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The Future of Blended Learning
in EFL Teacher Education Programs

Abstract

Blended learning is not a new concept; however it has grown
increasingly in demand and popularity especially in foreign language
education (Fong, Kwan, & Wang, 2008; Hinkelman, 2004).
Therefore, Graham (2006) suggests that the trend towards using
blended learning in the educational systems will increase. It may
even —as Graham maintains— become so ubiquitous that the word
blended will be eventually dropped and it will be just called learning.
The present study offers a literature review of blended learning, and
a framework for blending process writing approach with weblogs in
teacher education programs.

Introduction and Background

As no two students learn the same way, there is a need to offer
students a range of experiences, delivery modes and instructional
methods through which they learn the foreign languages (Adams,
2005). Besides, diversity in schools and classrooms and the challenge
of high standards for all students contribute to the need for a
blended approach that suits students' needs (Harris & Alexander,
1998). Interest in blended learning has been growing since the
instruction in the early 1980s. adoption of computer-mediated
Hinkelman (2005, 2004) indicates that blended learning has been
turned from a traditional computer-assisted language learning mode
called (CALL) to an
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open and flexible delivery mode called blended learning. And when
the line between computer and non-computer based teaching — as
Hinkelman (2004) further explains — is blurred and classrooms are
expanded to include online, mobile, and lab-based instruction, the
concept of blended learning has been expanded. Blended learning
has appeared as a result of the ongoing convergence of two learning
environments: face-to-face learning that has been around for
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centuries and computer based learning that has begun to grow as
new technologies have expanded (Graham, 2006). See Figure 1. for
the progressive convergence of traditional and computer based

learning allowing the development of blended learning systems.
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Figure 1. Development of Blended Learning Systems
Source: Graham (2006, p.6)

As indicated in Figure 1, on the one hand, there is the traditional
face-to-face learning environment that has been around for
centuries. On the other hand, there are distributed learning
environment that has begun to grow and expand as new technologies
have expanded the possibilities for distributed communication and
interaction. In the past, face-to-face and computer based learning
have remained largely separate because they have used different
instructional methods and have addressed the needs of different
audiences (Graham, 2006). Put simply, traditional face-to-face
learning typically occurred in a teacher-directed environment with
person-to-person interaction in a live synchronous and high-fidelity
environment. On the other hand, technology supported learning
emphasized self-paced learning and typically occurred in an

asynchronous, and low-fidelity (text only) environment (ibid).

Voos (2003) believes that the pedagogical rationale behind
blended learning is that incorporating web-based learning into
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traditional modes of delivery enhances students’ learning. Thus, this
blend promotes autonomous learning without losing the positive
aspects of tutor guidance associated with face-to-face courses. So,
many educators (e.g., Collis, Bruijstens, & Veen, 2003; Dziuban,
Hartman, & Moskal, 2004; Starenko, 2008; Wells, 2006) assure that
blended learning increases active learning strategies, peer-to-peer
learning strategies, learner centered strategies and retains the face-
to-face element, making learning the best of both worlds i.e. face-to-
face and web based instruction. Thus, this shift from teacher to
student centered instruction, in which students become active, has
imbued the pedagogical atmosphere and has led to the emergence of

blended learning.

One of the main disadvantages of distance learning is the lack
of social interaction that creates a special need to motivate the less
independent student (Salmon, 2000; Waddoups & Howell, 2002). As
a result, the need for a compromise between the conventional face-to-
face sessions and online learning has led to a new approach to
teaching and learning i.e. blended learning (ibid). Also, the increased
and continuous access to learning is one of the key factors influencing
the growth of blended learning environments (Bonk, Olson, Wisher,
& Orvis, 2002; Bradshaw, & Hinton, 2004). Recently, more mature
learners with outside commitments such as work and family seek
additional education. Those learners want the convenience offered by
a blended environment and do not want to sacrifice the social
interaction and human touch they are used to in a face-to-face

classroom and thus has led to the spread of blended learning.

As for the importance of blended learning to teachers, those

who have taught blended courses (e.g.,.Garnham & Kaleta, 2002;
Spilka, 2002) indicate that their teaching experiences were very
positive as blended learning gave them more flexibility with their
classes. It saves, as Nozawa (2008) and Starenko (2008) assure,
teachers’ time because students are accomplishing many of the
activities online. Furthermore, Huang, Ma, & Zhang (2008) contend
that blended learning enables teachers to improve their existing
teaching and assessment practices. For example, in traditional
classrooms, instructors used to ask students to submit their weekly
assignments paper printed, but in blended learning classes, they ask
students to send their work to weblogs and then they may evaluate
their students’ performance by e-portfolios.
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The current paper introduces a proposed framework for
blending process writing approach with weblogs. Thus, the structure
of the literature review in this paper goes in three main sections.
Section One tackles process writing approach, Section Two deals
with weblogs, while Section Three introduces the proposed
weblogged process writing approach.

