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曾琦芬(2019). Senior high school teachers’ beliefs about EFL writing instruction. Taiwan 
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四、 105~111 學年執行學術研究計畫 

學年度 計畫類型/計畫名稱 課程設計理念/研究目的 

111 教育部教學實踐研究計畫 

結合線上標註與互惠式教學法之任務導向教學模式提升深度

學習、高層次思考與同儕合作：以語言學概論課程為例

(PED1110166，執行期間 111/08/01~112/07/31) 

․利用線上標註與互惠式
教學法，結合任務導向學
習，加強學生高層次能力之
訓練、提高學習動機、促進
合作學習與提升學生專業
知識深度學習 

111 國科會專題研究計畫 

科技輔助高中生英文議論文寫作與增強 21 世紀技能：系統開

發、教師培訓及教學實施 

(MOST 111-2410-H-025-021，執行期間 111/08/01~112/07/31) 

․開發科技輔助協作寫作系
統作為未來高中英文教師培
訓與教學實施之用，提升學
生批判性思考、同儕合作與
議論文撰寫表現 

110 教育部教學實踐研究計畫 

混成式線上英文寫作課程設計與實施—後疫情時代線上寫作

教學初探(PED1101153，執行期間 110/08/01~111/07/31) 

․跳脫傳統實體教室的框架
進行混成式線上寫作課程，
因應數位時代的發展及學習
需求，運用科技輔助教學，
並為未來因各種因素造成無
法進行實體課程的情況提前
部署 

109 教育部教學實踐研究計畫 

多模態寫作：科技輔助之任務導向英文寫作課程 

(PED1090700，執行期間 109/08/01~110/07/31)  

★★獲教育部績優計畫、 

★★清華大學 2022 大學教師優良創新課程及教學競賽優等、 

★★高雄科大 2022 教學實踐研討會海報論文競賽特優 

․融入多模態寫作活動以提
升學生英文寫作學習動機與
信心、整體語文素養，同時
提升學生的科技素養、本土
文化認同和國際觀 

109 科技部專題研究計畫 

探索 EFL 學生數位多模態寫作歷程, 跨語言使用, 及模態變化

(MOST 109-2410-H-025-027，執行期間 109/08/01~110/12/31) 

․探索 EFL 多模態寫作歷程
中學生如何運用各種模態資
源達到溝通目的 

108 教育部教學實踐研究計畫 

藉由融入動態書面糾誤反饋提升 EFL 寫作正確度 

(PED1080344，執行期間 108/08/01~109/07/31) 

․融入動態書面糾誤反饋於
英文寫作課程中，以提升學
生對英文文法的覺知、增進
英文寫作的正確度、提升學
生英文寫作的信心及學習
動機 

108 科技部專題研究計畫 

直接與間接非聚焦書面糾誤反饋對英文學習者寫作正確度之

效果 

(MOST 108-2410-H-025-014，執行期間 108/08/01~109/10/31) 

․比較直接與間接非聚焦書

面糾誤反饋對 EFL 寫作正

確度之效果 

107 教育部教學實踐研究計畫 

翻轉英文寫作課程—融入 TED 演講 

(PED107004，執行期間 107/08/01~108/07/31) 

★★獲清華大學 2019 大學教師優良創新課程及教學競賽佳

作、★★高雄科大 2018 教學實踐研討會海報論文競賽優等 

․融入 TED talk 進行翻轉寫
作教學，提升學生英文字彙
質與量、增進師生及同儕互
動、提高學生英文寫作信心
與動機、提升學生多元文化
智能與世界公民之涵養。 

107 科技部專題研究計畫 

探索英文學習者採用圖像組織圖作為視覺輔助與否之寫作認

知歷程:口述分析 

(MOST 107-2635-H-025-001，執行期間 108/08/01~109/10/31) 

․比較學生使用圖像組織
圖做為構思輔助與否撰寫
議論文之段落表現與構思
歷程 
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學年度 計畫類型/計畫名稱 課程設計理念/研究目的 

106 教育部多元文化語境之英文學習革新課程計畫 

聽、讀、說、寫全面進擊—跨學制全語言學術英文寫作多元

整合課程(MOE-106-2-3-018；106/08/01~108/01/31) 

(http://wholelanguagelearning.nutc.edu.tw) 

․以文體為主軸，聽說讀等
技能作為寫作的前導活動，
並融入圖像組織圖進行寫
作教學 

105 教育部多元文化語境之英文學習革新課程計畫 

利用圖像組織圖強化英文寫作後設認知—跨學制學術英文寫

作多元整合課程 

(計畫編號 MOE-105-2-3-013；執行期間 105/08/01~106/07/31) 

