer feedback in the pre-writing stage should be skipped and have
students begin to perform this task in the first draft writing stage.

3) An advantage in the Surakhai WEWI Model is that the employment of peer
review together with teacher feedback was quite beneficial since students had
confidence in producing good pieces of writing. However, a disadvantage was that it
was a hard burden and a time consuming job for the teacher to give feedback to all
students’ writing because she must write the feedback into the comment space.
Therefore, future research should consider ways to investigate on how to reduce the
teacher’s burden. To solve this problem, the researcher collected the common
mistakes occurring in students writing and then posted these frequent errors in
teacher’s weblog (Facebook) so that students studied about these mistakes and tried
their best to improve their writing.

4) Another advantage of the Surakhai WEWI Model is that this model
provides students the opportunity for practicing English writing skills outside of the
classroom. Students who have motivation and encouragement are able to practice
English writing via this popular social network (Facebook) further as a life long
learning opportunity on their own which corresponds to the current trends of the

globalization era nowadays
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6.3 Recommendations

6.3.1 Recommendations for the Present Study

According to the results of the study, recommendations based on this research
may be made as follows.

1) For students; (1) Students need to have basic knowledge of computer skills
and typing ability, so that they can confidently use computers and the Internet to
participate in the weblog-based writing activities. (2) Students need to have interest in
each of the stages of the writing process, and be able to study and practice by
themselves in order that they are able to extend their knowledge and perform the
writing task including the peer review activity properly. (3) Students should have
encouragement and motivation in working with their writing draft since it is a long
process and proceeds in cumulative stages. If they get bored, it could happen that they
are unable to finish their writing tasks. (4) Students should complete their writing as
soon as possible since students must perform writing task which are there ten stages in
the process stage of the Surakhai WEWI Model. Through these stages, students must
develop their writing tasks step by step which took times. If they do not perform each
writing step immediately, it’s possible that they will not finish their writing tasks in
time and unable to begin the next writing task. (5) In order to avoid plagiarism from
the Internet, students were required to upload a photo in which they appeared and the
photo related to the topic they wrote about. Therefore, it is really necessary that
students should know how to upload photos onto their writing in the “Note” section
via the Facebook. If the photo is too large, a problem in uploading might occur.
However, it was seldom found students were unable to upload the photo. This might

be because students often upload their photos on their Facebook when they
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communicate with friends via the Facebook.

2) For teachers; any teachers who might desire to use the Surakhai WEWI
Model, apart from common knowledge and training on how to use and manage a
weblog, they should also enjoy using this technology since she/he must sit in front of
the computer for many hours; checking and giving feedback to students’ writing and
answering their questions. Therefore, it would be most unpleasant if the teachers did
not enjoy using a weblog. Furthermore, teachers who desire to use this model need to
sit day and night working in front of the computer because there are many pieces of
students’ writing. Moreover, each student wrote three pieces of writing and each
writing task included three stage of writing. Prior to these three writing tasks, in the
training period before the treatment, students were required to write another three
writing tasks as well. Therefore, teachers who want to use the Surakhai WEWI Model
should prefer and enjoy working with a weblog (such as Facebook etc.). Besides, the
most important thing for teachers who wish to use the Surakhai WEWI Model is that
one should never delay in giving feedback to students’ writing, otherwise he/she
would never finish this work since there are many students and nearly all of them
finished their writing nearly at the same time. Every moment a notification from the
Facebook system shows you that you have received a new post notification that you
have received a new message from students to inform you that they had finished their
writing tasks (They actually did not need to inform the teacher but they loved to do
this. The researcher mostly showed the attention in students’ communication by
giving answers or just saying okay or minimum just clicking the “like” button to show
her attention. If she did not do this, students would be upset that she ignored their

communication).
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3) In terms of peer review; (1) students should be trained enough in terms of
using the weblog (Facebook) to post their writing products and performing peer
review including an understanding about the writing process and its stages, writing a
paragraph, descriptive writing, and any information and knowledge needed. (2) Even
though knowledge about peer review and training on how to perform peer review was
provided in this study; it is still recommended that students should search and study
by themselves; reading through the search engine since the amount of times employed
in peer review training were insufficient (3) According to the result of this study,
students faced the problems that they wasted time waiting for their peers to review to
their writing. This caused delays in posting the final product. Therefore, students
should be recommended to perform the peer review as soon as possible. Although, the
researcher gave students a specific time frame, some students still complained that
they could not perform the writing stage since they had to wait for peer review.
However, the researcher suggested students to prepare the next writing stage or task in
advance so that they did not waste times while waiting for the review from their peers.
Besides, the researcher noticed that students themselves urged their peers via the
comment spaces to perform the peer review as quickly as possible. This worked out
with some students. (4) It was found in this study that students themselves had
conflicting ideas in providing peer review. Some students discussed through the
comment spaces while other kept quiet and said that they should wait for the teacher’s
comment. When the researcher saw this kind of conflict, she recommended students
to find out about the information needed through the search engine and provide a
solution to the conflict. Therefore, she suggests that when a conflict occurs in the peer

review, students themselves should search and construct their own knowledge to find
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the solution and discuss with peers further.

4) In terms of writing assistance tools via the Internet; (1) Writing via the
Surakhai WEWI Model provided the opportunities for students to use search engines
to find knowledge and information sources. According to the questionnaire, students
were very satisfied with these writing assistance tools such as online dictionaries,
translation devices, samples of paragraph writing and sources of knowledge and
information needed including other useful websites which might be useful for the
writing tasks via the WEWI Model. Therefore, it is suggested that students should not
use the translation devices which translate from Thai to English since it was found
that some students just copied and pasted the inaccurate of online translation engines
without rewriting, correcting or adjusting the content. (2) Although students were able
to search for useful information needed for their writing but it was found that most
students had hesitation and difficulty in selecting the appropriate websites. Therefore,
it is recommended that teachers should provide samples of useful and appropriate
websites related to the writing topic assigned.

5) In term of the Internet; the availability of the Internet access are quite
important, since it was found that students were annoyed or disturbed by disruptions
or impediments in the Internet transfer speeds. These factors affected students to
finish their writing within the allocated time. The uploading of photos and posting of
writing products might fail because of the Internet speed problem.

6.3.2 Suggestions for Further Research

The following suggestions are proposed for further research as a result of the
findings of the present study.

1) According to the students’ satisfaction of using Surakhai WEWI model for



153

practicing writing in the English for Study Skills Development course, similar
research should be carried out in other subjects such as English for Computer
Sciences, English for Information Technology, Business English, etc. as students
suggested from the interview because the system will allow them to practice writing
through interaction and encourage their collaborative learning.

2) A comparative study of other English writing models similar to the
Surakhai WEWI model and other instructional methods using different learning
platforms should be conducted.

3) A similar research should be conducted involving students at other levels,
such as fourth year students because they will need more English writing skills to
prepare for their careers after graduation.

4) A study should be conducted to investigate on how students learn writing
via a weblog according to the principles of Teaching English as Foreign language
(TEFL) and how their writing qualities are developed.

5) A cross cultural of peer review might be interested to be employed to create

another model of weblog-based writing instruction.
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Appendix A

Results of Tryouts

The Individual Testing of the Instruction through the Weblog-Based

English Writing Instructional Model

Student Pretest (100) Writing Tasks (100) Posttest (100)
1 36.33 71.44 65.00
2 35.33 68.78 61.00
3 46.67 64.44 62.00
Mean 39.44 68.22 62.67
S.D. 6.27 3.53 2.08
% 39.44 68.22 62.67

Ei/E> 68.22/62.67
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The Small Group Testing of the Instruction through the Weblog-

Based English Writing Instructional Model

Student Pretest (100) Writing Tasks (100) Posttest (100)
1 39.00 72.89 69.00
2 39.33 73.22 69.33
3 41.67 70.00 70.00
4 38.00 69.78 67.67
5 39.00 69.89 64.67
6 33.67 67.89 61.67
Mean 38.44 70.61 67.06
S.D. 2.64 2.05 3.25
% 38.44 70.61 67.06

Ei/E> 70.61/67.06
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The Field Testing of the Instruction through the Weblog-Based
English Writing Instructional Model

Student Pretest (100) Writing Tasks (100) Posttest (100)
1 36.33 76.78 77.33
2 33.67 78.11 75.67
3 46.33 75.00 81.33
4 36.00 77.00 73.33
5 41.33 78.22 70.00
6 39.33 75.78 80.00
7 25.33 76.56 66.33
8 28.67 76.11 84.67
9 33.00 73.67 69.33
10 30.00 75.89 74.00
11 33.67 77.33 84.67
12 26.00 75.00 78.67

13 29.00 76.00 77.67
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Student Pretest (100) Writing Tasks (100) Posttest (100)
14 31.33 79.22 73.33
15 32.00 75.00 80.00
16 26.00 78.56 81.00
17 26.67 78.00 73.33
18 22.00 75.89 66.67
19 43.67 76.78 85.00
20 26.00 77.89 72.67
21 31.67 78.33 80.00
22 33.00 77.44 77.33
23 45.00 76.56 79.00
24 36.33 77.22 70.33
25 35.67 82.78 68.33
26 36.00 75.33 76.00
27 41.33 76.78 83.00
28 32.33 80.56 76.67

29 28.67 76.22 66.00



174

Student Pretest (100) Writing Tasks (100) Posttest (100)
30 25.67 76.78 64.33
Mean 33.07 77.03 75.53
S.D. 6.30 1.79 5.94
% 33.07 77.03 75.53
EJ/E; 77.03/ 75.53




Appendix B
Item Objective Congruence (I0C) of the Guided Questions

for Reflective Journal

Item Expert
Total I0C
1 2 3

1 1 1 1 3 1.00
2 1 1 1 3 1.00
3 1 1 1 3 1.00
4 1 1 1 3 1.00
5 1 1 1 3 1.00

6 1 1 1 3 1.00




Appendix C

The Quality of Questionnaire

Item Objective Congruence (I0C) of the Questionnaire

Expert
Item Total I0C
1 2 3
1 1 1 1 3 1.00
2 1 1 1 3 1.00
3 1 1 1 3 1.00
4 1 1 1 3 1.00
5 1 1 1 3 1.00
6 1 1 1 3 1.00
7 1 1 1 3 1.00
8 1 1 1 3 1.00
9 1 1 1 3 1.00

10 1 1 1 3 1.00
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Expert
Total I0C
Item 1 2 3
11 1 1 1 1 1.00
12 1 1 1 1 1.00
13 1 1 1 1 1.00
14 1 1 1 3 1.00
15 1 1 1 3 1.00
16 1 1 1 3 1.00
17 1 1 1 3 1.00
18 1 1 1 3 1.00
19 1 1 1 3 1.00
20 1 1 1 3 1.00
21 1 1 1 3 1.00
22 1 1 1 3 1.00
23 1 1 1 3 1.00

24 1 1 1 3 1.00
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Expert
Item Total I0C
1 2 3
25 1 1 1 1 1.00
26 1 1 1 1 1.00
27 1 1 1 1 1.00
28 1 1 1 3 1.00
29 1 1 1 3 1.00

30 1 1 1 3 1.00
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Discrimination Power and Reliability of the Questionnaire

Item Discrimination Power (r) Reliability (ry)
1 0.65 Cronbach’s Alpha Correlation
2 0.85 Number of Cases = 30
3 0.50 Number of Items = 30
4 0.38 Alpha = 0.81
5 0.65
6 0.50
7 0.85
8 0.65
9 0.30

0.65

10




Discrimination Power and Reliability of the Questionnaire

(continued)
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Item Discrimination Power (r) Reliability ()
11 0.85
12 0.65
13 0.85
14 0.38
15 0.65
16 0.50
17 0.85
18 0.65
19 0.50

0.85

20




Discrimination Power and Reliability of the Questionnaire

(continued)

Item Discrimination Power (r) Reliability ()
21 0.65
292 0.85
23 0.65
24 0.50
o5 0.85
26 0.50
27 0.85
28 0.50
29 0.85
30 0.50
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Appendix D

Students’ Scores: The Experimental Group

Student Pretest (100) Writing Tasks (100) Posttest (100)
1 36.33 74.89 77.33
2 33.67 75.78 75.67
3 46.33 75.00 78.00
4 36.00 72.56 73.33
5 41.33 78.00 70.00
6 39.33 73.00 79.67
7 25.33 73.44 66.33
8 28.67 76.11 83.33
9 33.00 73.67 69.33
10 30.00 75.78 73.00
11 33.67 77.33 84.67