Literature Review
Section One: Process Writing Approach

Process approach to the teaching of writing has been advocated
as a reaction to the traditional product-oriented approach of
teaching writing (Sun & Feng, 2009). No longer is the focus on the
end result of the act of composition i.e. the final product. With
process writing the focus has shifted from correctness to invention
techniques. Therefore, Reid (1993) theorizes that the product, the
final paper, will never again be the solitary focus of composition
classes; but process writing approach has assumed its rightful
position at the end of a significant number of intermingled, recursive
writing processes. Similarly, Richards (1990) affirms that “The
process of moving from concepts, thoughts and ideas to written text
iIs complex. A written text represents the product of a series of
complicated mental operations” (p.101). Evidently, writing is a
difficult skill to develop since it requires not only syntactic and
lexical knowledge, but also the capacity to generate and organize
ideas and thoughts in a way that can be clearly and coherently

communicated to a potential reader

To Byrnes (2001) and Ferris and Hedgcock (1998), part of the
rationale for the adoption of process writing approach is based on
the result of research into the processes rather than the products of
language use and language learning. A review of the literature on
best writing practices affirms that an excessive emphasis on
grammar can actually promote weaker writing skills, and thus
calling for the importance of avoiding instructional approaches that
create passive learning situations. Students should be challenged to
use their metacognition skills to learn about the writing process (i.e.
planning and revising) and devote time to comparing good and
poorly written work to gain insights into the nature of the process of
writing. The process approach means that students spend more time
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generating ideas, more time writing, more time revising, and more
time rewriting than other approaches of teaching writing (ibid).

Williams (2003) assures that the most significant reasons behind
the emergence of the process writing approach are based on the
realization that the key to improving student writing consists of three
factors: Asking students to write often, in meaningful contexts,
providing frequent feedback on work in progress, and finally
requiring numerous revisions based on that feedback (p.101). All of
these three factors can be easily achieved through the

implementation of process writing approach in teaching writing.

According to Gocsik (2004), the most important rationale of
process writing pedagogy is that writing is the result of a very
complex, highly individualized process. Thus, writing can be
understood as the culmination of several steps in a complicated
process. Additionally, the process writing appeared with the main
purpose of fulfilling the writer’s needs as well as to meet the reader’s
expectations (Tong, 2007). Process writing approach balances both
writer and reader perspectives, while respecting conventional norms

(Raimes, 1991).

Process writing is based on different theories that affect each
other in one way or another. Among the most significant theories
affecting the process writing are: the cognitive theory, cognitive

apprenticeship and the metacognitive theory.

First of all, the cognitive theory has played an important role
in providing a theoretical basis for the process writing approach
(Graham, MacArthur, & Fitzgerald, 2007). The main principles of
the cognitive theory of writing as put by Flower and Hayes (cited in

Wray, 2004) are:

1. The process of writing is best understood as a set of
distinctive thinking processes which writers orchestrate or
organize during the act of composing.

2. These processes have a hierarchical, highly embedded
organization in which any given process can be embedded
within any other.

3. The act of composing itself is a goal directed thinking
process, guided by the writer’s own growing network of
goals (p.41).
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In the process approach, writers use a combination of
cognitive and mental processes when composing a piece of written
work (Flower, & Hayes, 1981). Those processes come to the
foreground when and as needed and follow a hierarchical structure
as follows: planning, translating, reviewing, and monitoring (ibid).
Therefore, Flower and Hayes see writing as problem solving, goal
setting, and decision making activities that play out in the mind of
the writer as he plans, translates thought to print, and revises (cited
in Chandrasegaran, Evangeline, & Clara, 2007). Accordingly,
writing is not simply a series of actions, but a series of decisions —a
cognitive thinking process. Those decisions appear in the different
stages of the process writing approach (Flower & Hayes as cited in

Penrose, & Sikko, 1993).

Cognitive apprenticeship seems also to be deeply rooted in
process writing. The roots of cognitive apprenticeship lie with
Vygotsky’s sociocultural theory of learning, which proposes that
knowledge is created through social interactions (Woo, & Reeves,
2007). It focuses on fostering active learning in “a community of
people who support, challenge, and guide novices as they increasingly
participate in skilled, valued sociocultural activity” (Rogoff, 1990, p.
39). In the process writing approach, the teacher as well as peers
serves as cognitive resources for one another (Collins, Brown, &
Holum, 1991). Not only do student writers read each others’ essays,
but also do they provide feedback and suggestions for improving the
essays as well. Thus, in a process writing classroom, cognitive
apprenticeship provides the social context for this to happen,
whether face-to-face or in a virtual setting (Seo, Byk, & Collins,

2009).

Process writing approach is also compatible with
metacognition. The emergence of metacognitive theory in the 1970's
added to the understanding of complex cognitive processes by
providing data on learners’ awareness of and control over their
cognitive activities (Devine, 1993). Therefore, the metacognitive
theory is considered a significant element in the writing process
because it deals with three basic strategies of process writing as
identified by Garner (1990) and Paris and Winograd (1990): (a)
developing a plan of action, (b) maintaining/monitoring the plan, and
(c) evaluating and revising the plan. Those basic strategies are
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Important stages in the process writing approach: i.e. prewriting,
writing the draft, revising and rewriting the final draft. Moreover,
writing involves metacognitive knowledge of what constitutes a good
text and what strategies to employ (Jones, 2006). Raphael (1989) says
that metacognition builds upon the two most fundamental issues in
learning and teaching psychology: *"'First, metacognition describes
the control process in which active learners engage as they perform
various cognitive activities. Second, metacognitive or executive
control processes may underlie the very important processes of
generalization and transfer of strategies learned™ (P.346). Therefore,
process writing approach, imbued with the metacognitive theory,
provides student writers with the ability to describe how and what
they have learned about their writing processes, and it allows them to

generalize and apply the process to their future writing situations.

The process approach revolves around various interconnected
stages that writers use in developing a written document. The stages
of the writing process were drawn from observation and reflection
about what writers actually do when developing a written text

(Dyson & Freedman, 1991).

