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This study investigated EFL learners ° differing
blogging experiences at a university in Taiwan, with
a view to understanding the factors underlying the
differences. The study was implemented in two phases.
In the first phase, a blog project was conducted in
an elective college English class. The aim was to
systemically characterize and compare

learners ° perceptions and experiences of L2
blogging. The results indicated that participants’
blogging experiences were closely related to their
educational dispositions. In the second phase of the
study, a similar blog project was conducted in three
compulsory college English classes to examine whether
the results were the same with a larger sample size
and courses of a different nature. Another purpose of
this phase was to investigate whether

learners ‘ majors, their English proficiency, and
self-confidence in their language ability, had an
impact on their writing experience. At the time of
writing, data analysis for phase two of the study was
still underway, so this report presents the findings
from phase one and some preliminary results from
phase two.

blogs, learner differences, EFL



A sociological perspective on empowering EFL learners through a blog project

INTRODUCTION

Because of their potentials to enhance self-expression, interactivity and collaboration, Web 2.0
technologies have continued to excite educators worldwide. Among these participatory technologies,
so far, blogs have been the most commonly used in education. Richardson (2010) argued that blogs
have the capacity to: 1) expand learning beyond the classroom walls; 2) archive the learning process,
thereby allowing reflection and metacognitive analysis; 3) support different learning styles; 4) help
develop expertise in a particular subject; and 5) teach the new literacies that learners need to
function in an information society, including critical reading and thinking (pp.26-27). Two defining
characteristics of blogs distinguish them from other asynchronous communication tools such as
emails and discussion forums. One is that blogs are intended to be viewable to the large audience on
the Internet, and the other is that blogs are owned by individuals—that is, bloggers have control of
their own blogs in terms of the content and the presentation of their blogs (Carney, 2009; Thorne &
Payne, 2005). Both these characteristics have their pedagogical implications. For example, when
used in English as a Foreign Language (EFL) education, learners may be more careful about their
language because of the potential audience beyond the classroom. With the freedom to make

choices for their blogs, learners may develop a sense of ownership and thus become more

motivated.

Researchers have examined blogs’ potential to provide language skill practice, most typically
in writing (Bloch, 2007), and recently also in speaking (through voice blogging) (Huang, 2013; Sun,
2009). Blogs have also been used to sharpen L2 learners’ metacognitive skills, such as their abilities
to conduct autonomous (Bhattacharya & Chauhan, 2010), reflective (Absalom & De Saint Léger,
2011; Murray & Hourigan, 2008) and collaborative learning (Miceli, Murray & Kennedy, 2010;
Mompean, 2010). Finally, an increasing number of studies have explored how blogs assist L2
learners in developing intercultural competence (Comas-Quinna, Mardomingoa & Valentinea, 2009;
Melo-Pfeifer, 2013). Many of the teaching designs involved in this past research were inspired by
constructivism, which was likely because the individual ownership of blogs (hence, learner
empowerment), coupled with their participatory nature (hence, learner interaction and collaboration)
has lent themselves to this form of pedagogy. The studies have generally reported attaining the
target pedagogic goals, with qualitative data indicating favorable learning experiences and
quantitative data showing language gains or a satisfying participation rate.

Despite the overall positive results, a small number of investigations have reported
unfavourable learner experiences and perceptions. For example, some learners were found to be
reluctant to publicize their work online for fear of criticism (Alm, 2009); not motivated by blog
tasks because they were not interested in the blogging topics and viewed the tasks as extra
homework (Vurdien, 2013); or felt peer comments lacked variety and depth hence disengaging (Lee,
2010). While these perceptions were not representative of the participants in the studies, they



indicate that the frequently claimed educational benefit of blogs in motivating and empowering
learners through personalizing learning, did not materialize for all learners. Indisputably, all
learning tools or environments are not amenable to every learner; however, considering that
previous research on L2 blogging has paid little attention to discrepancies between learners’
experiences, this study aimed to address this gap in the literature by exploring how EFL blogging
environments underpinned by constructivist pedagogy may empower some learners while
disengaging others. Specifically, the study examined EFL learners’ blogging experiences at a
university in Taiwan, with a view to understanding the factors underlying the differences in their
experiences.

THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK

This investigation drew on Specialization Codes of Legitimation (2007, 2014) as its theoretical
framework. Specialization Codes of Legitimation is one dimension of Maton’s Legitimation Code
Theory (LCT). LCT describes education as comprising fields of struggle where actors’ beliefs and
practices represent competing claims to legitimacy; that is, actors within a field are constantly
“striving to attain more of that which defines achievement and to shape what is defined as
achievement to match their own practices” (Maton, 2014, p.17). The dimension of Specialization
Codes of Legitimation, abbreviated as LCT(Specialization), is then a means to understanding the
dominant basis of achievement, or what makes actors and practices special and worthy of
distinction, in a field. Underpinning LCT(Specialization) is the notion that every practice, belief or
knowledge claim, is about or oriented towards something (i.e., its object) and by someone (i.e., its
subject). Educational contexts or practices, for example, embody messages as to both what is valid
to know and zow (their object), and also who is an ideal actor (their subject). When applied to L2
learning, the “what” refers to the language skills to be learned and the “how” denotes procedures
through which these skills are learned, and the “who” is the language learner. According to Maton,
when analyzing educational contexts or practices, one can then distinguish two kinds of relations:
relations between practices and their object, called “epistemic relations” (ER), and relations
between practices and their subject, called “social relations” (SR).

Each of these relations may be relatively strongly (+) or weakly (-) emphasized in a practice.

The relative strength of the two relations then allows the practice to be categorized with a
“specialization code” (ER+/-, SR+/-). The four possible specialization codes, annotated with their
referents in L2 learning contexts (either language skills or language learners), are:

*  knowledge code (ER+, SR-), where possession of specialized knowledge (i.e., language
skills) are emphasized as the basis of achievement, and the attributes of actors (i.e.,
language learners) are downplayed,

*  knower code (ER-, SR+), where specialized knowledge (i.e., language skills) are less
significant and instead the attributes of actors (i.e., language learners) are emphasized as
measures of achievement;



* elite code (ER+, SR+), where legitimacy is based on both possessing specialized
knowledge and being the right kind of knower; and,

*  relativist code (ER-, SR-), where legitimacy is ostensibly determined by neither
specialized knowledge nor knower attributes.

METHODOLOGY

The study was implemented in two phases. In the first phase, a blog project was conducted in an
elective college English class to explore the differences in learners’ perceptions and experiences of
L2 blogging. The research questions guiding this phase were: 1) What characterizes the learners
who experienced an constructivist-inspired project positively, and the learners who perceived such
as project less positively?, and 2) How do specialization codes help explain the differences?

In the second phase of the study, a similar blog project was conducted in three compulsory
college English classes to examine whether the results were the same with a larger sample size and
courses of a different nature. Another purpose of this phase was to investigate whether learners’
majors, their English proficiency, and self-confidence in their language ability, have an impact on
their writing experience.

Project design

In the blog project involved in phase 1, students wrote personal blogs of their chosen topics. Each
week, they were required to write one post on their own blog, and to respond to two of their
classmates’ blogs, one assigned by the instructor, and the other of their own choosing. Other
learning activities included: reading weekly language correction notes provided by the instructor, a
self-editing activity, and a meet-your-partners activity. In the second phase, a similar teaching
design was implemented, except that there was no meet-your-partner activity, and that language
corrections were provided by teaching assistants rather than by the instructor.

Participants

Participants were all non-English major undergraduates. Phase 1 participants (n = 33) were second-
and third-year students enrolled in an elective college English class. They were from different fields
of study, including social sciences (n = 12), foreign languages (n = 6), commerce (n = 5), law (n =
4), communication (n = 2), sciences (n = 2), liberal arts (n = 1), and international affairs (n = 1).
Phase 2 participants were all freshmen enrolled in three different compulsory college English
classes: Class X (n = 28), Class Y (n = 31), and Class Z (n = 34). Students in Class X were all
studying in commerce. Class Y consisted of law (n = 23) and education (n = 8) majors, and Class Z
comprised foreign languages (n = 17) and communication (n = 17) majors.

Data collection
In phase 1, data was collected using a questionnaire and individual interviews. The guestionnaire



was administered at the end of the project, which asked learners to rate the learning activities on a
scale of 0 to 5, and to give reasons for their ratings in an open-ended fashion. To delve into
individual students’ learning experiences, one-on-one interviews were conducted with 13 of the
students after the project was finished. Table 1 outlines relevant information about these
interviewees. During the interviews, students were asked to describe how they approached the tasks;
their perceived benefits and challenges involved in each task; and their evaluation of their learning
outcomes.