( http:// aeit.nutc.edu.tw/pj42)  

★★獲新竹教育大學 2016 大學教師優良創新課程及教學競賽

佳作 

․以文體為主軸，寫作與閱
讀並重、歷程與產出並重、
合作與獨立寫作並進，融入
圖像組織圖進行寫作教學，
強化後設認知的建構 

五、 105~111 學年導學生畢業專題成果 

學年度 論文題目 指導學生 成果 

111 國小家長與教師對實施雙語教學
的觀點與態度 

鄭宥宥、陳致宇 

許維哲、周佳慧 

★獲科技部大專生計畫補助 

  (111-2813-C-025-029-H) 

★參加第二十四屆銘傳大學國際應

用英語教學研討會暨工作坊 

111 臺灣 COVID-19 疫情期間大專學
生對同步線上學習的看法 

賴俊棠、李晉軒 

李依庭 

★參加第二十四屆銘傳大學國際應

用英語教學研討會暨工作坊 

111 臺中市大坑六至十號步道雙語安
全指南 

劉恩圓、林苡瑾 

林宣綺、許喻婷 

曾琬雯、湯雅柔 

 

 

110 台灣民眾使用智慧裝置旅行模式
之調查 

廖家逸、林子瑄 

林芯羽、陳以糧 

陳盈汝 

★獲中科大語文學院 110 學年度三

系畢業專題聯展競賽論文組銀牌獎 

109 中英文字幕對 EFL 學生聽力理解
之影響 

吳妮穎、高彥歆 

蔡瑀禎、許寗 

★獲中科大語文學院 109 學年度三

系畢業專題聯展競賽論文組金牌獎 

108 鹿港觀光文化中英雙語導覽手冊 張嘉甜、劉芝伶 

蔣宛蓉 

 

107 國小學童參加英語補習班之現況
調查：以臺中市都會區國小為例 

周岑磬、林家伃 

張家榕、蕭穎婕 

★獲中科大語文學院 107 學年度三

系畢業專題聯展競賽論文組佳作 

106 探討英文畢業門檻與大學生英文
學習動機與焦慮之關係 

黃家儀、林育暄 

林真慧、孫煜婷 

陳映橋 

★獲中科大語文學院 106 學年度三

系畢業專題聯展競賽論文組銀牌獎 

★參加 2018 ETRA 國際研討會發表 

105 透過文化融入教學提升小學生學
習英文動機 

涂晴雯、江倍瑜 

劉育均、吳宜儒 

賴虹毓 

 

104 英語教學法對 EFL 學生學習文法
態度之影響 

江惠淇、陳敬佳 

黃偵禎、蔣詩佩 

賴懌嬋 

★獲應英系專題製作競賽亞軍 

★參加 2015 ETRA 國際研討會發表 
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六、 107~111 學年參加教師專業社群 

學年度  社群名稱 主辦單位 擔任職務 

111 培養 21 世紀關鍵技能之外語創新教學 
 

教育部中區基地/
靜宜大學 

召集人 

110 融入 21 世紀素養之教學教師社群 

 

教育部中區基地/
靜宜大學 

召集人 

108-
111 

國際學術研究產學計畫及專業教學教師成長社群 國立臺中科技大學 社群成員 

110 教師教學與課程優化社群 國立臺中科技大學 社群成員 

110 創新專利研究社群 國立臺中科技大學 社群成員 

109 多元文化創新暨翻轉教學社群 國立臺中科技大學 社群成員 

108 觀光外語多元應用社群 國立臺中科技大學 社群成員 

107 創新教學與研究社群 國立臺中科技大學 社群成員 

七、 105~110 學年參加國際學術研討會並發表 

日期  研討會名稱/發表論文題目 主辦單位 舉辦城市 

110.8.18-

8.20 

The 19th World Congress of Applied Linguistics on 

the Dynamics of Language, Communication and 

Culture in a Changing World (2021 AILA) 

論文題目: Chinese EFL learners’ cognitive process 

in composing English essays with and without 

Graphic Organizers: A Stimulated Recall Study 

AILA Groningen, 

the 

Netherland  

108.6.27-

6.29 

The 17th Asia TEFL & the 6th FLLT International 

Conference on “ELT for Glocal Synergies across 

Disciplines and Multilingual Ambiences 

論文題目: Fluency, Complexity, and Accuracy of 

Chinese EFL Learners’ Expository Writing: A 

learner-corpus study  

Asia TEFL Bangkok, 

Thailand 

106.6.22-

6.23 

The 4th Conference of the Asia Association for 

Language Assessment (AALA) 