The Massachusetts Institute of Technology (1999) presents four
distinct steps for the process of writing: prewriting, drafting,
revising, and editing. In detail, prewriting is anything students do
before they write a draft of their written document. It includes
thinking, taking notes, talking to others, brainstorming, outlining,
and gathering information (e.g., interviewing people, researching in
the library, and assessing data). As for drafting, it occurs when
students put their ideas into sentences and paragraphs on paper, or
online. Here, students concentrate upon explaining and supporting
their ideas fully. This draft tends to be writer-centered. Revision is
the key to effective documents. During this stage, students think
more deeply about their readers' needs and expectations. Thus the
document becomes reader-centered. The last thing students should
do before printing their document is to edit it in order to polish it

(ibid).
On the other hand, Stanely (2003) summarizes the previously
mentioned four stages into three main ones: pre-writing, writing and
post writing. Getting started can be difficult, therefore in the pre-
writing stage, the most important thing is the flow of ideas, and it is
not always necessary that students actually produce much (if any)
written work. Stanely agrees with The Massachusetts Institute of
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Technology that classroom activities related to this stage are
brainstorming, planning, generating ideas, and questioning. During
the writing stage, as Stanely (2003) maintains, students write without
much attention to the accuracy or the organization of their work.
The most important feature is meaning. Finally, writing is adapted to
a readership during the post writing stage. Students here should
focus more on form and on producing a finished piece of work (Ibid).

Many researchers and theoreticians (e.g., Poindexter & oliver,

1998; Trupe, 2001; Unger & Fleischman, 2004) agree that the
process oriented approach includes four identified stages of the
writing process: prewriting, drafting, revising/editing and finally
publishing. Prewriting is the stage before words emerge on paper.
Emerging thoughts are generated through talking, drawing,
brainstorming, reading, note-taking, free-associating, and questions
in order to generate ideas and find topics. As for drafting, it is the
stage in which a product is being produced. During this stage, ideas
are organized and written up into a coherent draft. Thus, this stage
of writing should not be evaluated, but supported. During the
revising/editing stage students read what they have written with an
eye to evaluate or revise the text. Publishing is the last stage that
should not be skipped because by sharing their writing, students
develop sensitivity to an audience and confidence in themselves as
authors.

Marchisan and Alber (2001) demonstrate that the process
approach to teaching writing is an effective approach for increasing
the overall quality of students' written expression. In other words,
White and Arndt (1991) assure that if students learn that writing is a
process through which they can explore and discover their thoughts
and ideas, then product is likely to improve as well. By using the
process writing approach, the problems of writing are dealt with
during the process rather than in the final product (White & Arndt
as cited in Martinez, 2005). Therefore, facing and modifying the
problems of the student writers during the stages of the process
approach and trying to solve them are better than delaying those
problems till the end. By doing so, student writers avoid doing the
same problems in the following procedures and in the final product

as well,

Oluwadiga (1992) mention many benefits for the process
writing approach. Some of these benefits are that: process writing
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approach (1) engages students in the creative processes of composing
texts, (2) excites them about how their texts are coming into being,
(3) gives students insights into how they operate as they create their
work, and finally (4) alters students' concepts of what writing
involves. Additionally, process writing approach is extremely
motivating to both students and teachers alike (Kinneavy, 1994).
Simply, students do their best in writing their topics because the
teacher is interested in what they write instead of the errors they
make. Peer feedback, for example, through which students show
each other their writing and have comments, maybe a motivating
experience in the writing classroom. Moreover, process writing is
Important as it encourages collaborative group work between
learners as a way of decreasing writing apprehension and developing
positive attitudes towards writing (Oliver, 1995). Group work
writing activities encourage students to help each others. In other
words, good student writers help poor student writers in performing

their tasks.

In spite of its importance, Hillocks’ (1986) as well as Dyer’s
(1996) criticism to the process writing addresses the focus on process
and the lack of specification concerning task design. Both authors
refute the following two principles of the process writing approach:
(1) Writing ability is gained through mere practice, and (2) The
writing process is a basic skill that generalizes to various contexts.
Hillocks and Dyer demonstrate that students need to be prepared for
specific writing tasks that they come across. Also, there are as many
different writing processes as there are academic writing tasks.
Therefore students need instruction on the writing genres as well as
the writing mechanics. Stanley (2003) argues that this approach is
time-consuming. Using this approach, students need more time to be
spent on writing. Additionally, editing and revision —as process
writing stages— are time-consuming and laborious processes (Tong,
2007). Therefore, while most English teachers agree that students
need to write often, the problem many teachers face, and one that is
overwhelming for those with large classes, is how to respond to the

huge numbers of compositions produced each week (Dixon, 1986).

Additionally, Badger and White (2000), and kim and Kim
(2005) introduce three disadvantages of this approach. The first
disadvantage is that this approach regards all writing as being
produced by the same set of processes. This disadvantage agrees with
the previously mentioned criticism of Hillocks’ (1986) and Dyer’s
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(1996). Second, this approach gives insufficient importance to the
kind of texts writers produce and why such texts are produced.
Finally, process writing approach offers learners insufficient input,

particularly, in terms of linguistic knowledge, to write successfully.

As a result of the previous disadvantages, the researchers
think of blending the process writing approach with weblogs in order
to exploit the benefits of this approach and overcome its demerits in
developing the writing performance and critical reading of EFL

prospective teachers.