Table 1. Relevant Information about the Interviewees in phase 1

Student Gender Area of study Level of study
A Female Social sciences Fourth year
B Male Social sciences Third year
C Male Foreign languages Second year
D Female Liberal arts Third year
E Male Social sciences Second year
F Female Commerce Second year
G Female Foreign languages Second year
H Female Foreign languages Second year
I Male Social sciences Fourth year
J Female Social sciences Second year
K Female Communication Second year
L Female Law Second year
M Female Commerce Third year

A second questionnaire was developed based on the findings from phase 1, which aimed to examine
the relationships between learners’ learning orientations and their satisfaction with the blog project
in a quantitative way. The instrument contained 17 items assigned to four scales, namely,
Satisfaction with the Project, Preference for Knowledge Code Activities, Preference for Knower
Code Activities, and Preference for Interaction. Sample items were “I feel a sense of achievement
when reading my blog now” (Satisfaction with the Project), “When | read others’ blogs, | paid
attention to their English” (Preference for Knowledge Code Activities), “I enjoyed writing about the
same subject in my blog” (Preference for Knower Code Activities), and “I always looked forward to
reading others’ blogs” (Preference for Interaction). Respondents were asked to express how much
they agreed or disagreed with a particular statement, on a 5-point scale from “strongly agree” to
“strongly disagree”. They were also asked to provide their English language test results for both the
General Scholastic Ability Test (GSAT) and the Advanced Subjects Test (AST), as well as to rate
their confidence in their own English language ability on a scale of 1 (I have no confidence at all) to
5 (I am very confident).

In phase 2, the questionnaire was administered to all participants at the end of the project. After
the project was completed, individual interviews were conducted with 28 of the participants,
including12 from Class X (5 education and 7 law majors), 7 from Class Y (all commerce majors),
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and 9 from Class Z (6 foreign languages and 3 journalism majors). During the interviews, students
were asked to elaborate on their responses to the questionnaire, and to discuss their experiences of
participating in the project. All interviews were transcribed verbatim for analysis.

Data analysis

Quantitative data collected in the study was analyzed using SPSS. Qualitative data was analyzed
through the lens of LCT(Specialization), using an analytical framework for the concepts of
epistemic relations and social relations (Table 2).



Table 2. Analytical Framework for Epistemic and Social Relations in this Study

Epistemic relations (ER)

Social relations (SR)

Concept Indicators for Example quotes of Concept Indicators for Example quotes of
manifested as deciding ER strength  indicators from manifested as deciding SR strength  indicators from
emphasis on: empirical data emphasis on: empirical data

language skills ER+

ER-

Language skills are
emphasized as
determining form of
legitimate educational
knowledge.

Language skills are
downplayed as less
important in defining
legitimate educational
knowledge.

When reading others’
blogs, I learned words
and phrases that were
new to me, and I could
see the errors they
made, and learned from
that.

| wouldn’t be put off by
language errors
someone made on their
blog. I normally
focused on reading the
content.

personal SR+
knowledge
and

experience

SR-

Personal experience
and opinions are
viewed as legitimate
knowledge in the
language learning
context.

Personal experience
and opinions are
downplayed and
distinguished from
legitimate knowledge
in the language
learning context.

You may get to
know different
people through your
blog. You may hear
about new
perspectives, even
those from people in
different countries.
Except for those who
know me personally,
who would care
about my life or
what I think?




RESULTS
At the time of writing, data analysis for the second phase was still in progress, so this section
presents findings from phase 1 and some preliminary results from phase 2.

Pedagogical intentions behind the project

Using the analytical framework to examine the pedagogical design of the blog projects involved in
both phases, it was found that the design was underpinned by a knower code. Table 3 outlines the
pedagogical intention behind each of the learning activities as was communicated to students by the
instructor, and the coding orientation of each activity according to the analytical framework:

Table 3. Coding Orientations of the Pedagogical Intentions

Activity Pedagogical intention Coding orientation

a) Writing blogs = To motivate learners to write in English by knower (ER-, SR+)
allowing them to discuss their personal experiences
and perspectives

b) Reading blogs = To expose learners to a variety of topics their peers  knower (ER-, SR+)
are interested in, thereby allowing them to see the
personal aspects of their peers