12 26.00 75.00 78.67
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Student Pretest (100) Writing Tasks (100) Posttest (100)
13 29.00 70.89 77.67
14 31.33 78.22 73.33
15 32.00 72.00 77.67
16 26.00 78.56 81.00
17 26.67 75.56 72.33
18 22.00 74.67 66.00
19 43.67 72.22 77.33
20 26.00 76.56 72.67
21 31.67 74.44 80.00
22 33.00 74.67 71.67
23 45.00 76.44 64.00
24 36.33 73.89 70.33
25 35.67 76.67 63.33
26 36.00 74.11 73.00

27 41.33 76.78 66.67
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Student Pretest (100) Writing Tasks (100) Posttest (100)

28 32.33 75.11 76.67
29 28.67 76.22 66.00
30 25.67 75.44 76.33
Mean 33.07 75.10 73.84
S.D. 6.30 1.88 5.69
% 33.07 75.10 73.84

Student Pretest (100) Writing Tasks (100) Posttest (100)

Ei/E>

75.10 /73.84




Appendix E

List of Experts

Name

Position

Each expert examined

1. Prof. Dr. Chaiyong

Brahmawong

Chief Technology Officer in the
College of Internet Distance
Education, Assumption

University, Bangkok

- Model

- Questionnaire

- Conceptual
Framework

- Need Questionnaire

- Weblog
2. Asst. Prof. Dr. A lecturer of Faculty of - Model
Sa-ngiam Torat Education, Silpakorn University, |- Pretest
Nakhon Pathom - Posttest

- Reflective Journal
- Peer Review
- Conceptual

Framework
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Name Each expert examined
Position
the ...l
3. Asst. Prof. Dr. A lecturer of Faculty of - Model
Bamrung Torat Education, Silpakorn University, |- Pretest
Nakhon Pathom - Posttest

- Reflective Journal
- Peer Review
- Writing Tasks

- Need Questionnaire

4. Asst. Prof. Dr.

Thawascha

Dechsubha

A lecturer at Nakhon Ratchasima

Rajabhat University, Nakhon

Ratchasima

- Model

- Questionnaire

- Writing Tasks

- Need Questionnaire

- Weblog
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Each expert examined

Name Position
the ..o
5. Dr. Kandanai A lecturer at Nakhon Pathom - Model
Worajittipol Rajabhat University - Pretest
- Posttest

- Reflective Journal

- Questionnaire

- Peer Review

- Conceptual
Framework

- Writing Tasks

- Weblog




Appendix F

Evaluation Forms

Evaluation Form for the Conceptual Framework

of the Weblog-Based English Writing Instructional Model

Instructions:

Please study the documents about the conceptual framework of the weblog-

based English writing instructional model. Then check (v in the space corresponding

to your opinions.

Item Acceptable | Needs Comments

work

1. Learning Theory

1.1 Constructivism

1.2 Interaction

Hypothesis

2. Weblog-Based

Language Learning

2.1 Introduction to
Weblogs

2.2 Types of Weblogs
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Item

Acceptable

Needs work

Comments

2.3 Weblogs in

Language Classrooms

2.4 Weblogs in Writing

Classrooms

3. Peer Review in

Language Learning

3.1 Effectiveness of
Peer Review in
Language

Learning

3.2 Advantages
of Online Peer

Review
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Item

Acceptable

Needs work

Comments

4. Writing Instruction

4.1 The Process

Writing Approach

4.2 General Stages of
the Process

Writing Approach

4.3 Principles for

Writing Instruction

4.4 Technology in
Writing

Instruction
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Item

Acceptable

Needs

work

Comments

. Models for Weblog-
Based Writing

Instruction

5.1 The Hayes Model

5.2 The Weblog
Text-image
Transmission

Model

5.3 The Blogging
Chinese Language
Composition
Instructional

Model
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Other Suggestions (Please specify.):
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The Evaluation Form for Weblog-Based English

Writing Instructional Model

Instructions: Read each item in the form, then put a check mark (v') in a rating box

which best describes your opinions about each statement.

5 - Strongly agree
= Agree

Uncertain

N w
Il 1

Disagree

1 - Strongly disagree

No .

Statement

Level of Expert’s Opinions

Each activity in the model is appropriate to be
used in practicing the process writing beyond

the classroom via a weblog.

The activities are practical in the real practice
of the process writing beyond the classroom via

a weblog.

The activities of the model are easy to perform
in practicing the process writing beyond the

classroom via a weblog.

In overall, the model is appropriate to be used
for practicing the process writing beyond the

classroom via a weblog.

In conclusion, the model is satisfied.
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Other Suggestions (Please specify.):
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The Evaluation Form for the Weblog “www.facebook.com”

Dear Experts,
This is the evaluation form used to evaluate the weblog “www.facebook .com”
whether or not it is appropriate to be employed in practicing the process writing

beyond the classroom together with the WEWI1 model.

Instructions:
Read each item in the form, then put a check mark (v") in a rating box which

best describes your opinion about each statement. The criteria for rating your opinions

are as follow:
1 = The weblog is appropriate to be employed in practicing the writing
process beyond the classroom together with the WEWI model
0 = The weblog seems uncertain to be employed in practicing the writing

process beyond the classroom together with the WEWI model
-1= The weblog is not appropriate to be employed in practicing the writing

process beyond the classroom together with the WEWI model
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The Evaluation Form for the Blog “www.facebook.com”

EXPERT’S

Rating Scales

No. Activities
1 0 -1

1. The weblog is appropriate to be used with the WEWI
model.

2. The weblog is appropriate to be employed for practicing
writing process beyond the classroom.

3. The weblog can be learned easily.

4. It is comfortable for students to use this weblog.

5. Maintaining and managing the weblog is not too
difficult for students to learn.

6. The “Notes” section is appropriate to be used as
writing platform in stead of writing on paper in
a traditional classroom.

7. The comment space provided on this weblog is
appropriate to be employed as comment platform in the
practicing writing process beyond the classroom.

8. The weblog is suitable for students’ age.

9. The weblog has necessary devices supporting the
writing process.

10. | The weblog environment supports the acquiring of

knowledge needed for writing.
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Comment and Suggestion
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The Evaluation Form of Item Objective Congruence (10C)
for the Questionnaire on Student Needs

in Developing English Writing Skills

Dear the Experts,

This is the evaluation form for the questionnaire on students’ needs in
developing English writing skills. It aims to collect the data on students’ perspectives
towards writing before the experiment including students’ personal information and
general backgrounds. Besides, students’ writing ability in their views, students’
process writing backgrounds, students’ problems in writing, ability in using
computers, using the Internet and the ability in typing via a word processor and also
their experiences in using any weblogs will also be examined.

This form is designed to find its appropriateness and clarity whether or not the
questions in this form are appropriate to the purpose of the questionnaire.

The questionnaire questions are written both in Thai and in English for the

experts to prove the translation.
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Instructions:
Please read each item of three parts of the questionnaire and then check (v) in
the rating box that best describes your opinions in each statement. The criteria for

rating your opinions are as follows:

1 = The statement is appropriate to the purposes of the questionnaire and clear

for students to understand

0 = The statement seems uncertain to the purposes of the questionnaire and not

sure if it’s clear for students to understand

-1 = The statement is not appropriate to the purposes of the questionnaire and not

clear for students to understand
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The Questionnaire on Student Needs in Developing English Writing

Skills

Directions:

The questionnaire consists of three parts;

Part 1 is concerning of students’ personal background.

Part 2 is concerning of students’ technology background and students’ writing
abilities including students’ writing background in their views.

Part 3 is concerning of problems students facing while taking the pre-test and
any students’ suggestions and opinions.

Please answer the following questionnaires honestly because your responses

do not affect your writing scores.

HUVERUNANNABINITVBIINANH UM IHANTINHZMIVIUMHIDINGY

[

v Y Y
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[ d' = v 9 [l @ o =R
AIUN 1 1NYINVVDUATIUAIVDIUNANH
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9 v 9 [

a1 2 NenudeyagiraInIma Tulag ANua s aNNMIVIUNIBINGBIALYUHAY
MINUMTAVUNBITINHYDITNANY
U ~ A [ A a dy Ao = o 1 a [~
a3 nenudymnnevuluvasminfnsiuunageUNBUMITNAADY ANUAAITY
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vo ldindAnyneunuuaeunwedn e lasawuwszdaeuvesindny lulinaae
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Part I: General Information

Instructions:

Please check (v') the correct item about your personal information.

1. You are

_ male

__ female

2.You are years old

3. Your major

aauil 1 Yoyaialil

o g o A Yy 9 A Y A v v K
ATFLUII NFUINUATOINNY (\/) HUUVDYANYNABIUNYINVUNANY

U

1. A

2. 91 1)

3. 2100
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Part I: General Information

202

. EXPERT’S
o 4 . MY
Ton e Rating Scale
No. Statement 1 0
. ar |1 0 -1
%) | (laila)
1 |Do you have a computer at home?

@

= ~ A s Y A '
uﬂﬁﬂ‘HTNﬂ’ﬂMW’JM@iﬂ‘U']“L‘!‘I’iiﬂulll

Do you access to the Internet at home?

v XK

aa /3 A Y A ]
Un ﬂumaumaimmmmum@"lu

Do you have an e-mail address?

v K 1 a

A A < a J
UNANYINNBYIAKNIEDIANNTOUNT (BINA)

U

w30 la

Did you ever learn English writing process

before?

WnAnyuRsEoumMseuneIseng Uiy

ATZUIUNMTUINOUNTD 1)

Did you learn writing via a weblog before?

v

= = = <] ' A Il
ﬂﬁﬂ‘]eI”ILﬂEJLSEluﬂ”lilﬁllfluaﬂﬂai’)ﬂ%J”Iﬂi’)‘Lmii’]"hJ
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. EXPERT’S
o 4 . AU
von man Rating Scale
No. Statement 1 0
, . 1 0 -1
Ay | (ail)

6. |Do you have and use any weblogs at the

moment, such as hi5 or Facebook?

dal o & ] 1 . A
YULUUNANINVADN 1Y His vise Facebook

%30 '132

7. |Are there any Internet cafés available around

your home or hostels?

Y A A o v =K 9
EL“L!@zLL’JﬂU'IHWTE—]T]‘WﬂGUﬂQuﬂﬁﬂ‘H'lll'i'lu

a J < A ]
aumasmmm@"lu

8. |You use the Internet at home/hostel

v K

Ya S 3 A Y A @
WnAnp lgoumestiantnursonenn

9. |You use the Internet at an internet café.

Y]

= ya 2 Ay a ]
ﬂﬁﬂyﬂ%aumai!,u@mamaumaime]
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Part 11: Technology and Writing Skills Information
Instructions: Choose the best answer which describes your ability. The criteria for

rating your opinions are as follow;

5 = verygood

4 = good

3 = average

2 = little

1 = very little or none

g2 2 msnes: WhinAnineumode i liesafussfunnuaNIaveI e s2i
msl¥azuudazardy Tnumine Sai
5 = mﬂ‘ﬁqﬂ
= N

4
3 = 1thunaw
2 = 1oy

1

9 A 1
= UBIUIN 1130 thllL’dEJ
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' 10131 N EXPERT’S
Jof Opinion level _
Rating Scale
Statement
No.
4 | 3|2 1 0 -1
1 |My computer skills level
Winwzmsldnouiiunesvesiueglu
JLAU
2 | My typing skills level
Wnngmstuivesnugluszay
3 | My ability level in using the
Internet
Wnnzms lsowaeilinvesnuoglu
TEAL
4 |1 like learning English writing.
AUFOVITIUNMTVIUNTHIOINY
5 | The difficulty level of English

writing for me

FZAUAMUIN TUMTAIUNIBIDING Y

MUY
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' 101 . EXPERT’S
Jof Opinion level _
Rating Scale
Statement
No.
4 | 3|2 1 0 -1
6. | My English writing ability level in
my opinion
TuANuAATILYIRY ANYANNTD
lumseunysInguveInueglu
JEAU
7. | My confidence level in English
writing while taking the pre-test
seduanuiulevestuilosudou
Huausangrlumsnageunon
FoU
8. | My grammar problems in English

writing while taking the pre-test

Y] 9 L Ao
szautlaymau hensal luvagiinu
@Wounu1eIngrlumsnagounou

=
138U
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2
(=)
=D.

Statement

CRLAREY

Opinion level

EXPERT’S

Rating Scale

1 0 -1

My vocabulary problems
level in English writing while
taking the pre-test
seaudymmumdnyive iy

A '
vaugneulumsnageunou

=1
138U

10

My spelling problems level in
English writing while taking

the pre-test

seauymaumsaznamved
% d' = 1
Auvazweulunmsnagounou

=
138U

11.