Section Two: Weblogs

One such technology that has become extremely popular in
web culture is Web logs, now most often referred to as weblogs or
simply blogs (Holmes, 2005). Blogs have only been around, at least as
a named form, since the late 1990s. They were originally named
weblogs, a name coined by Jorn Barger in December of 1997. This
name was later shortened to blog (the we- was dropped), with the
person keeping the weblog being known as a “blogger” (Descy, 2004,
p.4). The term was pronounced web-log or we-blog. Blogs are a
creative and interactive middle space between online and traditional
classrooms (Deitering & Huston, 2004). Warlick (2005) believes that
blogging is simply an extension of literacy. In other words,
traditional literacy is about paper based communicating with
reading and writing and blogging is about on-line communicating
with reading and writing. In Felix’s (2007) view, the main difference
between traditional literacy and weblogged literacy is that blogging
takes place within the context of how communication takes place in
today’s digital world. In short, the weblog offers a free online
publishing house for anyone who cares to write and for those who

care to read it (Ward, 2004).

As a new concept, a weblog is difficult to define. In its simplest
form, many educators and theoreticians (e.g., Descy, 2004; Dyrud,
Worley, & Flatley, 2005; Johnson, 2008; Quiggin, 2006) believe that
a blog is a personal web page in a journal format, using software that
automatically puts new entries (posts) at the top of the page, and
shifts old entries to archives after a specified time, or when the
number of posts becomes too large for convenient scrolling. Those
entries are often hyperlinked to other sources or websites and focus
on class content or on student interests, depending on the
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instructional purposes. To Lankshear and Knobel (2003), weblog is
an emerging technological tool that has been identified as useful for

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

According to Wells (2006), a weblog, also called a blog, is an
easily created and updateable website that allows people to publish to
the internet instantly even if they do not have any knowledge of
HTML programming. Similarly, Goldman and Schmalz (2006)
define weblog as a text publication tool, providing links and

commentary about specific topic.

Weblogs have existed online for almost more than a decade.
However, weblogs began to grow in popularity during the second
half of the 1990s (Lankshear & Knobel, 2003). Probably the most
important factor which led to the explosion of the weblog
phenomena, was the advent of the second Gulf War and the sudden
popularity of Salam Pax, better known as the Gulf War Blogger
(Ward, 2004). It could be argued that like the internet, which was
conceived in the Cold War, the weblog was baptized by Irag War. In
fact, 2003 has been described by Barrios (2003), who has a website
devoted to using weblogs in the writing class, as “the year of the

blog” (p.1).

Weblogs —or blogs for short— began as websites that listed
hyperlinks to other websites that contain interesting and curious
content located by the publisher of the blog. Thus, early weblogs are
characterized as having a filter style as those early ones were often
simply a listing of newly developed websites (Blood, 2002). Rebecca
Blood — a popular and long-time weblogger — describes this filter-
style nature of weblogs as a way used by skilled researchers to filter
internet content in smart, irreverent, and reliably interesting ways.
According to Blood, filter-style weblogs are ones that are link-driven,
containing a mixture of hyperlinks to Web material and commentary

on that material and directing readers to different sites of interest.

The release of online publishing tools and web hosting services
in 1999 —as Paquet, 2002 and Zuiker, 2004 indicated— made
weblogging much more accessible to internet users. Those hosted
services allowed every person to easily sign up, create a blog, and
write numerous postings without having to know HTML. Since then,
millions of weblogs have been created. While early blog publishers —
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generally known as “bloggers” — were largely from the technological
world, the new generation of bloggers was much more diverse.

There is no set of rules for how a weblog should look like.
Nevertheless, Holmes (2005) and Rak (2005) agree that most
weblogs’ front pages are divided into at least two columns. One
column houses each weblog posting, ordered chronologically from
the most recent entry to the least recent entry with entries archived
after a given period. The second column acts as an index of
hyperlinks to the blogger’s favorite, related, or recommended
websites and weblogs. This index is usually divided into sub-

categories and generally runs along lines of interest.

Weblogs, to the researchers, have many theoretical underpins
that cooperate in one way or another forming theoretical bases to
weblogs. Those theoretical underpins are Computer Assisted
Language Learning (CALL), involvement load hypothesis, and

brain-based research.

Researchers and teachers in the field of Computer Assisted
Language Learning (CALL) have been working on harnessing
technology and Internet resources to revitalize traditional language
learning, and to explore new pedagogy made possible by computers
and the Internet (Chang & Chang, 2004). Though CALL has
developed gradually over the last 30 years, Barson and Debski (as
cited in Warschauer, 1996) believe that this development can be
categorized in terms of three somewhat distinct phases: behavioristic
CALL, communicative CALL, and integrative CALL. The first
phase was based on the behaviorist theories of learning. Programs of
this phase entailed repetitive language drills (Warschauer, 1996).
The second phase of CALL was based on the communicative
approach to teaching which became prominent in the 1970s and 80s.
Proponents of this approach felt that the drill and practice programs
of the previous decade did not allow enough authentic
communication to be of much value (Warschauer, 1996). Integrative
approaches to CALL are based on two important technological
developments - multimedia computers and the Internet. For the first
time, language learners can communicate directly, inexpensively, and
conveniently with other learners or speakers of the target language
twenty four hours a day, from school, work, or home. This
communication can be asynchronous (not simultaneous) through
tools such as email, or it can be synchronous, using weblogs. Weblogs
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as technological tools allow people all around the world to have a
simultaneous conversation by typing at their keyboards. They also
allow not only one-to-one communication, but also one-to-many,
allowing a teacher or student to share a message with a small group,
the whole class, a partner class, or hundreds or thousands of people.
Dieu (2004) believes that with weblogs, teachers easily organize a
collaborative learning environment in which students peer edit
others’ postings. Therefore, Moeiarty and Rajapillai (2006) believe
that blogging has created an online environment where the students

themselves provide much of the teaching.