To encourage learners to express their opinions of knower (ER-, SR+)

others’ posts
= To enhance interactivity among learners

c) Writing comments

d) Reading language = To alert learners to correct language forms knowledge (ER+, SR-)
notes
e) Writing on one topic = To build a link between blogs and their authors, knower (ER-, SR+)

thereby helping learners develop a sense of identity
to their blogs
= To enhance the blogs’ authenticity, hence
maximizing the possibility of external readers
f) Meeting partners = To facilitate social interaction knower (ER-, SR+)

g) Self-editing = To alert learners to correct language forms knowledge (ER+, SR-)

Findings based on interview data collected in phase 1

Among the thirteen students interviewed in phase one, five (students A to E) reported receiving
great benefits from the project, three (F to H) indicated some benefits, and the other five (I to M)
said the project did not have much positive impact on their English learning. To tease out the factors
separating positive and negative EFL blogging experiences, the following results concentrate on
comparing the characteristics of the satisfied learners (A to E, classified as “group 1”), and the
less-satisfied learners (I to M, classified as “group 27).

Characteristics of satisfied learners

A strong theme running through the interview data was that group 1 students had a lot to say about
their topics. Several of them stated that they had sufficient content to add to their blogs if the project
were to continue for another semester. For example, student E, who wrote about baseball,
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commented:

I have plenty of things to write. There were about ten games being played every day... |
normally watched my favorite teams, but I also paid attention to special incidents about other
teams. Without this blog, | would’ve been chatting with my friends or people on the Internet
about the games anyway.

As indicated in the quote, the content of student E’s blog was an important part of his everyday life.
In addition, he and the other students in this group considered themselves to have a degree of
expertise in their topics, and some also demonstrated the intention to educate readers about their
topics. For example, the following statement by student B, whose blog was about rock bands in the
70s and 80s, shows that he claimed expertise in his topic based on his experience of being a
guitarist. He felt the experience entitled him to decide for his readers worthwhile information to
learn about the bands:

The musicians | wrote about are all my favorite and 7 know a lot about them. 7 know what is so
legendary about them and what is worth writing. Based on my knowledge, | decided which
interesting parts | wanted to include in my post.... Because 7 have played the guitar for a long
time, | don’t want to introduce some mainstream musicians. That kind of information is not
interesting. (Italics added)

The remark was echoed by student A, who wrote about flamenco. Albeit in a less assertive tone, she
noted that being a flamenco dancer, she was capable of selecting key information about the dance
and redescribing it in a way that made flamenco more accessible to her readers:

I find online information about flamenco overwhelmingly long, and even as a dancer myself, |
can’t always grasp the point immediately. | hope that after reading the brief and simple
descriptions of flamenco on my blog, my classmates would have a basic understanding of the
dance.

On occasion, some students in this group had few peer comments. However, they were not
disheartened by this, apparently largely because of the confidence they had in their knowledge of
their topics. Three (B, C, E) felt that it was likely caused by their classmates not knowing enough
about the topic to write a comment. Many (A, B, C, E) also added that they considered writing their
blogs a worthwhile experience even with a lack of peer comments because they were able to
document their feelings and thoughts about something they were devoted to. The ability to write
about their devotion in a foreign language had a significant meaning for this group. One said with
noticeable pride, “Having the capability to keep an English blog about animation is a manifestation



of my passion for it” (C). To another student, this capability also brought about a sense of
ownership of her work, as suggested in this remark:

The feeling that | have organized my understanding of Flamenco by myself gave me a great
sense of achievement. | used to only listen to other people talking about it, or read about it on
the Internet. This semester | felt | had documented my knowledge about the dance. (A)

Another characteristic this group had in common was their conscious effort to build a
self-image through their blogs, which indicated that they had readers in mind while writing. For
example, student B said:

Readers may be judging who | am by what | wrote. They may be evaluating whether I’'m really
a guitarist myself, or simply someone who listens to rock music. Who knows who will be
reading my blog?

The above quote also showed the student was considering the possibility of having an audience
outside class. Audience awareness led several students (A, C, E) to refraining from using jargon and
information that required insider knowledge to decipher. For example, student E stated, “if | said a
pitcher was injured because of a particular way he threw the ball, | think none of my classmates
would understand me.” An even stronger audience awareness was observed in student B, who
started to use some technical terms in the mid-semester, after he shared his blog with his guitarist
friends outside class. “They wouldn’t want to read detailed explanations of the simple stuff,” he
said, but adding that in order not to lose his non-guitarist readers in class, he attached Chinese
translation to those terms.