My knowledge about the
process writing such as
pre-writing, first drafting,
revising and editing

o Y9 =
FEAUANUIAIUMTIVOULYY
HUNTEUIUMST 1Y DINTTY

MSNUNIUNUVIULAZ T

)l
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Part 3: Comments and suggestions
@I 3: Yorauenu

1. What problems did you have while you were writing the pre-test?

v
IS

= = o = = Y Y
VUSNUNANHUVYULLUUNATDUY uﬂﬁﬂ‘HnJﬂiyﬁWﬂiualﬂ‘UN

2. Do you usually like learning English writing? Why or why not?

a 9y o @ ] Aa
UnAaudnindnureuBeumstounoinguyie ld mszmala o5ue

3. Please give any suggestions about learning English writing subject.

Y o a < | o a = @
Glﬂuﬂﬁﬂ‘ﬂ']Lﬁ'u’f]llu$ﬂ3'lllﬂ@lfﬁuLﬁﬂ?ﬂ‘ﬂﬂ'lifﬁElu')ﬁlf'lﬂ'lil"llfluﬂ'l‘kl'lf)\‘iﬂq‘ﬂ
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The Evaluation Form of Item Objective Congruence (I10C)

for the Guided Questions of Reflective Journal

Dear the Experts,

This is the evaluation form of Item Objective Congruence (IOC) for the
guided questions of Reflective Journal. The questions are used to ask about students’
opinions towards writing via a weblog together with the developed weblog-based
English writing instructional model. This form is designed to find the appropriateness
and clarity of the guided questions whether or not they are appropriate to elicit
students’ perspectives according to the research objectives.

The questionnaire questions are written both in Thai and in English for the

experts to prove the translation.

Instructions:

Please read each item of guided questions and then check (v) in the rating box
provided that describes your opinions about each question. The criteria for rating your
opinions are as follows:

1=The question is appropriate to the purpose of Reflective Journal Writing

and clear for students to understand.

0 = The question seems uncertain to the purpose of Reflective Journal Writing

and not sure if it’s clear for students to understand.

-1 = The question is not appropriate to the purpose of Reflective Journal

Writing and not clear for students to understand.
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No.

Questions

EXPERT’S

Rating Scale

1 0] -1

In your opinion, did writing via a weblog together with
the developed weblogs model for university students’
writing (WEWI model) help you in practicing the process
writing beyond the classroom or not? If yes, how? If no,

. - < Y
why not? Describe briefly. Tuanuiuvenindnun
@ a 1 = 3 1 o a
WNANBIAAI M3Beuasudens WNDFUIDUAING TN WEWI
1 v =K = = 9 g’/
model ¥eUNANY TUMIANVIUUDVIIUNTEVIUMTUONTY

=} A 1 1 a
iFouvise luse1als o511

Did writing via a weblog together with the developed
weblogs model for university students’ writing (WEWI
model), help you to produce a higher quality of your

writing product? If yes, how? If no, why not?

o XK a = < 1 @ a

UAANHIAANNMIABUAIVADNTINAUFUHVUAINTTH WEWI
1 v =R a = d‘d dﬂl A [} ] 1

model FrnANYINAAITEURLUNINUUWT B lupe1a s (e

IdinAnyudieuldvdelinmninvie li) dane

¥re0e19'1l5 $11ure Tusreesals
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No.

Questions

EXPERT’S

Rating Scale

1 0] -1

Describe your feeling towards the practicing process
writing via a weblog together with the developed
weblogs model for university students’ writing (WEWI

model), how you like or dislike it.

Y o X a Y 1 = Y
Gl‘lfiuﬂﬁmslm‘ﬁmﬂmmg’ﬁﬂm@miﬂﬂmﬂutmuLuumz‘mumi

<3 J @ a 1
aswaenswnumslggluuunanssy WEWI model 1

o

=1 A ) )
UnANY IR UNTD Lo 19

Do you like to study writing or like English writing after
studying writing via a weblog together with the WEWI

model?

(% d' FU= = (% 1 [} 9
WﬁQ%Wﬂﬂhl@ljﬂufﬂiﬁlEll!ﬂ1H16\1ﬂi‘|‘1&|i'§hﬂﬂﬂ1ii%§ﬂl!ﬂﬂ
NINT5N WEWI model LLE%}’J ﬁﬂﬁﬂ’hﬂ%ﬁ]ﬂﬁﬂl&ﬂﬁ@ﬂuﬂTHT

[ A a ~ (% A [} Y a
@\1ﬂﬂHWi@%@U’J%WﬂﬁLSUEJuﬂT]eﬂi’NﬂE]’HﬁﬁﬂlliJ THoSue
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No.

Questions

EXPERT’S

Rating Scale

1 0] -1

Please list problems you have faced when you practiced
the process writing out of class via a weblog together
with the WEWI model.

=~ ' A o 2 Y A Y a A o =
ﬂ?l'musll‘c’luﬂiy‘ifﬂﬁ'lﬁc]‘Vluﬂﬁﬂ‘]el'l]lﬂW‘]JﬂﬁfJ]lﬂLWHﬂlum@uﬂﬁﬂE1
= = Y Y a < J @
I?Jﬂﬂ'liﬂ]ﬂul,!,‘ﬂ‘ﬂluuﬂig‘ﬂiluﬂ?iu@ﬂ%uliﬂuﬁﬂﬂaﬂﬂiﬂhﬂﬂ

msldgUuuuRIns sy WEWI model

What are your suggestions towards practicing the process
writing via a weblog together with the WEWI model?

TinfAneReuvoauauuza10e19daTeaeMIHNNT R
uumﬁ’uﬂizu’mmmm%uﬁ&u@wﬁaﬂi’mﬁumﬂ%’gﬂuun

nanssy (WEWI model)
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The Evaluation Form of Item Objective Congruence (I0C)
for the Questionnaire on Students' Satisfaction towards Writing via a Weblog

together with the WEWI Model

Dear the Experts,

This is the evaluation form of Item Objective Congruence (IOC) for the
questionnaire on students' satisfaction towards writing via a weblog. This form is
designed to find the content validity of the present questionnaire.

The present questionnaire aims to collect the data on students’ satisfaction
towards writing via a weblog together with the developed weblog-based English
writing instructional (WEWI) model for practicing the process writing beyond the
classroom. It consists of two parts. In part one, the students are asked to rate their
satisfaction towards writing via a weblog together with the developed WEWI model.
In part two, the students are asked to give their opinions and suggestions freely
towards writing via a weblog together with the WEWI model.

The questionnaire questions are written both in Thai and in English for the

experts to prove the translation.
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Instructions:
Please read each item of two parts of the questionnaire and then check (v') in
the rating box that describes your opinions about each statement. The criteria for

rating your opinions are as follows:

1 = The statement is appropriate to the purposes of the questionnaire and

clear for students to understand

0 = The statement seems uncertain to the purposes of the questionnaire and

not sure if it’s clear for students to understand

-1 = The statement is not appropriate to the purposes of the questionnaire and

not clear for students to understand
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The Questionnaire on Students’ Satisfaction

towards Writing via a Weblog together with the WEWI Model

Directions:

The questionnaire was designed to obtain information about students’
satisfaction in writing via a weblog together with the developed weblog-based English
writing instructional (WEWI) model for practicing the process writing beyond the
classroom. Please answer the questions in this questionnaire honestly because your
responses do not affect your writing scores. The questionnaire consists of two parts;
part 1 and part 2. Please answer both parts. Read each item carefully, then check (v')
your opinion levels in the box which best describes your opinions in each statement.
The criteria for rating your opinions are as follows;

5 = strongly agree 2 = disagree 3 = uncertain

4 = agree 1 = strongly disagree

= v K d‘d A IS |l < [
!!‘U'U'sTE)‘UE]”INﬂ'NNWQW’(’)‘l‘i]GU'ENHﬂﬂﬂ‘HTﬂNﬂi’)ﬂ1§!"llf]°l—!ﬂ1uﬂ1ﬁl'3‘u1.lﬁi’]ﬂ

o d’l dy < 9 a v 2 o R N =
ANV LUV DUDINY LﬂuﬂWiﬁ'ﬁ)Uﬂ’]MﬂJ'ﬁ)HaLﬂﬂ')ﬂﬂﬂ'J’]lJW\TW’f]Slﬂ"U’E—Nuﬂﬁﬂﬂ’l@]@ﬂWilﬂlUua\i

[ a

< J Z
UADNIINNVUVUNINTTY WEWI model Gl,‘l,lﬂﬁ?]ﬂﬂﬁ@EJHU?Jﬂ%HGEJULL”U“ULﬁJUﬂizﬂ’Juﬂii

=2 Y

AMSVUNANEITZAUNMIING Y 1ﬁﬁﬂﬁﬂyW]ﬂ‘]JLL‘]J“]JZ‘TfJ‘]JﬂNJ’(’)EJ'T\iﬁiﬂllﬂG]'Nlﬂ WIENI

Y Yy 9
@mmmuaauamﬁ"luﬁwa@mﬂmuummuﬂﬁﬂyﬂm NIAY LUVFOUD N 2 dIU nIwUINeY

9 o

o J @ J o 1 4 @ a <
AIDINNNAIU 1ﬁuﬂﬁﬂy1awuﬂ1a1nLmazﬂmuazﬂnﬂ%wmagﬂ (\/) ATUISAUAITUAAINT U

(Y

Y
VBDIAULIDN nﬂumﬂﬁjﬂmummammu nAal

< [ [~ ] 1
HUAYDEIIUN 2 = liiudoe 3 = liuile

5

3 9 g Y A
4 = INUAY 1 = lliJLTTu@'JEWIi:m
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{3
(o]
=).

AMOIN

Statement

U a &
ITAUANNAALH U

Rating Scale

EXPERT’S

Rating Scale

Writing via the weblog (Facebook)
together with the WEWI model was
useful for practicing the process

writing.
< ' o
MIAGUAIUADN (Facebook) TINAL

HUVNINTTH WEWI model Hi5 Tl

1 = = 9
@]'ﬂﬂ']ﬁPjﬂﬂ'lﬁleufJ‘LlLL‘]J‘]JL“L!“L!ﬂ?%‘U'Juﬂ’]ﬁ

Writing via the weblog (Facebook)
together with the WEWI model was
useful for producing my writing

product.

mM3WeuaiUaen (Facebook) 331y
siuuuAINsTIN WEWI model §

Jd a = Y
1)5¢ TowiiaonNsHAN U UVDINY

Writing via the weblog (Facebook)
together with the WEWI model
helped me when | faced problems

about vocabulary and spelling.

< J o
M3tveuaIuann (Facebook) sunu
sUuvuRINIIN WEWI model 5781
A o oa 9 o w o
Wenudymaumaniuazms

aznam
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2
(=]
=D.

No.

MO

Statement

U/ a &
ITAUANNAALHU

Rating Scale

EXPERT’S

Rating Scale

1 0 -1

Writing via the weblog (Facebook)
together with the WEWI model
helped me when | faced problems

about grammars and punctuations.

[ 1 o
mssuasuaon (Facebook) sauny
sunuAINTIN WEWI model 12
[ A = 9y 4
au denulidymau lhensaiuag

Lﬂ%@\i’ﬂlﬂﬁl’ﬁiﬂ@]@u

Writing via the weblog (Facebook)
together with the WEWI model
helped me when | faced problems
about sentence structures and

sentence building.

<3 1 o
MIeUaIUaDN (Facebook) SINNL
HUVNINTSN WEWI model sienu
wenulidymaulnseadeiseTon

wazmsaiatlszTon
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=13
(o]
=D.

No.

MO

Statement

U/ a &
ITAUANNAALHU

Rating Scale

EXPERT’S

Rating Scale

1 0 -1

Writing via the weblog (Facebook)
together with the WEWI model
helped me when | faced problems
about words choice, appropriate

words for meaning and contexts.

[ 1 o
msUsuasuaon (Facebook) sauny
suvuRINITIN WEWI model 78
(Y A o A A Yo Y
au wenuldayminmaaenlai i

MUIZANALANNHUIOLAZUTUN

Writing via the weblog (Facebook)
together with the WEWI model
helped me when I didn’t have
enough knowledge about the topic

| wrote about.

<] 1 @
mstusuasuasn (Facebook) sauny
suuvvnInssy WEWI model %78
[ A o Y A A Y [
AU enunanuirselinn 1

=\ A v o Y A A
INGINDNYINUNRIVDNIVIU
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2
(=]
=D.

No.

MO

Statement

U/ a &
ITAUANNAALHU

Rating Scale

EXPERT’S

Rating Scale

Writing via the weblog (Facebook)
together with the WEWI model
helped me when | was not sure

about how to correct my writing.
MIReUaILden (Facebook) sauny
suuvvnInssy WEWI model %78
s desulitulalumsnd vy

AIUUDINULD

Writing via the weblog (Facebook)
together with the WEWI model,
helped me understand the stages of

process writing better.