論文題目 : Analysis of Fluency, Complexity, and 

Accuracy of EFL Expository Writing at the High-

Intermediate Level 

AALA Taipei 

105.11.25-

11.26 

The 18th Academic Forum on English Language 

Testing in Asia (AFELTA) 

論文題目:Subsumable Relationship among Error 

Types of EFL Writers— A Learner Corpus-Based 

Study of Expository Writing at the GEPT 

Intermediate Level 

AFELTA Hong Kong 
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八、 105~110 學年參加國內教學與學術研討會及研習 

日期 研討會/研習主題 主辦單位 時數 

111.07~111.08 1.發表頂級期刊的秘訣:以質性研究為例 

2.英文改寫與電腦輔助學習論文撰寫與發表 

3.做個內心自由的研究者:從研究的內外在框架談起 

4.我研究路上的喜與悲 

臺灣英語文教
學研究學會 

12 

110.04.16~04.17 2021 應用語言學暨預言教學國際研討會 

論文題目: Improving Rhetorical Structure and 

Readability of EFL Argumentative Essays with the 

Aid of Graphic Organizers 

國立臺灣科技
大學 

12 

109.10.16~10.17 2020 International Conference on English For 

Specific Purposes 

臺灣專業英語
文學會 

16 

 論文題目:Pursuing Scholarship of Teaching & 

Learning: My Experience of Scholarly Teaching 

  

109.8~110.7 靜宜大學、雲林科技大學研習計 8 場  23 

108.12.07 International Conference on Pedagogies for CLIL 國立成功大學 6 

108.1031 2019 Workshop on CLIL 國立高雄餐旅
大學 

4 

108.05.17~05.18 第 36 屆中華民國英語文教學國際研討會 臺灣英語文教
學研究學會 

12 

107.08~110.07 臺中科大辦理教學與研究研習計 24 場 國立臺中科技
大學 

87 

107.08~110.07 國立臺灣師範大學、國立臺北教育大學、高雄科
技大學研習計 3 場 

 16 

107.05.18~05.19 第 35 屆中華民國英語文教學國際研討會 

論文題目: The Relation between English Graduation 

Benchmark and College Students' English Learning 

Motivation and Anxiety 

臺灣英語文教
學研究學會 

12 

107.04.20~04.21 2018 應用語言學暨預言教學國際研討會 

論文題目: Whole Language Approach to Writing: 