While most students in this group were happy to receive feedback on their English, most of
them said they did not see a detailed correction of their English as necessary. Moreover, although
they all revised their sentences after reading the teacher’s suggestions, only one stated that he read
the teacher’s language suggestions for other students. Many also mentioned that when reading their
classmates’ blogs, they did not pay much attention to their classmates’ English. When asked if they
felt their English had improved because of the project, all of them gave an affirmative answer. In
their explanation, as the project proceeded, they were able to write more in a shorter time. Student
D described her observation in this comment:

When writing the third or fourth post, | was quite satisfied with my writing. | felt | had a better
sense of English. | mean, I didn’t get stuck at as many places as before. Compared with my
previous posts, | could feel | wrote much faster.

She added that she had never experienced this kind of progress before because in the past, she had
only written for exams. When writing for that purpose, she noted, “I worried about a lot of things,



such as structure and grammar, and | concentrated on inserting fancy vocabulary and sentence
patterns into my writing to impress the marker.” Another student said that in her later posts, she
found she was able to “skip the step of translating her thoughts from Chinese to English” (D).

Characteristics of less-satisfied learners

Like their group 1 counterparts, group 2 exhibited shared characteristics, although most of these
were in direct contrast to those of group 1. The most salient characteristic was that, group 2 did not
demonstrate passion or lasting commitment to their blog topics. In fact, all of them experienced
difficulty focusing on their topics. One discussed the stress of having nothing to say about her topic:

The night before the due date, | would start worrying there was nothing new | could say about

this singer. I chose her as my topic because | happened to be listening to her latest album at the
time. 1 didn’t plan what | would write about her, so | became a bit anxious. I felt I was running
out of ideas all the time. (K)

Another gave up on her initial topic because she was not willing to dedicate time to researching it:

I had wanted to write about music, and | spent a lot of time looking for information in the first
two weeks. But then | found it took too much time, so | switched to writing about miscellaneous
things that happened in my daily life. (M)

In terms of audience awareness, two students (K, L) in this group showed that they were
conscious of the larger audience on the Internet, but the awareness had a negative impact on their
writing. Contrary to their group 1 peers striving to construct a positive image because of the
awareness, the two students detached themselves from their writing by avoiding disclosing their
opinions, as indicated in this quote:

I wouldn’t say what was on my mind that might sound too critical. I might touch on the issue
but I wouldn’t go into too much depth.... People may get upset, and | worry about the
consequences. | mean, some people may leave nasty messages on my blog. | don’t like that. (L)

The rest of the group said that it had never occurred to them that people outside class might read
their blogs even though the teacher had mentioned the possibility. Typical comments provided by
these students were, “Who would read my blog? It’s just an assignment; it’s not like | have written
something that’s a big deal” (1) and “Except for those who know me personally, who would care
about my life or what | think?” (M). These statements also suggested that, unlike group 1, the
students did not think their blogs would offer valuable information to others. Neither did they share
Group 1’s sense of mission to introduce what they knew about their topics to their readers. This
observation was confirmed when another two students (1, J), who wrote about health tips and
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volunteer work experience, gave a lukewarm response to the question of whether they would feel
pleased if their blogs helped other people learn about their topics. Regardless of the relatively large
number of responses some of his posts had attracted, student | noted, “It gave me a chance to
practice English, and that’s all.”

In contrast to their lack of enthusiasm about their writing content, this group expressed great
concern about their language improvement. The data indicated that they did not find participating in
the project a satisfying experience because they felt it did not help them improve their English.
Student K, for example, said, “In my blog, I always used words I already knew, so | didn’t feel |
was making any progress”. Several students likened blogging to writing a diary, stating that
blogging was too informal to be as effective as writing a traditional essay in terms of pushing them
to learn language forms. As this student noted:

When blogging, you write whatever is on your mind, but when writing a formal essay, you have
to have an introduction, a conclusion, transition signals, things like that. The teacher could have
required us to do more things like this in our blogs. (J)

Preliminary results from questionnaire data collected in phase 2

Table 4 presents the means, standard deviations, internal-consistency reliabilities, and correlations
among the scales of the questionnaire. The alpha reliabilities for the scales of Satisfaction with the
Project, Preference for Knower Code Activities, and Preference for Interaction, were all above .60,
although the alpha reliability for the scale of Preference for Knowledge Code Activities was .55.
This could be due to the exploratory nature of the study, for which a Cronbach’s alpha coefficient
of .60 is acceptable (Robinson, Shaver & Wrightsman, 1991).