<3 ' o
MIWEUAIVADN (Facebook) TINAY
gUnuuRINg s WEWI model 57014
v 9 g’/ = 9
dudlavuaeums@eunnuniy

ak
NITUIUNITIAVUU
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ot B STAUANNAAIAY EXPERT’S
No. Statement Rating Scale Rating Scale

4 |1 3|2 1 0 -1
10. |Writing via the weblog (Facebook)

together with the WEWI model
helped me to write in a step-by-

step manner easily.

[ 1 o
msweuasvaon (Facebook) sauny
suvuAINIIN WEWI model 12

Y v g = 1
TARUAUIUMUTUAD UM TIVIUATI

v X
Taaeau

11.

Writing via the weblog (Facebook)
together with the WEWI model
helped me when I didn’t have
enough knowledge in each stage of
the process writing.

<3 1 @
Msveuasvasn (Facebook) saunu
suuvvnInssy WEWI model %7e
duilenuannu lunszuiums

9
RgULAAZ VLAY
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2
(=]
=D.

No.

AN

Statement

% a &
ITAUANNAALH U

Rating Scale

EXPERT’S

Rating Scale

1 0 -1

12.

Writing via the weblog (Facebook)
together with the WEWI model
was useful for practicing the
process writing outside of the

classroom.

MIReUaILden (Facebook) 52101
sUuuunanss WEWI model &
Yz TomilumsAnrinyz s Weu

v 2
LLUULHHﬂi%U?HﬂWﬁU@ﬂ%HGﬂH

13.

The activities in WEWI model
were easy to understand and not
confusing.
YuneuRnssuluAINGTY
WEWI model #1948 v lvtn

auau

14.

I liked practicing the process
writing via the weblog (Facebook)
together with the WEWI model

outside of the classroom

[ = =) Y
AUFOUMITHAIMTVIULD LI

<3
NszUIUMIaIvasn (Facebook)

AULUUNINTTN WEWI model
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2
(=]
=D.

No.

AN

Statement

% a &
ITAUANNAALH U

Rating Scale

EXPERT’S

Rating Scale

1 0 -1

15.

I enjoyed writing English when |
wrote via the weblog (Facebook)
together with the WEWI model.

AUAYNAUIUNUMIVIUNIHIOINY
y o <}
ienwleuasuann(Facebook)

A ULUVAINTTY WEWI model

16.

| searched for other useful
information needed for my writing
through the Internet while | was
writing via the weblog (Facebook)
together with the WEWI model
such as knowledge about the topic
I was writing about or any other

information needed.

v 9 Yy 9

i Ao g 1 =
uﬂ‘Llﬂ’Nsllﬁialjﬁ’SHVH]'IL“]JUG]’ENWHHIEJU

o a =] {o o
ﬂlemumﬂaumaimmmzﬁaumau

asuden (Facebook) SaufuLLL

Aanssy WEWI model 1w doya

@ %

= Y A A 9 A A
NYINUNIVDNIVYU NIDVDYADU N

v 9

UABDINTT
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2
(=]
=D.

No.

MO

Statement

U/ a &
SAUANNAALH

Rating Scale

EXPERT’S

Rating Scale

1 0 -1

17.

| used the Internet sources such
as online dictionary and search
engine while writing via the
weblog (Facebook) together with
the WEWI model.

9 a AN~ [
lHiaTpelion1dUmMDIITa 13U

a‘__ae

o =

P A A g
ﬂ%umiaau”lauuazmiamaﬂum

)

v
=

[ <
Toia ﬂ]mgﬂQUL%ﬂanUa@ﬂ

2

(Facebook) sauAULLUNINTTY
WEWI model

18.

| tried to do my best when | wrote
via the weblog (Facebook)
together with the WEWI model
because | knew that my writing
would be published and the
audiences other than my

classmates might read my writing.

denueuaivaen (Facebook)

AULUUNINTTN WEWI model

Yt A 1 9

AUNWAVIUTAANGANTIZNNUJ

U

NNUAIUYBINUIZYNININT T

a9 A

a s < Ay 19 1
DUIADTIUA @1%11@@11!?]1&‘]%“1111%’

A Y = = v
Lwaucluwmwaummmm&mmamu

la

o
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=13
(o]
=D.

No.

MO

Statement

U/ a &
SAUANNAALH

Rating Scale

EXPERT’S

Rating Scale

1 0 -1

19.

| was proud to see my writing

published.

=2 a

¥ A d = @
gﬁﬂgu%wmmmmﬂum@mu

Lne

o

A Aa 1 < I
ANUNINILUNTUHLIVVABDN

20.

| paid more attention on my
writing when | wrote via the
weblog (Facebook) together with
the WEWI model outside of the

classroom.

9
[ %

AuadlaeunnUUe A UVEUAY

<3 J

VADNIINAVLULNINTTN WEWI

2
model HanYFUITeIU

21.

I have more confident to write
when | wrote via the weblog
(Facebook) together with the
WEWI model outside of

classroom.

[

= ) = E
aulanuiulalumseuunvuiie
AUVIUAIUAONI AUV UAINTTY

Y
WEW!I model wonwuizau
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Vol dom TAUANNAAIY EXPERT’S
) Rating Scale
No. Statement Rating Scale d
4 | 3|2 1 0 -1
22. (It was not difficult to use and
manage the weblog (Facebook).
m3lFnuuazquasamsnuuden
facebook) 11w lajenn
I liked peer group activity.
23. Iy} =) d’ 1 d‘
AUFDUNINTTUINOUFIVLND U
I liked suggestions and comments
received from my peer group via
the weblog (Facebook).
24. | . . .
Suoumuuziazmun lvau
Feuveasunnnguiiieunauden
(Facebook)
25. | The suggestions and comments

from my peer group were useful
for my writing.
muugiiazud lvnnnguiiouuea

v A

Jd = (%
aunﬂiﬂwuﬁmmwaumamu
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2
(=)
=D.

No.

CRLAREY

Statement

U/ a &
ITAUANNAALHU

Rating Scale

EXPERT’S

Rating Scale

1 0 -1

26.

Suggestions and comments from
the peer group helped me produce
a higher quality of writing.
funziuazudlvniouse iy
WIUYDINUFIIAUNAANUVIUUDY

[ YA dé‘
aulingumwavy

217.

In conclusion, writing via the
weblog (Facebook) together with
the WEWI model helped me
improve my writing quality.
Tasajludimsdeuasiuuden
(Facebook) 5auAULLUNINTTY
WEWI model $1alinudiouues

@

a 2
UUAUNWUINVY
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2
(=)
=D.

No.

CRLAREY

Statement

U/ a &
ITAUANNAALHU

Rating Scale

EXPERT’S

Rating Scale

1 0 -1

28.

In my holistic view, | think writing
via the weblog (Facebook)
together with the WEWI model
was very good and very useful for
practicing the process writing
beyond the classroom.

Tagn s auLdIRUANMIAUAY
Yuvden (Facebook) saunuLu
Aanssy WEWI model funnuazithy
Uz TeminemsAndums@ennuy

£
Lﬁuﬂigﬂﬁuﬂiiu@ﬂ%uGSHMTﬂ

29.

I liked learning English writing
more than ever, after | have
practiced the process writing via
the weblog (Facebook) together
with the WEWI model outside of

the classroom.

T UFOUITIUNTVGUNTHIBINGBUIN
é} 1 A Y] A o FI=y =\
YunIAN nasnnnu lalnmsdeu
HUUEIUNILUIUMIAILADN

(Facebook) 5auAuLLUNINTTY
WEWI model.
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STAUANNAAAY EXPERT’S
Yot Ao
. Rating Scale
Rating Scale b
No. Statement
4 | 3|2 1 0 -1
30. | After practicing the process

writing via the weblog (Facebook)
together with the WEWI model
outside of the classroom, | felt

writing was not very difficult.
wdanisuadnmadeunuiu
ATZUIUMIAIVABN (Facebook)
SAIUAVLVUNINT 5 WEWI model

Y v oa v 3’, ]
1an auﬂmmm%uuu"lmm
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Part 2: Comments and Suggestions

1. How did writing via the weblog (Facebook) together with the WEWI model help

you in producing your writing?
= < 1 o a 1 o a =
msWeuasuaen (Facebook) saunutuufenssy WEWI model sieotinAnyinananuidou

081415 (einanu lums@eueseialy)

2. In your opinion, was the WEWI model useful? And did it help you to produce a
higher quality of writing product? If yes, how? If no, why not?
WnfAnpAauuufans sy WEWI model @iz lominemsmouniely nazhanssuiienie
Y v K = 9 1 = A o Y = = = Lg A []
Idinaneansodon ldedlinumuniermlinudsuveuindnyligunwiunie l

2619'l5 95110

3. Did you like writing via the weblog (Facebook) together with the WEWI model?
Why or why not?

WnAnmveumsWenasnden (Facebook) sauAuuuuAInssy WEWI model 3ol

28191595110
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4, After practicing writing via the weblog (facebook) together with the WEWI model,
do you like learning English writing? Why or why not?

[ { [ I 1 o a
wa91ni Iadnmseunipsanguasuaen (Facebook) sauAutuunanssy WEWI model

Y v K = = @ A 1T A
" uﬂﬁﬂﬂ"l“lf@ﬂlifluﬂ1§HJEJ‘1!ﬂ1B"I@\1ﬂE]H‘Vi5@]13J DHUY

5. Please describe your feelings when you did the post test a while ago comparing to

writing via the weblog (Facebook) outside of the classroom.

v K o

Y v K a YR t:i zﬂl [ lg [ =\
1ﬁuﬂﬁﬂﬂ'l'f)‘ﬁ‘]J']fJﬂ'J']iJgﬁﬂ“Vluﬂﬁﬂ‘H']“I/I'IL!‘U‘UVlﬂﬁ'ﬂ‘lllil@ﬁﬂﬂguiﬂﬂl[ﬁﬂﬂﬂﬂﬂ’]ﬁﬂlﬂuaﬂ
Y

<
vaen (Facebook) wenwioiieu

6. Express your opinions or suggestions freely about practicing the process writing
outside of the classroom via the weblog (Facebook) together with the WEWI model.

Yo = A I ] ' T oA v A ) =& A
ﬂlﬁuﬂﬂﬂﬂ']L!ﬁﬂ\‘]ﬂﬁTNﬂﬂlﬁuL!azﬂl@Lﬁu@uugGI'N“‘]931\19633@]1“@]@Qﬂ’]ﬁlﬂﬂ?ﬂﬂﬂ’]ﬁp\lﬂlﬂlﬂu

<3 1 o a
wuuiuAszUIUMsasuasn (Facebook) saudutuufanssy WEWI model
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The Evaluation Form for the Guided Questions of Peer Review

Dear Experts,

This form is used to evaluate the guided questions for peer review to check
whether or not the questions are appropriate to be used for peer review in practicing

the writing process beyond the classroom together with the WEWI model.

Instructions:
Please read each question carefully and then check (v') in the rating box that

best describes your opinions. The criteria for rating your opinions are as follows:

1 = The statement is appropriate to be used as peer review guidelines and
clear for students to understand.

0 = The statement seems uncertain to be used as peer review guidelines
and not sure if it’s clear for students to understand.

-1 = The statement is not appropriate to be used as peer review and not

clear for students to understand.
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EXPERT’S
ef Rating Scale
Guidelines Statements
No. 1 0 -1
L Pre-writing Yuneum gy
11

Are there any sentences in your peer’s writing irrelevant

to the topic?

= = A Ay 1A 9 v v Y Aa
llﬂi$Tﬂﬂ{lﬂiu\‘l'}uL‘lJEJ“L!‘IJENLWﬂuﬂ“llllﬂﬂ’)‘ll@\iﬂﬂﬁﬁsll@ﬂwﬂu

vige'lai
1.2 |From 1.1 If yes, what irrelevant sentences do you want to
delete?
] Y A A Ay A g A 9 o Y
1090 1.1 o1l Hilsz Tealan linerdesiua.desnmsaasentig
1.3 |Are there any contents, details and information should be
added to your peer’s writing?
=~ dy = 9 Ad' A A a v 9 A d’
UleY1 gazatazvayadua NATIzaN Tuive e
=) A '
Weunse
1.4 |From 1.3 if yes, what contents, details and information do

you want to add?

Y A A

g = 9 A a A A a
D7 UUBUN iwazmamlazﬂlayaauﬂ@z‘li@ﬂﬂmi%zmumum

Tl
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EXPERT’S
ef Rating Scale
Guidelines Statements
NoO. 1 0 -1
2. | First Draft Writing: The revising stage

2.1

Y
c%

VUADUNUMIUNUAIUNT VTN

Content (aﬁam)

Is there an introduction sentence in your peer’s writing? If

not, suggest her/him.