Another area of research related to weblogs is involvement

load hypothesis. In this hypothesis, “involvement is perceived as a
motivational— cognitive construct which can explain and predict
learners’ success.” (Laufer & Hulstijn as cited in Al-Hadi, 2009). For
Laufer and Hulstijn,

The construct of involvement consists of three basic

components: need, search, and evaluation. Need is related to
motivation especially the intrinsic type or the self imposed by the
learner, thus the degree of need is strong. Search and evaluation are
related to information processing in cognition (cited in Al-Hadi, 2009,

p.12).

In the case of weblogs, if students are asked to set up weblogs
to act as a place for publishing their essays, the task induces
moderate need. To write their outlines, and drafts of essays, students
may need to read related essays and search for related ideas,
pictures, and videos to the topics they will write about, therefore, it
induces a strong search. In addition, student writers need to read
each other’s essays, evaluate them, and send feedbacks as well as
suggestions for improvement, so it also induces a strong evaluation.

The brain-research seems also to be in compatible with weblogs.
The brain is changing in response to the changes brought about by
the high-tech information age (Sprenger, 2010). Research proved
that brain is fueled by the need to encounter something new and
different. As novelty is one of the features of technology,
technological revolution continues to engage students. Slavkin (2004)
believes that “If brain-based pedagogy could be summed up in one
sentence, it would be, knowledge should be socially created”(p.44).
Similarly, Erlauer (2003) suggests that “collaborative learning
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provides the brain with the means to explore new information,
typically in a problem-solving situation.”(p.136). With weblogs, as
Dieu (2004) believes, teachers easily organize a collaborative learning
environment in which students peer edit others’ postings. Therefore,
blogging has created an online environment where the students act as
teachers and learners at the same time (Moeiarty and Rajapillai,

2006).

Additionally, during researching the way the brain learns,
neuroscientists discovered that how learners feel is very important to
their learning process (Deutsch, 2003). If a learner is enthusiastic and
does not feel stress, learning will take place. If the conditions are
negative and the learner doesn't feel safe, learning will not take
place. Since today's brain needs a computer like environment,
weblogs as technological tools can provide brain with this multimedia
environment (ibid). Weblogs provide a non-threatening atmosphere
in which learners feel less inhibited about expressing themselves,
encouraging even timid students who usually refuse to speak in face-
to-face discussions to actively participate in online weblogs

(Quintero, 2008).

Weblogs consist of dated entries written by a blogger (Holmes,
2005; Rak, 2005). Blog entries are sometimes called posts. There are
basically two types of posts: those that include hyperlinks to other
blogs or websites, and those that do not. Those posts that do include
hyperlinks may begin with a link and posted comments beneath it, in
a form very similar to an annotated bibliographic entry. Hyperlinked
posts may also include quotes from the information or text to which
they are linking in order to give readers a sense of what they will find
when they follow the link. All blogs of this type also have a place for

readers to comment on specific entries (ibid).

Weblogs are important technological tools for both teachers
and students. They provide space for the teacher to supply students
with online information (Gomes, 2005). Felix (2008) believes that
weblogs help teachers to increase the self-esteem of their students.
Through the use of weblogs, students receive praise from the teacher.
This praise motivates them and helps them to improve their
performance. Also, allowing students to criticize and praise each
other’s work will raise the sense of relationships within the classroom

as well as increase their self-esteem (ibid).
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As a learner-centered instructional tool, weblog enables
teachers to give more attention to their learners (Felix, 2007;
Glogoff, 2005). Many online students miss the face-to-face contact
realized in a traditional classroom. Thus, weblogs overcome this
problem by offering particularly useful opportunities for on-line
learner-centered feedback and dialogue (Glogoff, 2005). According to
Tryon (2006), weblogs allow students to share ideas, and to add
additional thoughts which make blogs more like conversations. As a
result, students were no longer passive observers but participants in
a larger conversation that extends beyond the walls of the

composition classroom.

Similarly, Deitering and Huston (2004) argue that blogs are a
middle space for learning where students can have a sense of
ownership, enabling reflection and creativity. Wells (2006)
demonstrates that there is such a pride in ownership i.e. “I wrote
that,” students will say. The absence of audience in a traditional
composition class creates particular writing problems and the
presence of this audience can address most of those problems. Lowe
and Williams (2004) and Stanely (2005) believe that having the
learners’ written work made public gives them a real audience and a
stronger purpose to write. As a result, students become more
concerned about getting things right and usually understand the
value of rewriting their texts. In the view of Blankenship (2007) and
Richardson (2006), weblogs expose students to multiple points of
views, even with just the class itself participating; students will
realize that their peers have different perspectives on issues. In short,
Dieu (2004) believes that with weblogs teachers easily organize a
collaborative learning environment in which students peer edit
others’ postings. Therefore, Moeiarty and Rajapillai (2006) believe
that blogging has created an online environment where the students

themselves provide much of the teaching.

Blogging facilitates students’ critical thinking skills (Dyrli,
2005; Rak, 2005; Tryon, 2006). The instant feedback and the endless
arguments that constitute a large corner of the blog world quickly
bring to the surface the techniques by which good argument can
proceed. Consequently, blogs are often understood to be direct
democracy in action because they allow every learner using them to
express his views with others. In the same vein of thought, Mynard
(2007) emphasizes the importance of weblogs as a tool for reflection
about learning. The results of his small-scale study show that the
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students used their blogs as a medium to reflect on specific aspects of
their learning. The students involved in this study wrote about their
learning without being prompted to do so. This is a good example of
what Little (1991) refers to as decision-making, detachment and
critical reflection and certainly a clear indicator that blogs can

provide opportunities for students to become autonomous learners.