High mean scores ranging from 3.34 for the scale of Preference for Knowledge Code Activities
to 3.77 for the scale of Preference for Interaction on a five point Likert type scale revealed that
students generally had a positive perception of the project and all three kinds of activities involved
in the project.

Using one way analysis of variance (ANOVA), it was found that the amount of variance in
scores accounted by class membership was not statistically significant for the scales of Satisfaction
with the Project (F = .941, p >.10), GSAT (F = .029, p >.10), AST (F = 1.508, p >.10), and
Self-Confidence in English Language Ability (F = .416, p >.10). This indicates that the students’
perceptions of the project were not affected by which class they were drawn from, and that their
English language proficiency and confidence levels were similar. Therefore, students in the three
classes were treated as a homogenous group.

Correlation analysis showed that Satisfaction with the Project had a positive relationship with
three scales: Preference for Knowledge Code Activities (» = .47, p <.01), Knower Code Activities
(r = .63, p <.01), and Preference for Interaction (r = .61, p < .01). On the other hand, the other three
scales - GSAT (r =-.00, p > .01), AST (r = .10, p > .01), and Self-Confidence in English Language
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Ability (» = .17, p > .01) - were not significantly related to Satisfaction with the Project. Preference
for Knowledge Code Activities was also positively associated with three scales: Preference for
Knower Code Activities (r = .45, p < .01), Preference for Interaction (» = .51, p <.01), and AST (r
= .35, p <.01). Preference for Knower Code Activities was positively associated with Preference for
Interaction (» = .67, p <.01), and Preference for Interaction was positively related to
Self-Confidence in English Language Ability (» = .27, p < .01).

However, although both Preference for Knowledge Code Activities and Preference for Knower
Code Activities were significantly positively related to Satisfaction with the Project, after
controlling the effects of Preference for Interaction, the statistical significance of differences on the
Preference for Knower Code Activities scale was found to be greater than that reported for the
Preference for Knowledge Code Activities scale (Preference for Knowledge Code Activities >
Satisfaction with the Project, standardized f coefficient = .170, ¢t = 1.897, p <.10; Preference for
Knower Code Activities = Satisfaction with the Project, standardized £ coefficient = .376, ¢ =
3.592, p <.01). That is, despite knowledge code and knower code learning orientations both
contributed to learners’ satisfaction with the project, a knower code learning orientation led to
greater satisfaction with the project than a knowledge code learning orientation.

Finally, regression analysis indicated that GSAT (¢ = .76, p > .10), AST (¢ = -.035, p > .10) and
Self-Confidence in English Language Ability (¢ = 1.613, p > .10) did not significantly predict
learners’ Satisfaction with the Project.
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Table 4. Scale Mean (M), Standard Deviation (SD), Internal Consistency (Cronbach Alpha Reliability), and Correlations among Scales

Scale M S.D. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
1. Satisfaction with Project 3.45 .59 (.60)

2. Preference for Knowledge Code Activities 3.34 .60 AT (.55)

3. Preference for Knower Code Activities 3.62 .69 637 45" (.75)

4. Preference for Interactive Activities 3.77 .68 617 517 67" (.72)

5. GSAT 14.17 1.47 -.00 17 -.15 -01

6. AST 84.48 6.87 10 357 .04 13 62"

7. Self-Confidence in English Language Ability ~ 2.95 1.05 17 19 11 27" 397 307

Note. Cronbach’s alpha coefficients appear on the diagonal. n = 93. GSAT = the General Scholastic Ability Test (The scaled score ranges from 0 to 15); AST = the
Advanced Subjects Test (Each test is worth 100 points).
* p <.05; ** p <.01; two-tailed.
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DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION

Findings based on the interview data collected in first phase of the study indicated that learners who
were more satisfied with the blog project shared a number of characteristics: they had strong
passion for, and claimed expertise in, the knowledge they shared on their blogs. This enthusiasm
and confidence was accompanied by a palpable ambition to teach their audience about what they
knew. They also developed ownership of their work, seeing it as reflecting part of their selves.
Together, these themes revealed that satisfied earners recognized the knowledge they had obtained
in their personal life as valid knowledge in educational settings, such as in the blog project. As
illustrated in the result section, they thrived at being allowed to bring their personal knowledge to
the blogging environment, through which they shared the social aspects of themselves with people
inside and outside school. This emphasis on the socially-based characteristics of the learner as the
basis of legitimate insights indicated that the social relation characterizing this group’s educational
dispositions was relatively strong (SR+). Moreover, while highlighting the personal knowledge
displayed in their own and their peers’ blogs, they downplayed the significance of English language
skills. Even when discussing their language improvement, satisfied earners accentuated how it had
become easier for them to express their thoughts (the “who’) rather than on the attainment of
language skills (the “what” and “how”). The relative de-emphasis on language skills embodied a
weaker epistemic relation (ER-). In short, satisfied earners demonstrated relatively strong “knower
code” (ER-, SR+) educational dispositions, which was compatible with the knower code
pedagogical design of the project.

On the other hand, learners who were less satisfied with the project experienced it very
differently to the previous group. They suffered from having little to write and did not deem what
they wrote to be of value to themselves and to others. Put another way, they felt their personal
insights not worth sharing, that is, a downplaying of their socially-based attributes. This
de-emphasis on the social aspects of the learner was also exemplified by two students’ suppression
of expressing their personal views on their blogs, and another student’s remark that if everyone
wrote on the same topic, she could use her classmates’ writing as a yardstick to measure her
language performance, indicating that what mattered to her regarding the existence of peers in a
learning context was not who they were or what they thought, but the language skills they possessed.
The social relation characterizing these students’ educational dispositions was thus relatively weak
(SR-). In addition, their comments regarding the project’s drawbacks in offering them new language
skills to learn (the “what”) manifested an emphasis on the epistemic relation (ER+). Together, the
specialization code represented by less-satisfied learners’ educational dispositions was a
“knowledge code” (ER+, SR-), an opposite code to the one characterizing the learning environment.

In short, phase 1 of the study found that differences in individual learners’ educational
dispositions led to their more, or less, positive blogging experiences. Those who prospered in the
project were pre-equipped with the attributes assumed by the pedagogical design, which made them
the “right” kind of knowers for the project. On the other hand, those who were less satisfied with
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the project entered the learning environment with dispositions not agreeable to the environment,
thus becoming the “wrong” kind of knowers for the project.

Finally, preliminary analysis of the questionnaire data collected in the second phase of the
study indicated that learners’ satisfaction with the project was not influenced by their English
language proficiency, self-confidence in their English language ability, or their class membership.
Although the results suggested that the project slightly favored learners with a preference for
knower code activities, it should be noted that the results also showed that preferences for
knowledge code and knower code activities both led to satisfaction with the project. Analysis of the
interview data collected in phase 2 will hopefully shed some light on these results.
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There is currently a large amount of literature examining language learners’ experiences with blogging.
While blogging has generally been seen to benefit learners, contrasting experiences among individual
learners have also been identified. To investigate what may cause such differences, this paper draws on
one dimension of Maton’s Legitimation Code Theory to explore 33 Taiwanese university students’
blogging experiences in an elective English course. The study sought to identify the ideal blogger in a
language learning context by analyzing 1) the coding orientation learners bring to the blogging context, 2)
the code underpinning the pedagogical design of the project, and 3) the relations between these two sets
of codes.

In the ten week project, students wrote individual blogs on their self-chosen topics. They were required to
write one post on their blogs and respond to two of their classmates’ blogs every week. Data was
collected using a questionnaire and individual interviews with ten of the students. The study found that
learners who reported receiving more benefits shared a number of characteristics, which in the terms of
the code theory was specialized by a ‘knower code’ (where learners’ dispositions are emphasized as the
basis of achievement). On the other hand, less satisfied learners demonstrated a stronger ‘knowledge
code’ learning orientation (which emphasizes explicit procedures, skills and specialized knowledge). The
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‘code match’ and ‘code clash’ between the learning orientations of the two groups of learners and the

teaching design will be discussed. The paper argues that this was one important factor that gave rise to the
differences in learner perceptions of the blog project.
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