=Y A = o A () ' o A Y A
\11‘11!1511ﬂu‘lJ@ﬂLWﬂuﬂJﬂi%IfJﬂuWﬁi@“lll ’E]']ulll uuzmmeu“lmeuﬂu

2.2

Is there a topic sentence? If not, suggest him/her.

=) A = 0 w A "9 =) o
\11‘“!,51]‘EJUBIIBQI,W’E]‘LJIIﬂigj‘c’lﬂsl,i]ﬂ’ﬂhﬁ1ﬂi‘gﬂi@hlh m”lwuﬁ.uuxm

9
nlideulse Tenlannudianil

2.3

From 2.2, if yes, is the topic sentence interesting? If not,

suggest him/her?

o ]

1ndo 2.2 51l sz Tealaanudraniaulanie la a1 luliuer.

g
Y

) d’ Y A Y A =1
uuzduwoulvmeulviviaulogeuy

2.4

Do you understand the topic sentence in your peer’s writing

clearly? If not, help him/her to write it clearer.

9 o @ =1 d’ ] o
uen lalsgTealaanudiagluaursuvouivotusgissamnu

A T Y 1q Y ' A = Yo A X
'ﬁi’f]ulll ﬂ'lul,ll leuﬁ.mmwaumauiwwmuawu
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EXPERT’S
ef Rating Scale
Guidelines Statements
NoO. 1 0 -1
2.5 |Does your peer’s writing paragraph contain more than one

main idea? If yes, help him/her to write only one main idea

in a paragraph.
dy = A & Y A o @ [
e lunusuveuneu Tunilsgeri leanudiaguinnn

wile w3e'ld 1517 uaaaiouud v liivae leanudnaden

2.6

Does your peer’s writing contain enough of supporting

details? If not, suggest him/her to add more.

= A =\ o =\ A [} 9 ] o
QTL!LGIJEJ‘LI‘IJENLW’BJ‘L!?J‘IJiziﬂﬂﬁuUﬁHuLWWW@ﬁiﬂ%\l m"lmmzm

A Y A A a
ouliiveuNAY

2.7

Are there any irrelevant sentences in your peers’ writing?

If yes, suggest her/him to delete.

] ] 9 i
=) ' 9 [ v Y =
sz Tealan lumeadoenuiinge e luaudsuyo ey

Y A

wiolu M ldsuuzinnoudaoon 11l

2.8

Is there a conclusion in your peer’s writing? If not, help

her/him to write a concluding sentence.

Tunudisuveaieuiitsz Tenaginielu s luliTiusuuzii

oueulsy Teaayil

2.9

From no. 2.8 if yes, is it a good conclusion? If not, help

her/him to write it better.

il imewdouilse Teaagianse i d1lu Ituuzinivowdou

)

]
U

pra—-]

Y
i

h]
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EXPERT’S
ef Rating Scale
Guidelines Statements
No. 1 0 -1
2.10

Organization msdaamauiem

Are the content organized in a logical order? If not, suggest

him/her.

a = o w dy = o w I a A [ ] Y
ummmmﬂmuamwaqamumummzﬂmswse"lu m"l,u GI,‘H

] A v o w g slddy
uuziuneuIaa A UIlov 1RAYY

211

Avre all the paragraphs organized in a logical order? If not,

suggest him/her.

Y
1 ] v o w o w I a 1
ﬂlull@]ﬁzﬂ@ﬁﬁ}']ﬁfﬂﬁﬂﬂﬁ']ﬂ'1.]Lﬁ@ﬁ?@l?ﬂﬁ?ﬂﬂﬂ?WNLﬂHﬂiﬂﬁ%ﬂqﬂ

Y ' Y o A v o w dy a)ddil
fﬂhlil Glmmzmmauﬂﬂmﬂmu@ﬁﬂ,wmu

2.12

Is each sentence in a paragraph well linked? If not, suggest
him/her.

dy J d' o Y| P v 9 ' 9y o d'
ovuaazilsz Tearou Toanuavse I a1 ly Idnuzdunou

= d' dal Qldé’
oo leartlavii 1vavy

2.13

Are there signal words in your peer’s writing? If not,

suggest him/her.

= A = Y . A v 9y 1 Y o
Nuleuveuiou 1ms 1% signal words vse 1 811 Tuugih

A Y .
ol signal words
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2
(=)
=D.

No.

Guidelines Statements

EXPERT’S

Rating Scale

1 0 -1

3.1

Second Draft Writing 4umsasiamu (The editing stage)

Do you find grammar errors such as tenses, verb forms, verb
agreements, nouns, pronouns, adverbs and adjectives? If yes,

suggest him/her.

a Y d A o Y
uﬁ.WL]Jﬂ'J']llW@Wﬁ’]@ﬂ’]qufﬂﬂimqﬂiaqu 1B AU Tenses EL]JSUEN
o A Yo A o o o o J o Aa t4
AINTY ﬂ’liclf’])'ﬂ’lﬂﬁﬂ'l AU ATTINUIN MAUANNUASANUAB Y

' v o ? Y Aq Y o A ya X
E]fJ’l\?@jﬂﬁ@\“lﬁ’l?JWﬁﬂhl'JEﬂﬂim amslm!,ugml;Wﬂuuﬁmlmclmeu

3.2

Do you find any sentence fragments? If yes, suggest him/her.

a ] Y A ' Y Aq Y o 1A
Uﬁ.WUﬂ']iLiEN‘]J§$IEJﬂTII‘hJQﬂﬁ@\iﬁﬁ@vlu ﬂjﬂiﬁlluzu“!ﬂlweu

woud 1

3.3

Do you find any misspellings? If yes, suggest him/her.

o Ay 1 9 A ' Y aq Y o A
uﬂ.W‘Uﬂﬁﬁ%ﬂﬂﬂWﬂlliJgﬂ@@\iﬁi@]lll muimm:mmau

3.4

Do you find punctuation errors such as periods, commas,
capitalization, abbreviations, apostrophes, brackets, hyphens

and dashes? If yes, suggest him/her.

ue, wuaNuAanatalums lsnTearueIssanouvise i

Il @ v Aa L 1 o 1 4 9o} <]
ﬂ']icl‘laf}i].ﬂ ADUUI ’f]ﬂ‘Hiﬁ'JWll“WGlﬂfg YD Lﬂ%ﬂ\iﬂﬂ?ﬂgﬂu1 Niay

@ Y

a 4 = Y o A A
LAaggaNInN D14 Glmmxmmaumauﬁ"’lﬂj
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EXPERT’S
ef Rating Scale
Guidelines Statements
NoO. 1 0 -1
3.5 | Are there any confusing or unclear words for you?

If yes, ask him/her for clarification.

A o o

{ 9 9 @ Vo VY 9 o
a1 ua. wn laduaunde livaunse lai a1 lduuzaih

A A Y A @ A d?
LW@u&wallfa{ulslﬂﬂlmﬂucﬁﬂﬁ]uﬂﬂﬂlu

3.6

Are there any words used in a wrong context?

If yes, help him/her.

Ao o JAq Ya a A = Y o A A
Nﬂ?ﬁWﬂﬂi‘HNﬂUiU%Wi@th 014 Glmmzmmamwauﬁ’"lm




Appendix G

Instruments: Pretest

Topic: My High School

Time: 1.5 hours (half an hour)

Instructions:

Write a paragraph to describe about your high school where you graduated, at

least 200 words or at least 20 sentences.
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Posttest

Topic: My Hometown

Time: 1.5 hours (half an hour)

Instructions:

Write a paragraph to describe about your hometown where you are from, at

least 200 words or at least 20 sentences.
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Guided Questions for Writing Reflective Journal

Instructions: Use the following questions as a guideline for writing a reflective

journal after finishing each weblog-based writing task.

No.

Questions

In your opinion, did writing via a blog together with the WEWI model help
you in practicing the process writing beyond the classroom or not? If yes,
how? If no, why not? Describe briefly.
] o o a ] = < J o Aa
Tuanumuveuindny nAnyAnd m3deuasuaensmnugluuufRINgsY
1 v =K = = 9 g’/ =) A 1
WEWI model $reinanelumsdnideunuumiunszuiumsuensuisounso i

061915 95110

Did writing via a weblog together with the WEWI model help you to
produce a higher quality of your writing product? If yes, how? If no, why
not?

inAnAams@euasudoniauduglunufenssy WEWI model 3201w
v =R a =) 1 = A ] Y ] 1 9 (BN} (BN}
unfAnywaanulsuedelgumnviely 1we ¥eediels arluse luvae

08145

Describe your feeling towards the practicing process writing via a weblog

together with the WEWI model, how you like or dislike it.

Y o a Y N Y <] ' [
Gl‘l”iuﬂﬁﬂ‘bl19ﬁﬂ1ﬂﬂ31h§§ﬂ§lﬁ]ﬂﬁ?]ﬂl"’lsjflullﬂﬂluuﬂigﬂﬁuﬂﬁﬁﬂ’ﬂﬁﬁ]ﬂi’nlﬂﬂﬂﬁ

Td1uuunns sy WEWI model mmindnyizeunse lusdiels




241

No.

Questions

Do you like to study English writing subject or like English writing after
studying writing via a weblog together with the WEWI model?

wa11ni 1dieumslioun1y10ngy Samnums I9gduuunnssy WEWI

9 = = = [ A (] 9y a
model tan uﬂﬂﬂ’]ﬁ‘ﬁ@ﬂliﬂuﬂﬁl‘uﬂuﬂ?HW@\‘]ﬂi}’HﬁﬁﬂlliJ TWosue

Please list problems you have faced when you practiced the process writing
out of class via a weblog together with the WEWI model.

= ' Ao =R Y A Y a A o = = ~
nyad@outlymeateg Mindne ldnuvse ldmFauiioindnuidnmsdiouuny

9 Y a 3 1 o 9 Aa
MUNTZVIUMIUBNTUTIUAIUADNTINAUMNT L5 YUV UAINTIWWEWI model

What are your suggestions towards practicing the process writing via a
weblog together with the WEWI model?

TinAny s uToIEURIUL A1 BE1DATEADNTHNNT WL LT

9
% < J o a
nIzUIUMIUENFUGEsuasudenimnums 1F3uuunnssy WEWI model
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The Questionnaire on Students' Satisfaction

towards Writing via a Weblog together with WEWI Model

Directions:

The questionnaire was designed to obtain information about students’
satisfaction in writing via a weblog together with the developed weblog-based English
writing instructional model (WEWI model) for practicing the process writing beyond
the classroom. Please answer the questions in this questionnaire honestly because
your responses do not affect your writing scores. The questionnaire consists of two
parts; part 1 and part 2. Please answer both parts. Read each item carefully, then check
(v) your opinion levels in the box which best describes your opinions in each
statement. The criteria for rating your opinions are as follows;

5 = strongly agree 2 = disagree 3 = uncertain

4 = agree 1 = strongly disagree

= v K d‘d A IS 1 [~ [
!!‘U'U'sTE)‘UE]”INﬂ'NNWQW’(’)‘l‘i]GU'ENHﬂﬂﬂ‘HTﬂNﬂi’)ﬂ1§!"llf]°l—!ﬂ1uﬂ1ﬁl'3‘u1.lﬁi’]ﬂ

o dw dy I 9 ~ o =3 = A =

MBI AUl Wumsaeunwdeyanednuanuiane lsveuindnyl Nlaen1sin

=\ Y] 9 Z’, =1 < 1 o a

WUNEIBIN UV VI UNTEVIUMIUNFUGoUAIIVVAONT WA VUDUAINTIN  WEWI

Y

model naNARUMUVAOUNIWEENATI ATan  wsizmImeunDUdeUn Wil ulinade

AzuuuveNinAnyAeg N la nuugounIWE 2 diu nsaneeumandIu ldinAnyieu

3 1 o 4 o a < @

MouAazTonaziuAseanNegn () MNITAUANNAATUYBIALBY TAUMS 1RAZILY
! v A v dy

ueagsEAl NAall

<3 ] [~ 1 [
HUAIEDIINN 2 = luiudoe 3 = Tumile

v
=

< [
UAY 1 = limiudaonge

5

4
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Part 1: Satisfaction towards Writing via a Weblog together with WEWI Model

AMOIN

{3
(o]
=).

szAUANNAMAY Rating Scale
No. Statement

1 | Writing via the weblog (Facebook)
together with the WEWI model was
useful for practicing the process
writing.

MIReUaILden (Facebook) saunu
uuVUAINTTH WEWI model fitlse Tomi

1 < = 9
V’]@ﬂ’]jV\lﬂﬂ’]jﬁlﬂuLLL]JL]JLUUﬂig‘U'Juﬂ'Ii

Writing via the weblog (Facebook)
together with the WEWI model was
useful for producing my writing

2 |product.