Kern (2006) argues that “any given technology may be used in a
variety of ways, some effective, some not; it is difficult to generalize
about the effectiveness of a technology itself” (p.188). Accordingly,
weblogs, as a technological tool, have many disadvantages. Some of

these disadvantages are identified as follows:

1. Like other electronic texts on the internet, weblogs can be
fallible (Ward, 2004).

2. With weblogs, constructing texts becomes a process of
assembling rather than creation (Kress, 2003; Richardson &
Mancabelli, 2007).

3. While it is an exciting and refreshing experience to use blogs in
English classes, it is quite tiring and time consuming (Wu,
2006).

4. There have been many cases of students using phrases like
BTW (by the way) cuz (because) and U (you) in submitted
written work, and there was a well documented case of a
student in Scotland who wrote her entire essay in SMS
(Hammersly, 2003).

5. Like websites, weblogs have the potential to be hacked,
accidentally deleted or suddenly out of service when most
needed. (Stiler, 2003).

6. Plagiarism, a serious academic concern, is problematic because
learners easily can copy and paste to blogs from the vast
information available on the Internet (Carney, 2009).

Writing on weblogs improves the reflective writing of
students. Wopereis (2007) examined the use of weblogs as a means
to improve student teachers’ reflective writing ability. Twenty
student teachers of two teacher training institutions participated in
the study. After being instructed in how to use the weblog and how
to reflect on it, students were asked to reflect on their teaching
experiences. In addition, students were also asked to give feedback
on each other’s weblog contributions. After a period of eight weeks,
the students were interviewed as a group and were asked to fill in
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questionnaires individually. Further, the writings (posts and
comments) in the weblogs were analyzed quantitatively and
qualitatively. The results of the study showed that weblogs can
encourage reflective practices, stimulate students to reflect on a
regular basis, echoing the results reported by Moeiarty and

Rajapillai (2006).

Blogging provides a way for students to understand multiple
audiences and perspectives and to develop revision strategies based
on feedback from multiple sources. All of these features improve
the writing performance of students. In addition to providing a
critical audience, weblog provides the ability to communicate
without the anxiety and apprehension that accompany most face-to-
face interactions. Undoubtedly, one of the first terrifying
impressions when writing is facing the blank piece of paper
unfolded in front of us waiting to be filled with our thoughts and
ideas. Roed (2003) explains how research has shown that when
communicating online, people show fewer inhibitions, display less
social anxiety, and reduce their apprehension. Moreover, most
students will write more carefully if they know that they are going
to publish their articles online for authentic readers who may
comment on their postings (Lowe & Williams, 2004; Stanely, 2005).
Because weblogs reduce the intimidation factor of writing and offer
attractive features, they improve students' attitudes towards
writing and encourage them to produce more text (Goldberg,

Russell & Cook, 2003; Trupe, 2002).

The positive impact of weblogs on writing performance finds
empirical support in various studies. Weblogs proved effective
results for improving L2 writing (Downes, 2004; Kennedy, 2010;
Lee, 2007; Liou, 2007); for significantly increasing students’
reflective learning processes (Xie, Ke, & Sharma, 2008) and for
developing an L2 community of writers (Sollars, 2007). Alm (2009)
also highlights a number of additional advantages, discussing how
using blogs in the classroom allowed a group of language students
to control more readily their immediate environment, to
personalise their own space and to engage in meaningful and

relevant exchanges with their classmates.

Critical reading, which involves analyzing a text to find
hidden meanings and poor argumentation, has become increasingly
iImportant with the rise of the Internet in general and weblogs in
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particular (Walz, 2001). Weblogs foster critical reading through the
high level of interactivity with which they provide students (Klinger
& Connet, 1993). This interactivity is depicted in the two-way
communication between the writer and the reader that the weblogs
facilitate. This high level of interactivity encourages students to
become more actively involved with what they are reading (Kubota,

1991).

In the process writing class, teachers use weblogs as vehicles
to draw out critical thinking, as well as critical reading skills
(Richardson, 2005). The use of weblogs in class encourages students
to engage with texts thus creating possibilities for richer classroom
discussion, increasing student participation, and increasing
personal involvement (Glenn, 2007). Therefore, Glenn believes that
“When students are afforded the means and occasion to ponder and
share their unique reactions to a particular text, greater diversity of
responses and subsequent opportunities for debate, and intellectual

growth are fostered” (p.10).

Kasper (2000) and Sproull (1998) agree that when students
work individually and with peers producing analytical responses to
each other’s writings, they refine critical reading skills. Writing in
weblogs results in archived logs that may provide opportunities for
critical reading and reflecting on the written topics, this, in turn,
empowers ESL students to become more critical and build their
metacognitive skills. Moreover, when students interact with each
other’s posting, reading, and responding to their writing, they learn
community norms and develop a sense of personal efficacy and
social affiliation (ibid). This idea is empirically supported by the
study of Xie and Sharma (2004). They empirically researched
students’ feelings and experiences concerning the use of a weblog
for reflective journal writing. The findings were grouped into
positive and negative (hesitant) feelings about the use of weblogs.
Initial data supported the proposition that weblogs could be used to
support reflection. The positive perceptions were that blogging
helped thinking and learning, offered a sense of community, and

offered exploration of new technologies.

Section Three: Weblogged Process Writing Approach
This section is thought to be of high significance to the current
paper as it introduces the theoretical bases upon which the
proposed framework would be designed. Thus, it is divided into
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three main parts: Theoretical bases of weblogged process writing,
empirically supported rationale for weblogged process writing, the
weblogged process writing stages.

Weblogged process writing is thought to have many
different theoretical foundations that examine the relationship
between weblogged process writing and writing performance, the
focus of the current study. Among those theoretical bases, social
constructivism, information processing, dual coding as well as

schema theory are the most influencing ones.

Social constructivism has been thought, by the researchers,
as a theoretical basis for weblogged process writing. An important
theoretical view of social constructivism is that of Vygotsky’s
concept of the zone of proximal development. This concept is
relevant to the social aspect of writing. The “zone” is an area where
a person can learn when helped by a knowledgeable individual or
supported by cultural resources (Prawat & Floden, 1994; Salomon
& Perkins, 1998; Wertsch, 1991). Accordingly, in weblogged
process writing, writers engage in knowledge construction through
collaborative activities that embed learning in a meaningful context
and through reflection on what has been written through

conversation with other writers.

According to social constructivism, writing is a social act; it
moves writers from egocentrism to larger audiences (Goldstein &
Carr, 1996; Graham, MacArthur, & Fitzgerald, 2007). In detail, if
the teacher implements a weblogged process instructional
approach, students will participate in a community of writers
intellectually and emotionally. Gradually, they will move from an
audience of self to teachers, peers, and finally authentic public
audiences. As students move along the continuum of audiences,
they practice a broad range of strategies including making
decisions about audience and topic during prewriting, composing
rough drafts, sharing their writing to gather response and

feedback, revising and editing, and finally publishing (ibid).

Information processing theory seems also to be deeply rooted
in weblogged process writing. Information processing (IP) is a
cognitive processing theory seeking to explain how the mind
functions (Ashcraft, 1994). Concerning IP, most emphasis is placed
on understanding how information is processed rather than how
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learning happens (Orey, 2001); therefore, learner must be actively
engaged with the material that is to be learned. This does not
necessarily mean that the learner must be physically active; rather,
it implies that they should be actively relating this new piece of
information to other ideas that they already know (Orey, 2001).
Weblogs are powerful and flexible writing tools with certain
physical characteristics and information-processing capabilities
that may affect the writing process and facilitate certain types of
writing instruction. Weblogged process writing supports the
cognitive processes involved in planning, drafting, editing and
publishing. For example, in the prewriting stage, students can use
technology to organize their thoughts. Weblogged writers can
rearrange the order of their ideas by simply dragging them to their
desired locations in the text. Standard editing features such as
deleting, inserting, cutting, pasting, searching and replacing
empower the writer to make changes ranging from simple
corrections to reorganizing blocks of text. The power to manipulate
text helps writers experiment and take risks with their words like
never before. Rewriting and revising are no longer dominated by
the tedious task of putting words on the page and thus become the

cognitive processes they should be (Simic, 1994).

For weblogged process writing, the dual coding theory
provides strong foundational justifications. Al-Hadi (2009) explains
that:

The dual coding theory as a theory of memory and cognition
developed by Paivo (1991), proposes that cognition involves the
activity of two separate mental subsystems: the verbal subsystem
which deals with linguistic information and the visual, nonverbal
subsystem which specializes in the representation and processing of
information concerning images (p.11).

With weblogged process writing students use both verbal and
nonverbal systems to write their essays. They not only use linguistic
knowledge, but they use images, graphs and diagrams as well to

express their ideas.

The last theoretical base of weblogged process writing is
schema theory. The underlying idea of this theory is that humans,
as they receive incoming information, organize it around their
previously developed schemata, or “networks of connected ideas”
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(Slavin 1988, p.155). Therefore, schema theory is useful for
reasoning, categorization, evaluation, inferences, and much more.
Schema theory and the instructional methods that are based on it
are necessary in teaching strategies for many reasons. Certainly,
they increase the amount of information retained by students.
However, in this fast paced, technological age, in which information
Is rushing at tremendous rates, information retention is less
Important than information usage in solving problems and making
decisions. We must go beyond fostering student retention of
information and equip students with the skills necessary for them to
make sense of the abundance of information and to use it to make
responsible decisions in their personal and professional lives. When
being exposed to weblogged process writing stages, a more
structured schema which includes more intellectual skills becomes,
consequently enabling the student writer to transfer the learned
stages to new situations (Al-Hadi, 2009). “The more structured a
schema becomes, the more useful it is for further learning” (Suzuki

as cited in Al-Hadi, 2009, p.8).

Learning writing is a process which can be encouraged by
providing writers “with the space to make their own meanings
through an encouraging, positive, and cooperative environment
with minimal interference” (Hyland, 2002, p.23). Since weblogs
provide this open space for writer-oriented creativity, they can be
used in language learning for such writing processes. Kuo (2008)
proposed that the process approach can be effectively achieved
through the implementation of a supportive writing environment
which not only provides resources and tools but also incorporates
peer interaction and collaboration. Therefore, Kuo contends that
computer-assisted writing instruction using weblogs can be best
directed towards the implementation of a process-oriented writing
environment where full assistance is provided to help writers

acquire appropriate composing competence.

Writing instruction should be designed on the premise that
writing is a social activity and as such should be entrenched within
a social context (Chapman, 2006; Young, 1994). Similarly, Young
(1994) argues that if we want students to be effective
communicators, we should not teach writing generically, in a

vacuum, as if it were a skill unconnected to purpose or context.
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The weblog with all its potentials seems to offer a lot to
facilitate process oriented writing instruction. The main aim of
weblogs is to employ technology in order to offer practice,
thoughtful feedback, and revisions based on feedback. All of these
aims are fundamental steps in the writing process (Williams, 2003).
By forming a learner blog, the writing teacher can make use of
blogging in all the stages of writing process from pre-writing to
publishing and assessment (Simsek, 2009). In drafting stage, the
students can share their writings through blog pages and this will
ease the feedback process. All the class members and the teacher
can reach the drafts at any time and place, so they can give
feedback easily. Since the drafts are on the net, there will be no
time restriction (as it is in classroom context) and peers can

examine the drafts as long as they want.