<] 1 @
mstusuasuasn (Facebook) sauny
suuvvfIns sy WEWI model 3

Jd a [Y]
152 TorinonsHANNUAIUVDIN

Writing via the weblog (Facebook)
together with the WEWI model
helped me when | faced problems

about vocabulary and spelling.

<3 1 o
M3teuasuaen (Facebook) sauny
sunuAINTIN WEWI model 5780y
A o oA Y o w 4
WenulymaumaniiazMsazna

fn
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2
(=)
=D.

No.

CRLAREY

Statement

szAUANNAMAY Rating Scale

Writing via the weblog (Facebook)
together with the WEWI model
helped me when | faced problems

about grammars and punctuations.

<] 1 @
m3tusuasuaen (Facebook) 5Ny
suuvvnInssy WEWI model 5381
d’ [ = 9 4
wenulidaymeau hensal uaz

Lﬂ%@ﬂﬁﬂ?ﬂ?iiﬂ@@u

Writing via the weblog (Facebook)
together with the WEWI model
helped me when | faced problems
about sentence structures and

sentence building.

~ I 1 1Y)
M3veUasvaen (Facebook) saunu
HVAINTIN WEWI model $1e9 1130

uiitdymdm Inseadelsy Teauas

msadalsz Ton
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2
(=)
=D.

No.

CRLAREY

Statement

szAUANNAMAY Rating Scale

Writing via the weblog (Facebook)
together with WEWI model helped me
when | faced problems about words
choice, appropriate words for meaning

and contexts.

[ ' o A
MIAeuaIUaeNn 3N JUNUVAINTTY
WEW!I model seoawuionuiidayniins
= Yo Y @

@on g iz aunuanumineuas

VLN

Writing via the weblog (Facebook)
together with the WEWI model helped
me when I didn’t have enough
knowledge about the topic | wrote

about.

<] 1 @
msusuasuaen (Facebook) sauny
sUuuufans sy WEWI model 1994 tilo
v Yy A A ) (=
dunannuirselinnug luiieane

= v o Y Aa
NYINUNIVONIVYU
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2
(=)
=D.

No.

CRLAREY

Statement

szAUANNAMAY Rating Scale

Writing via the weblog (Facebook)
together with the WEWI model helped
me when | was not sure how to correct
my writing.

msieuasuien (Facebook) saumy
syuuuAINTII WEWI model aesuiile

aulinlalumsud lv e uvesnuo

Writing via the weblog (Facebook)
together with the WEWI model, helped
me to understand the stages of process

writing better.

<3 J @
MIWEUAIVADN (Facebook) 3INAY
sUnuuAINTsH WEWI model 36w
9

9
m“lwumumsﬁmumeﬁ’umzmumi

ok
QRINE!
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e
=]
=h.

CRLAREY

Statement

szAUANNAMAY Rating Scale

10.

Writing via the weblog (Facebook)
together with the WEWI model
helped me to write in a step-by-

step manner easily.

<] 1 @
Mseuasuasn (Facebook) saunu
suuvvnanssy WEWI model %78
Yo A g = 1
TARUAUsUMNTUADUMTVHUAI

Y1 da!
Taaeaiu

11..

Writing via the weblog (Facebook)
together with the WEWI model
helped me when I didn’t have
enough knowledge in each stage of
the process writing.

<3 1 @
Msweuasvasn (Facebook) sauny
siuvvnanssy WEWI model %7e
duilenuanug lunszuaums

Y
AU LAAZIUNDY
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e
=]
=h.

101N

Statement

szAUANNAMAY Rating Scale

12.

Writing via the weblog (Facebook)
together with the WEWI model
was useful for practicing the
process writing outside of the

classroom.

MIReUaIVaN (Facebook) sunu
suuuvfanssy WEWI model 3
Y3z Tomilumsinelums ey

9 ¥ a
ITHUNIZUIUNTUBDNYULTYU

13.

The activities in the WEWI model
were easy to understand and not
confusing.
VuneudvnssuluVAINTTY

WEWI model tih1adeliduau

14.

| liked practicing the process
writing via the blog (Facebook)
together with the WEWI model

outside of the classroom

@ =) = 9
AUFDUMTHNMTVIULUTIY

<
NszUIUMsIasvasn (Facebook)

FWAVLUVAINTTY WEWI model
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Vol Mo . o _
syauANNAMiY Rating Scale
No. Statement
4 3 2 1

15. |1 enjoyed writing English when 1

wrote via the weblog (Facebook)

together with the WEWI model.

AUAYNAUIUNUMIAVIUNIHIOING Y

desuidouasuien (Facebook)

FWAVLVVNINTTH WEWI model
16. |1 searched for other useful

information needed for my

writing through the Internet while |
was writing via the weblog
(Facebook) together with the
WEWI model such as knowledge
about the topic or any other

information needed.

v Y v 9 A Ao g ~
ﬂuﬂumwagaaumuﬂuﬂmmmau

o a =] Ao A
VYDINUIINOUABDTIUAVML NN UG
<] ' o
asvuaen (Facebook) saunuuuy
Aanssy WEWI model 1w doya
= v o Y A A A 9 A A
INYINUNIVONWYY HIOVDYADU N

AUADINT
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Vol GRLREY . o _
syauANuAMiY Rating Scale
No. Statement
4 3 2 1
17. |l used the Internet resources such

as online dictionary and search
resources while writing via the
weblog (Facebook) together with
the WEWI model.
@ Y A A a =] ]
AulHaToloN DU TN 131
I A oA
wauynsueou latiazinsoailo
) Y 9 Ao o <
AUANVOYR VUSNAULVIUAIVADN
(Facebook) sauAULLUNINTTY
WEWI model

18.

| tried to do my best when | wrote
via the weblog (Facebook)
together with the WEWI model
because | knew that my writing
would be published and the
audiences other than my

classmates might read my writing.

dienuouaivaen (Facebook)

AULUUNINTTN WEWI model

ﬁldd' v 9

Auneesuliangamsgnug
NNUAIUYBINUIZYNININT 1Y

a J < A A A 19 v
dumesiinevligeuaua i luly

A Y = ' = o
oulureaFououUsUYDIRY

L

o




251

Yo Ao
> a =3 -
syauANNAMiY Rating Scale
No. Statement
4 3 2 1

19. | I'was proud to see my writing

published.

v YR a A 2 ~ Y]

ugﬁﬂguiwmmmmaumamu

A A o 1 < <

ANUWHSLNTVUIVUADN
20. | I paid more attention on my

writing when | wrote via the

weblog (Facebook) together with

the WEW!I model outside of the

classroom.

% gJJ = Lg d‘ % =

auaa lagunIUILoR UL A

VARNTINAVULUAINTTHWEWI

model won¥uise
21. |l have more confident to write

when | wrote via the weblog
(Facebook) together with the
WEWI model outside of the

classroom.

[

= ) = E
aulanuiulalums@euunvuiie
AUAVIUAIUAONI AUV UAINTTY

9
WEWI model uanyuisau
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Vol GRLREY . o _
syauANNAMiY Rating Scale
No. Statement
4 3 2 1
22. |t was not difficult to use and

manage the weblog (Facebook).

9y @ Y <
mﬂﬂmmuaz@uamm‘jﬂuua’aﬂ

(Facebook) 11u'lsjenn

23.

I liked peer group activity.

AUOUNINTTUINDUFIBINOL

24,

I liked suggestions and comments
received from my peer group via

the weblog (Facebook).

FUFBUMLULIALNITUD 1T

AenvesiuNNAUINaUN1IUADN
(Facebook)

25.

The suggestions and comments
from my peer group were useful
for my writing.

Auuziiwazud lvannguiouves

v A

d 1 = v
wNYse Tesinon g uveIn
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2
(=)
=D.

No.

CRLAREY

Statement

szAUANNAMAY Rating Scale

26.

Suggestions and comments from
the peer group helped me produce
a higher quality of writing.
suniuazudlvnndiioude sy
WIUYDINUFIIAUNAANUVIUUDY

v YA di!
auldNnumngauy

27.

In conclusion, writing via the
weblog (Facebook) together with
the WEWI model helped me to
improve my writing quality.
Tasarziudrmsdiouasiuuden
(Facebook) 5auAuLLUNINTTY
WEW! model 11811 91muiiouves

[

a 2
UUAUNWUINVY
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2
(=)
=D.

No.

CRLAREY

Statement

szAUANNAMAY Rating Scale

28.

In my holistic view, I think writing
via the weblog (Facebook)
together with the WEWI model
was very good and very useful for
practicing the process writing
outside of the classroom.
TAgMNIIWUAIRUAANMNMTVEUAY
Uuvden (Facebook) FauAuILY
nanssu WEWI model aunua
hualsz Tenidemsdndunison
wnunIzIumsuensuizewiiy

2619110

29.

I liked learning English writing
more than ever, after | have
practiced the process writing via
the weblog (Facebook) together
with the WEWI model outside of

the classroom.

MUY VITIUNTAVGUNTHIOINGHUIN
da! 1T A (% d' 1Y F1=y =
YunIuay vasnnnau ladnnsidiou
<
HUVIUNSLUIUMSAIVADN

(Facebook) 5auAuLLUNINTTY
WEWI model
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Vol GRLREY . o _
syauANNAMiY Rating Scale
No. Statement
4 3 2 1
30. | After practicing the process

writing via the weblog (Facebook)
together with the WEWI model
outside of the classroom, | felt,

writing was not very difficult.
wdnisuadnmadeunuriu
ATZUIUMIAIVABN (Facebook)
SAIUAVLVVNINT 5 WEWI model

Y v oa v 3’, ]
1an auﬂmmm%uuu"lmm
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Part 2: Comments and Suggestions

1. How did writing via the weblog (Facebook) together with the WEWI model help

you in producing your writing?
= < 1 ] a 1 a ~
M3weuasvasn (Facebook) saunuuuunnssy WEWI model siglumsnanaiuen

v =X ]
VO NINANY10819 15

2. In your opinion, was the WEWI model useful? And did it help you to produce a
higher quality of writing product? If yes, how? If no, why not?
WnAnpAauuufans sy WEWI model @lulsz Tominemsmounsely azfanssuiiegie
Y v K = 9 1 = A o Y = = = da! = []
IdinAneansodon ldedslinanmnienlinudsuveuinAnligunwiunie 1

061915 95110

3. Did you like writing via the weblog (Facebook) together with the WEWI model?
Why or why not?

WnAnyveumsiWeouasuden (Facebook) sauAuuuuAInssy WEWI model 3ol

28191505110
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4, After practicing writing via the weblog (Facebook) together with the WEWI
model, do you like learning English writing? Why or why not?

[ { [ I 1 o a
wa91ni Iadnmseunipsanguasuaen (Facebook) sauAutuunanssy WEWI model

Y v K = = @ A 1T A
" uﬂﬁﬂﬂ"l“lf@ﬂlifluﬂ1§HJEJ‘1!ﬂ1B"I@\1ﬂE]H‘Vi5@]13J DHUY

5. Please describe your feelings when you did the post test a while ago comparing to

writing via the weblog (Facebook) outside of the classroom.

v K o

Y v K a YR t:i zﬂl [ lg [ =\
1ﬁuﬂﬁﬂﬂ'l'f)‘ﬁ‘]J']fJﬂ'J']iJgﬁﬂ“Vluﬂﬁﬂ‘H']“I/I'IL!‘U‘UVlﬂﬁ'ﬂ‘lllil@ﬁﬂﬂguiﬂﬂl[ﬁﬂﬂﬂﬂﬂ’]ﬁﬂlﬂuaﬂ
Y

<
vaen (Facebook) wenwioiieu

6. Express your opinions or suggestions freely about practicing the process writing
outside of the classroom via the weblog (Facebook) together with the WEWI model.