Because writing is often process driven, writing teachers find
the blog space to be beneficial during the pre and early writing
stages (Williams, 2003). Therefore, many writing teachers ask
their students to post ideas for projects, as well as conduct
brainstorming activities on their blogs. Again, this use for the blog
encourages students to work on idea generation in the early stages

of the writing process.

Through the drafting stage of the process writing approach,
weblogs can also be a central location for posting drafts, conducting
revisions (this also might include peer commenting), and tracking
student progress (Williams, 2003). Therefore, the ability for
students to post work to the blog space at various points in the
writing process makes it a useful resource for composition teachers.

Reflection is a critical component of learning in general and
of writing in particular (Burnett & Myers, 2006). It is clear that
reflection has an important place in the writing process approach
through revising and the feedback stages. Therefore, many writing
teachers ask their students to experience reflection through
blogging. Apart from reviewing their peers’ writings, weblogs allow
the students to see the feedback given by the teacher to the other
students and this is assumed to contribute to their understanding of
successful writing. Xie and Sharma (2004) studied the effectiveness
of weblogs on improving students’ reflection. Participants of the
study were graduate students in a program for instructional
systems design. Initial data supported the proposition that weblogs
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could be used to support reflection. The positive perceptions were
that blogging helped thinking and learning, offered a sense of
community, and offered exploration of new technologies.

As for the publishing stage of the process writing, many
educators find that the ease of electronic publishing to blogs is a
great way to show student’s work (Holmes, 2005). According to
Ward (2004), when the students write only for their teachers they
may not only have difficulty adjusting their writing to fit the reader
but may have trouble getting started because, aside from the final
grade, what they write does not mean anything to them because it
does not need to mean anything to anyone else. Ward (2004)
contends that integrating weblog into the course has potential to
change this situation since students will feel the possibility of being
read by any internet user. Publishing writing to weblogs would
seem to focus on the final written product, which can be
appropriate after a process-driven writing assignment. The term
“publishing” has usually been associated with a polished final draft.

The opportunities offered by the weblogs are not restricted
only to the teacher and peer feedback; it is also likely that an
awareness of the audience is aroused in the students depending on
open-to-anyone nature of the internet (Simsek, 2009). The concept
of awareness of the audience is continually emphasized in the
writing instruction with the claim that if the students know what
they have written will be read by someone other than the teacher,

they will produce more meaningful and successful texts.

Nelson and Fernheimer (2003, p.3) indicate that blogs are
very useful in helping students work through the writing process.
Nelson and Fernheimer add that weblogs facilitate revisions that
can be negotiated between writer and readers. Instructors can see
the writing projects evolve and follow along as the writer makes
changes based on collective feedback from readers. Blogs inspire
self reflection because students can post their observations, and
thereby provide a source of evidence for students’ self-assessments.
Lastly, they maintain that blogs help students develop a sense of

audience.

Accordingly, Ward (2004) asserts that the weblog supported
with the writing course may contribute to the student awareness of
the process-driven nature of writing. Continually updating a
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weblog, in Ward's view, may be helpful for the writing student to
appreciate that the writing is an ongoing process. Furthermore,
Lowe and Williams (2004) value the use of blogs for the writing
process. They have found that student writers can solicit comments
from readers during all stages of the writing process because it
facilitates a collaborative learning environment. They have found
that “extending the discourse to a large community outside of the
classroom, student bloggers regularly confront ‘real’ rhetorical
situations in a very social, supportive way” (Lowe & Williams,
2004, p.2). Additionally, Jones (2006) examined the significance of
the use of blogs for the process writing approach. The study sought
to examine ESL students’ perceptions as well as those of the teacher
regarding the implementation of blogs in the ESL writing class.
Results showed that blogging proved to be an effective tool for the
writing process approach as evidenced by the numerous benefits
for its use that outweighed the drawbacks. Blogging, to Jones
(op.cit.), 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 the present study, there have been many reasons that
encouraged the researchers to think of the blog as an e-supplement
to the process writing. Some of these reasons are:
1. Blogs are easy for students to access (on any computer
through any basic internet connection),
2. Blogs are easy for the students to use (through simple
instruction),

Blogs are easy for the instructors to create and deploy,

4. There is no better way for students to grasp the essential
value of writing as a form of communication than for them to
produce the kind of practical writing that many people do in
their everyday life,

5. The different stages of the process approach can be
implemented on-line by the use of the weblog.

w

To be specific, in the present study, blogging would be used for
certain aspects of the writing process approach as follows:
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1. Weblogged Pre-writing: In this stage, the teacher introduces
the topic of writing to students. The teacher asks students to
use one or more of the pre-writing strategies to generate ideas
about the topic. Then they were asked to send the ideas they
generated to their weblogs.

2. Weblogged Drafting: In this stage, students are asked to write
the first draft of their essays on their weblogs. Students may
read the pre-writing ideas of their peers at their peers'
weblogs, if needed, in order to enlarge their ideas before
writing the first draft.

3. Weblogged Editing: Here, the teacher asks students to
critically read samples of their peers’ drafts and send
comments and suggestions to their peers, if found.

4. Weblogged Rewriting: After receiving the comments and
suggestions from both the teacher as well as the peers,
students are asked to rewrite their drafts after modifying and
correcting the mistakes.

5. Weblogged Publishing: After writing the final drafts,
students publish them at the class weblog.
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