Yo = A I ] ' T oA v A ) =& A
ﬂlﬁuﬂﬂﬂﬂ']L!ﬁﬂ\‘]ﬂﬁTNﬂﬂlﬁuL!azﬂl@Lﬁu@uugGI'N“‘]931\19633@]1“@]@Qﬂ’]ﬁlﬂﬂ?ﬂﬂﬂ’]ﬁp\lﬂlﬂlﬂu

<3 1 o a
wuuiuAszUIUMsasuasn (Facebook) saudutuufanssy WEWI model




Appendix H

Guided Questions for Peer Review

Instructions: Use the following questions as a guideline for reviewing your friend’s

writing and giving feedback.

e
©
=)

Guidelines Statements

Pre-writing Yuneum gy
11 Are there any sentences in your peer s writing irrelevant to the topic?
sz Tenlaluam@ouveaitewi liferTeatuiiden@ounie i

1.2 |From 1.1 If yes, what irrelevant sentences do you want to delete?
1ndo 1.1 91l U1lsz Tealan linerdeanue.dosnsdasoniing

1.3 | Are there any contents, details and information should be added to your peer’s
writing?

a X = 9 A A A a v Y a A a A 1

UIUDNN iTﬂﬁZL@ﬂﬂLLﬁgﬂJ@y’ﬁ@uﬂ‘VIﬂ’JiﬂZLWiJmllﬂluTi’JGIJ’E)TILW?JuLGUEJUWﬁﬂllﬂJ

1.4 |From 1.3 if yes, what contents, details and information do you want to add?
Y ! ' 1
il Tiilov 1eaziBeauazdeyadug oz lsdnninisazinu@uas i
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Yo

Guidelines Statements
No.
2. |First Draft Writing: The revising stage

Y 1 )
VUADUNUMIUN AU VT 1IN

Content (sﬁ?@m)

2.1 |Is there an introduction sentence in your peer’s writing? If not, suggest her/him.
=Y A = o A [ ' o A Y A

gy aieuiidse Teatnse lu a1 1d uuziuiveulddeou

2.2 |Is there a topic sentence? If not, suggest him/her.
nuAisuveuiiouiilsy Tealaanwdwamseld o luTuauugiuiouldiou)ss Ton
Taanwudinny

2.3 |If yes (from2.2), is the topic sentence interesting? If not, suggest him/her?
1nte 2.2 M1 sz Tealvanudagranlanieli 11019 ua. uuziuioulvidiou

i Y

T legevu

2.4 | Do you understand the topic sentence in your peer’s writing clearly? If not, help
him/her to write it clearer.
uet. i lvlsg Tealannudirglunudeuveunousgradamunie lu 61l 19 us.
1 d‘ = Y v A dg!
S PR TR AR L IR IENETAN)

2.5 |Does your peer’s writing paragraph contain more than one main idea? If yes,
help him/her to write only one main idea in a paragraph.
dy = A & Y A o o U = G v 9 q Y
iomlunudsuveaiouluniisdonth Jlannudinguinnimil wie bi 41114

1 d’ Y =) o w S

udt. Hroieund lvlinunae lianudnadon

2.6 |Does your peer’s writing contain enough of supporting details? If not, suggest

him/her to add more.

~ A ~ o ~ A VY ' o A Y A A a
\1’]1!1"1]8]1!"1]@\1I,W?jullﬂ3$IﬂﬂﬁuﬂﬁgulWﬂﬁW@’ﬁﬁ@qN ﬂ']lllllluzu“W@uiﬂlmﬂulWNlﬁN
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y
Yan
Guidelines Statements
No.
2.7 | Are there any irrelevant sentences in your peers’ writing? If yes, suggest

her/him to delete.

v 9

= A A 9 % v Y dy = A A aq Yo o
3J1J5$Iﬂﬂiﬂ‘ﬂuhllﬂﬂﬁ%@\?ﬂﬂ‘ﬂﬁ‘u@ mem‘lmmwﬂummmauma”ln il lvimuueii

oudnoan

2.8

Is there a conclusion in your peer’s writing? If not, help her/him to write a

concluding sentence.

Tunudisuveuiiouiidss Tenagilusela a1 lusil ua. uuziinioudouiss Toaagl

2.9

From no. 2.8 if yes, is it a good conclusion? If not, help her/him to write it
better.

) A 1

il iewdouilse Toaagianselu a1l Ifuuzinivewdoulvauu

2.10

Organization ms3amauem

Are the content organized in a logical order? If not, suggest him/her.

~ = o w dy ~ o w < a A v 9 v Y o A v o w
llﬂ']il‘ifl\‘]ﬁ'lﬂﬂlu’f]ﬁ'lliﬂﬁaW@U@WNﬂUWNLﬂH%ﬁ@WﬁE]]lM i‘l'lvlll 1WL!H$‘L!']LW’E]H%@€T]W]J

dy Sldé'
e lvavu

2.12

Are all the paragraphs organized in a logical order? If not, suggest him/her

' ] 9 v o w -4 o w < a v 9 v Y ] 4
Glul,mazﬂawmflmi%@ammﬁamﬁmm@ummLﬂuﬁ]iw%uln ﬂ'lllll Glm!,uzmgﬁau

[ [

o o & e
aaauer lvavy

2.13

Is each sentence in a paragraph well linked? If not, suggest him/her

dy 1 A v A A v 9 1 9y o A = A dy Y
ovmuaazilss Teaou Toanuanse I 114 Tduuzdunou@sudrou Touiloni1va
Y

=<
YU
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y
UDIN
Guidelines Statements
No.
2.13 | Are there signal words in your peer’s writing? If not, suggest him/her

a ] a Y - A T Yy 1qy o A Y .
Nulsuveuiion Uns 1y signal words w3e i 1'la Tduuginioulsd signal words

3. |Second Draft Writing 4umsaslamu (The editing stage)

Do you find grammar errors such as tenses, verb forms, verb agreements,
3.1

nouns, pronouns, adverbs and adjectives? If yes, suggest him/her.

a Y Jd A 1 1 k) o a2 Yo a2
udt. wuaNuAana1na1u lensainse 1 wu du tenses goadingen mslgainge
Mum Massnu Maudnitazmimesiodegnassnmanlensal S 1w
uuzdiudiound lvlvauu

3.2 | Do you find any sentence fragments? If yes, suggest him/her.
ud. numsisealse Tead ligndeanie lu il Iduuzihuniewiveud lu
3.3 |Do you find any misspellings? If yes, suggest him/her.
o AAa A " 9 Aq Y o A
uel. WuMsaEnamnAanIe lu 915 Inugiiuilou
3.4 | Do you find punctuation errors such as periods, commas, capitalization,

abbreviations, apostrophes, brackets, hyphens and dashes? If yes, suggest

him/her.

ud. wuaNwAanaa lums lasoanuedssaneuni e I 1wu Mslege AoN1 onys

v

v A o 1" o 1 A %,‘ I a Y A Y o A A
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e
=]
=h.

Guidelines Statements
No.

3.5 | Are there any confusing or unclear words for you?
If yes, ask him/her for clarification.
Hennin 1 ua. i laduauns e ludanune i 613 Tduuzaiuivoumeud lulideu

¥ Y
I TR TRY

3.6 | Are there any words used in a wrong context? If yes, help him/her.
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Appendix |

Weblog-Based English Writing Tasks

Weblog-Based English Writing Task 1

Topic: My Favorite Places

Objective: Students are able to write a descriptive paragraph about the given title.

Instructions: Write a paragraph to describe about one of your favorite places.

Minimum Requirements:

1. Post your own photo about the place where you have been to. (You must appear
on the photo.)

2. Describe the places, things, situations and your feeling about the photo.

3. Write at least 200 words or at least 20 sentences.

4. Complete this task including peer review within 2 weeks.

Scoring Criteria: ESL Composition Profile (Writing Rubric)
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Examples of Students’ Writing Appearing on the Weblog

Task 1: One of My Favorite Places

One of My Favorite Places (Final Draft)

Friday, February 10, 2012

My Holiday at Ayutthaya Floating Market

I have been to many beautiful places in my life. But one of my favorite places was Ayothaya floating market. I like
this place with four reasons. Firstly, it was my holiday. Even though, I had one day holiday but it made me relaxed,
enjoyable and happy. Secondly, I went there with my friends; there were Ao, Joomyung, and me. We walked
around the marke...

View Full Note. Like .

One of My Favorite Places (Third Draft

Wednesday, February 8, 2012

My Favorite Place

For me, my holiday is a very nice day. I went to Ayothaya floating market in Ayutthaya where’s my favorite place.
Even though, my holiday had one day but it made me relax, enjoyable and happy. Firstly, I went with my friends;
there were Ao, Joomyung, and me. We had a lot of fun because we walked around the market, shopping, eating
and drinking. The ...

View Full Note. Like .

’ Teacher Feedback: topic szylvitiaiauindivy/ de. Intro wavhqlusisasiAmaasdu topicuaniiavn da
favorite place 12iu I have been to many beautiful places in my life./ 1e.topic sentence.. But one of my favorite places
was....Aluu aenaanuvinludenay i dufunea lddusiau I like this place with three reasons.

First...See More
February 9, 2012 at 10:56pm . Like




One of My Favorite Places (Second Draft

Monday, February 6, 2012

My Favorite Place

For me, my holiday is a very nice day. I went to Ayothaya floating market where’s my favorite place is. Even
though, my holiday had one day but it made me relax, enjoyable and happy. Firstly, I went with my friends;
there are Ao, Joomyung, and me at Ayothaya floating market in Ayutthaya. We have a lot of fun. We walked
around eating, d ...

View Full Note. Like .

Peer A: a1 peer unsuiin avug LAIaug Ayothaya floating market wauaa asasiaunsiaslal pronoun ay Ayothaya
floating market has fresh air and tasty food.<<<<< @131 tasty «flu adj. saf v be usilsylaafifusolvifiie
1 lAau v2 asuzidrin gl v2 vaaisaas aslataussidviuiianmaan 1}

February 7, 2012 at 4:19pm . Like

Peer B. L@3nug There were tasty food ife1 We ate ice cream together 1117 tRauquasinisaas &5 12 pronounsta

WialdW v2 afingqq quad 88 nvinuaadis Tualausd.ialEan
February 8, 2012 at 3:10pm . Like

Writer: thankqq ugde aauaufssasiivnulvioumasazsadgudn
February 8, 2012 at 5:16pm . Like . 1

Writer: Lol 88

February 8, 2012 at 5:59pm . Like

One of My Favorite Places (First Draft)

Saturday, February 4, 2012

My Favorite Place
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For me, my holiday is a nice day. I went to Ayothaya float market where’s my favorite place is. My holiday makes

me relax, enjoyable and happy. Firstly, I went with my friends; there are Ao, Joomyung, and me at Ayothaya
float market in Ayuthaya, shopping and eating ice cream. We saw a lot of things around. We have a lot of fun.

We walked arou...

View Full Note . Like .




266

Peer A: ay peer wsvug ilavnTa Ayut(thaya <<< &ue t Snsauflous floating market ugtdn

dWavuese udladasiiauguaniuuskauaais sunguu nasinaanuaindnaEl o, iduliile my holiday

is a very nice day #ile'lsis 88 Usziea topic ok uzusiiiavndousTaazditug Windudnmias Wisdnfqnuauiauga
dnvian §...See More

February 5, 2012 at 6:43pm . Like

Peer B: @59 el my holiday it makes me relax, enjoyable and happy. aasi&euLilu Even though, my holiday
had one day but it made me relax, enjoyable and happy. (aa.nsudiauis aasrug) waminAanssudssaduie
ugamamihaNNassaaduine Auatnadu usauas audlan 88 daildie sunsingg Senely @anld
nuaLsae aa Al ...See More

February 5, 2012 at 8:59pm . Like

Writer: Thanksssss usidutl peer iflavnazuy 88 usiiauriosas peer unmindiase usosaqq
February 5, 2012 at 10:09pm . Like

Peer A: a1 fa peer llusuiaadv Aviuusndanulilaase aaeadagqqdae
February 6, 2012 at 11:39am . Like

One of My Favorite Places (Free Writin

Thursday, February 2, 2012

My Holiday
For me, my holiday is a nice day. My holiday makes me relax, enjoyable and happy. Firstly, I went with my

friends; there are Ao, Joomyung, and me at Ayothaya float market. It made me relax and enjoyable because we
walked around in the Ayothaya float market in Ayuthaya, shopping and eating ice cream. We saw a lot of things

around. We hav ...

View Full Note . Like .

Peer A: WiauBiaufidnnim wanad a1 vin'lurauiduiusein topic vanifugauiisizausiin
Peer B. iaTausiizduiadn dawiam Wifmdasduaauiinszavdsdaaa Willulamnuaday
wgnadnfianian

February 2, 2012 at 8:13pm . Like
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Weblog-Based English Writing Task 2

Topic: One of My Free-time Activities

Objective: Students are able to write a descriptive paragraph about the given title.

Instructions: Write a paragraph to describe one of your free-time activities you like

to do or you have done.

Minimum Requirements:

1. Post your own photo about a free-time activity you like to do or you have done.
(You must appear on the photo.)

2. Describe the activity, things, situations and your feeling about the photo.

3. Write at least 200 words or at least 20 sentences.

4. Complete this task including peer review within 2 weeks.

Scoring Criteria: ESL Composition Profile (Writing Rubric)
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Examples of Students’ Writing Appearing on the Weblog

Task 2: One of My Free Time Activities

One of My Free Times Activities (Final Draft)

Monday, February 20, 2012

It's amazing to have a free time activity leading to professional career. I liked playing the guitar with my
friends very much in our free times when we studied at a high school in Srisaket. My friends and I loved the
guitar, songs and music. We played and trained a lot when we had free times because we had a lot of fun and
happiness. Our band n...

View Full Note . Like .

One of My Free Times Activities (Third Draft)

Saturday, February 18, 2012

The picture makes feel good because it was my first showed of me and my friends in a small restaurant. I and my
friend liked to play guitar in free times very much because we love guitar, songs and music. We played in free
times after school and weekend. We played and trained a lot. Guitar was our favorite activity. When I look at this I

will miss many thi...

View Full Note . Like .

A Teacher Feedback: viuaasud.qé ie.intro a1agok wsindsuiullf free time activity aavidingaay

n&a134 v It's amazing to have a free time activity leading to professional career tWs1gITue.
Wwudansauin'ldgnsilufiaandw; topic sentence wiuisrauauiasiarvaunamfuauiuangdwlsidu

I liked pl... See More

February 19, 2012 at 9:47pm . Like

?’ 1329 grammars; makes feel = makes me feel; my first showed of me = the first show of mine w3a my first
show with friends// show = noun// a3adauassiasd article// wmﬁammmsmﬁmuwum past tense = v2 i&ua
a53uda// My friends and I = WiAasdaudunaudaananfeauias// check typing wargrammars daiaulurowiin

auflumInas...See More

February 19, 2012 at 9:59am . Like
Writer: aauaaiasu

February 20, 2012 at 11:48am . Like
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One of My Free Times Activities (Second Draft)
Friday, February 17, 2012

The picture makes feel good because it was my first showed of me and my friends in a small restaurant. I and my
friend liked to play guitar very much in free time because we love guitar, songs and music. We played in free time
after school and weekend. We played and trained a lot. Guitar was our favorite activity. When I look at this photo

I will miss many t...

View Full Note . Like .
Peer A: fiaf danzuide quasuiitazuy unsuwiitwafvadailuzras2 We was studied together in Sisaket Wittayalai

School but we were not roommate. 11l&auilu We studied together in Sisaket.
February 17, 2012 at 8:48pm . Like

Peer A: A1 vioce aznafinay flu voice uanihninazlawsiay
February 17, 2012 at 8:56pm . Like

Peer B: 1inazug Our brand name is 4B because we have B in name of everyone. Band 1ilu brand o atn&u
v2 11 adh&u
February 17, 2012 at 10:51pm . Like

Writer: Thank you ug usigriau #1499 band wilaineausd asuuy idinana tlauan
February 18, 2012 at 5:56pm . Like

An audience beyond classroo: fiatfiauvinluie
February 18, 2012 at 6:16pm . Like

Writer: 1de asinuiu vinoudvananseiia
February 18, 2012 at 6:22pm . Like

An audience beyond classroom: Tnaqqq Aase
February 18, 2012 at 6:27pm . Like
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One of My Free Times Activities (First Draft)

Tuesday, February 14, 2012

The picture makes feel good. When I look at this I will miss many things in the past. This picture was the first

showed of me and my friends in a small restaurant. This picture taken in the last year when I have summer of high
school. I liked to play guitar with friend in free time because we love guitar. We love music, singing and dance.
Every weekend, after sc...

View Full Note . Like .

Peer A: fiflavnasudiu wsiinug Uszlaatopic uzwidaasuy sdaudas free time 3is1vinassa 1y waulay
Ansiannaday wszagdy dhasie sduiaming Wanaludaodfeddu 88 aagqq

February 15, 2012 at 8:40pm . Like

Peer B: Aatunazlaug vanrzauinsnaniulsyioatamnusdsy vitlutay senaanuaus ay'lsilhidadag

win'lus Alndaaanuy usiAadyl avlaay
February 15, 2012 at 11:47pm . Like
Writer: Thank you ug

February 17, 2012 at 5:23pm . Like

One of My Free Times Activities (Free Writing)

Sunday, February 12, 2012

The picture makes feel good. When I look at this I will miss many things in the past. This picture was the first
showed of me and my friends in a small restaurant. This picture taken in the last year when I have summer of high
school. I played guitar with friend in free time because we love guitar. Every weekend and after school I and my

friends train to pl...

View Full Note . Like .

Peer A: fillavnasudiuuzarlausdiug wasasmauauAafiinaslatausy wiravglvdninausa’ll
February 13, 2012 at 11:40am . Like

Peer B: ug3fi Aadnfiay druanivinluzauiauAandaoasdiinduus
February 13, 2012 at 4:56pm . Like

Writer: wéiodq9q

February 14, 2012 at 6:29pm . Like
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Weblog-Based English Writing Task 3

Topic: Free Topic
Objective: Students are able to write a descriptive paragraph about a place, a person,

an activity, or an event according to their interests.

Instructions: Choose a free writing topic depending on your own interest. Then write

a paragraph to describe about the chosen topic.

Minimum Requirements:

1. Post your own photo related to your chosen topic. (You must appear on the
photo.)

2. Write a descriptive paragraph to describe about a place, a person, an activity
related to your posted photo.

3. Write at least 200 words or at least 20 sentences.

4. Complete this task including peer review within 2 weeks.

Scoring Criteria: ESL Composition Profile (Writing Rubric)
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Examples of Students’ Writing Appearing on the Weblog

Task 3: Free Choose Topic

Free Choose Topic (Final Draft)
Friday, March 2, 2012

My Memorable Photo at Dream World

This photo is one of my memorable photo, which makes me feel so good and so happy. I always feel very happy
when I look at this photo. It was taken in front of the Love Garden at Dream Word two weeks ago. There are three
people in this photo; my friend, me and my boyfriend. I remember this day together with him and my friend. We

walked around th ...

View Full Note . Like .

Free Choose Topic (Third Draft)
Tuesday, February 28, 2012

My Memorable Photo at Dream World

This picture makes me good and happy. I feel very happy when I look at this photo. We were taken in Love Garden
at Dream Word last two weeks ago. There are three people in this photo and there is only a man on this photo. He
is my boyfriend. I remember this day together with him and my friend. We walk around Love Garden. We looked so

happy on the pho...

View Full Note . Like .

’ Teacher Feedback 1. 91uzasud. Taasiuuaigdunn fasuasdisznay e, introduction & wsimdsiiulali topic
Aannsiilu memorable photo. 12fu This is one of my memorable . I feel very happy when I look at this photo. = 1le.
wsniflu e, intro da. Wisasiilu topic sentence ... supporting details anuunlviiTuayu topic sentence adsiulzan
...See More
March 2, 2012 at 10:34pm e Like
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Free Choose Topic (Second Draft)

Sunday, February 26, 2012

My Memorable Photo at Dream World

This picture so make me good and happy. I feel very happy when I look at this photo. We were taken in Love
Garden at Dream Word last two week ago. There are three people in this photo. There is only a man on this photo.
He is my boyfriend. I remember this day together with him and my friend. We walk around Love Garden. We look

so happy on the ...

View Full Note . Like .
Peer A: We were taken in Love Garden at Dream World last two week. ais9 last two week siutflunisuaniiaiisiu

FIMINLEINE LA NNAZLEN ago Tdasaving last two week uag two week = weeks ago? uaifanseilsziaaduna ok
waIuray

February 27, 2012 at 7:29pm e Like

Writer: aaulady

February 27, 2012 at 8:56pm e Like

Peer B: @1 nilsz1aad This picture so make me good and happy. n3tn make wnagiéu s feay

1s¥1am There is pink chair on the left. a pink chair ffaa3ue I like to see this beautiful things. g this fu things &n
7iug 1@ this U1aziil...See More

February 27, 2012 at 10:42pm e Like

Writer: taa 1o

February 27, 2012 at 11:22pm e Like

Peer B: There are three people in this photo. There is only a man on this photo. 513&assyTaatiisnininassiundu

@'l tflu There are three people in this photo and there is only a man on this photo.
February 27, 2012 at 11:36pm e Like

Writer: 8u....2aulady

February 27, 2012 at 11:45pm e Like
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Free Choose Topic (First Draft)

Friday, February 24, 2012

My Memorable Photo at Dream World

This picture so make me good and happy. I feel very happy when I look at this photo. We were taken in Love
Garden at Dream Word last two week. There are a lot of landscapes at the Dream World. There are three people in
this photo. There is only a man on this photo. We looked so happy on the photo. We smiled and posted for photo.

In the picture you...

View Full Note . Like .

Peer A: is13taziuiianAmAuderiaauinly Dream World éaauzss I like __ alot/ very much dszanauiiay
February 25, 2012 at 7:21pm . Like

Writer: aauqaan

February 25, 2012 at 8:16pm . Like

Peer B: luawifiae isaseiulaaylsunnilge Auanfuduiasdy frulselaad There are a lot of landscape at Dream

World. sfusndusgvineviisardonafouanalunwugds wnasyadoyanalviasanau usdraawaidas landscape fisfe?
February 25, 2012 at 10:19pm . Like

Writer: 3¢ iifdseriulanuillsieleds (saidu)

February 26, 2012 at 7:29pm . Like
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Free Choose Topic (Free Writing)
Thursday, February 22, 2012

My Memorable Photo at Dream World

This picture so make me good and happy. I feel very happy when I look at this photo. We were taken in Love
Garden at Dream Word last two week. There are a lot of landscapes at the Dream World. There is only a man on
this photo. We looked so happy on the photo. In the picture you can see a lot of plants around and pink flowers
around which ma...

View Full Note . Like .

Peer A: is13tnaziuiianAmAuderiaaunly Dream World daauzss I like __ alot/ very much dszanauiiay
February 23, 2012 at 5:48pm . Like

Writer: ‘liidasvindusaliliuay

February 23, 2012 at 6:41pm . Like

Peer B: i@ wiiuin adsuifiamndnugsy

February 23, 2012 at 8:52pm . Like

Writer: sauqaman

February 24, 2012 at 5:11pm . Like




Appendix J

Tables of Students Need Analysis Questionnaire Result

Table 4.1 Students’ background information

Students’ background information n =60 %
. Gender
Male 10 16.70
Female 50 83.30
. Age
18 17 28.30
19 40 66.70

. Computer ownership

Yes 57 95.00

No 3 5.00

. Using the Internet at home

Yes 57 95.00

No 3 5.00




Table 4.1 (Continued)
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Students’ background information n =60 %

5. Subscribing to e-mail

Yes 59 98.30

No 1 1.70
6. Experience on the process writing

Yes 2 3.33

No 58 96.67
7. Experience on writing via a weblog

Yes 2 3.33

No 58 96.67
8. Subscribing to the weblog of a social network

Yes 59 98.30

No 1 1.70
9. Auvailability of the Internet café in students’ neighborhoods

Yes 46 76.70

No 14 23.30




Table 4.2 Students’ technology and English writing skills
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Very high High Moderate Low Very low
Items S.D.
N| % [N| % [N| % % |[N| %
1. Level of interest
13(21.70|25|41.70 | 18| 30.00 500 | 1| 170 | 3.77 | 0.97
in English writing
2. Level of ability
51 830 [31|51.70 | 20 | 33.30 6.70 3.60 | 0.74
to use the Internet
3. Level of
grammar problems | 5 | 8.30 [19| 31.70 | 29 | 48.30 3170 1 | 1.70 | 3.35|0.84
in English writing
4. Level of
difficulty in 4 | 6.70 | 20| 33.30 | 30| 50.00 6.70 | 2 | 3.30 | 3.33(0.84
English writing
5. Level of
2 | 330 [22|36.70 | 30 | 50.00 6.70 | 2 | 3.30 | 3.30 | 0.79
computer skills
6. Level of
vocabulary
51 8.30 |12 20.00 |35|58.30 11.70( 1| 1.70 | 3.22 | 0.83
problems in
English writing
7. Level of typing
2| 33 [16|26.70 |32 |53.30 1500| 1| 1.70 | 3.15| 0.78
ability
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Table 4.2 (Continued)

Very high High Moderate Low Very low

Items S.D.
N| % [N| % [N| % [N| % |[N| %

8. Level of

spelling problems | 6 | 10.00 | 6 | 10.00 |39|65.00| 8 [13.30| 1 | 1.70 | 3.13 | 0.83

in English writing

9. Level of

knowledge about |\ | 4 20 | 1 | 170 | 7|11.70|39|65.00 | 12 | 20.00 | 2.00 | 0.74

the process writing

10. Level of

English writing
51 830 |{42]70.00(10|16.70| 3 | 5.00 | 2.82 | 0.65
abilities based on

self-evaluation

11. Level of self-

confidence in 6 | 10.00 |34|56.70 |17 |28.30 | 3 | 5.00 | 272 | 0.72

English writing
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