Integrating TED Talks into EFL Writing Class 

國立臺灣科技
大學 

16 

106.08~107.07 本校語文學院辦理教學與研究研習計 5 場 國立臺中科技
大學 

14 

106.08~107.07 應英系辦理教學與研究研習計 8 場 國立臺中科技
大學應英系 

21 

106.05.19~05.20 第 34 屆中華民國英語文教學國際研討會 

論文題目: Incorporation of novel reading and 

graphic organizers in a genre-based EFL writing 

course 

臺灣英語文教
學研究學會 

12 

106.04.07 2017 NTNU Corpus Conference 國立臺灣師範
大學英語系 

6 

105.11.11~11.13 2016 PAC and The 25th International Symposium on 

English Teaching 

論文題目: Quantitative Text Analysis of EFL 

Writing at the High-Intermediate Level 

中華民國英語
文教師學會 

12 

105.08~106.07 應英系辦理教學與研究研習計 12 場 國立臺中科技
大學應英系 

30 

105.08~106.07 本校語文學院辦理教學與研究研習計 5 場 國立臺中科技
大學 

16.5 

合計   327.5 
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九、 擔任他校碩士論文口試委員 

日期 論文題目 說明 

111.06 Attitudes towards Mandarin Chinese: A Survey on 

Vietnamese Students in Taiwan 

越南在臺灣學生對於中文的態度研究 

靜宜大學英語系 

研究生: 丁鈺嘉 

指導教授: 黃麗蓉 副教授 

110.10 EFL Teachers’ Beliefs and Practices about Reading 

Instruction in Language Talented Programs: A Case 

Study of Two Junior high school teachers 

國立臺灣師範大學英語系 

研究生: 吳思葶 

指導教授: 羅美蘭 副教授 

110.10 English Teachers’ Beliefs and Practices of Teaching 

English in English in High School English Classes in 

Taiwan 

國立臺灣師範大學英語系 

研究生: 林庭薇 

指導教授: 羅美蘭 副教授 

110.06 University EFL Students’ Beliefs about English 

Reading and Their Reading Strategy Use 

以學習英文為外語之大學生對英文閱讀信念及閱

讀策略使用之研究 

東海大學英文系 

研究生: 蔡椏寒 

指導教授: 廖敏旬 副教授 

109.12 Effects of Readers Theater on EFL Vocabulary 

Learning of Vocational High School Students in 

Taiwan 讀者劇場對臺灣高職學生英文單字學習成

效之影響 

國立臺灣科技大學應外系研

究生: 陳里維 

指導教授: 鄧慧君 教授 

105.06 A study of lexical cohesion in the children picture 

books of Eric Carle 

以詞彙銜接性之觀點探討艾瑞卡爾的童書 

靜宜大學英語系 

研究生:  

指導教授: 黃麗蓉 副教授 
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十、 105~110 學年擔任校外學術與教學單位審查委員/諮詢委員/理監事 

學年度 擔任委員/理監事之委員會/單位名稱 

110~迄今 教育部多元升等審查教學實踐與教學類人才庫 

110~迄今 臺灣英語文教學研究學會(ETRA)理事 

110~迄今 國立臺灣師範大學英語系系友會理事 

110~迄今 

110~迄今 

110~迄今 

教育部國教署國中小部份領域雙語教學中區計畫訪視委員暨共同主持人 

教育部國教署高中英文課程全英語授課諮詢輔導委員 

臺中市教育局引進外籍英語教師諮詢委員 

109~迄今 教育部國教署提升高級中等學校學生英語文成效及職場英語文能力計畫諮詢

與審查委員 

108~迄今 教育部教學實踐研究計畫審查委員 

108~迄今 國科會專題研究計畫審查委員 

107~迄今 臺中市教育局國中小學習扶助到校輔導諮詢委員 

106~迄今 教育部國教署學習扶助輔導教練與入校觀課議課訪視諮詢委員 

106~迄今 教育部國教署全國高中英文單字比賽命題審題委員 

106~迄今 國立彰化師範大學研究倫理審查委員會研究倫理審查專家 

105~108 技專校院入學測驗四技二專統一入學測驗英文科非選擇題閱卷委員 

103~迄今 大學入學考試中心學科能力測驗英文科非選擇題閱卷委員 

十一、 105~111 學年會議主持人、研習暨演講主講人 

1. 擔任國際會議司儀: 

日期 會議名稱 主辦/邀請單位 

111.07.07~07.10 2022 Asia-Pacific Conference on 

Giftedness 

教育部國教署/國立臺灣師範大學 

108.07.06~07.11 108 年亞太科學資優學生論壇 教育部國教署/國立臺灣師範大學 

108.04.12~04.16 2019 Biennial Conference of the 

International Research Association for 

Talent Development and Excellence 

教育部國教署/臺北市政府教育局/

國立臺灣師範大學 

107.07.11~07.16 107 年度亞太科學資優學生論壇 教育部國教署/國立臺灣師範大學 

106.07.01~07.06 106 年度亞太科學資優學生論壇 教育部國教署/國立臺灣師範大學 

105.07.01 105 年度亞太科學資優學生論壇 教育部國教署/國立臺灣師範大學 
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2. 105~111 學年上學期擔任講座主講人： 

日期 演講主題 邀請單位 

111.12.28 活化國小雙語教學之教學策略 臺中市霧峰區僑榮國小 

111.12.21 活化國小雙語教學之教學策略 彰化縣芬園鄉文德國小 

111.11.08 Developing students’ soft skills in EFL writing 

classes 

國立中正大學外文系 

111.10.19 本土國際化雙語教育實施原則與策略 彰化市民生國小 

111.09.20 評量高中英文作文策略 國立新竹高商 

111.08.29 提升 21 世紀素養的英文課 國立高雄科技大學通識中心 

111.08.10 教學實踐研究計畫撰寫經驗分享 國立臺北科技大學語言中心 

111.06.17 雙語教學之課程設計 臺中市立忠民高中國中部 

111.05.27 閃亮面試の三大攻略 國立北港高中 

111.05.18 英文句型學習與翻譯技巧(線上) 國立新竹高中 

111.05.11 英文句型教學策略 國立草屯商工 

111.04.07 專業英文教材編寫(線上) 新北市私立南強工商 

111.04.20 雙語教學之課室英語使用 苗栗縣卓蘭鎮雙連國小 

111.03.30 看電影學英文：那些電影教會我們的事 國立臺中教育大學 

111.03.23 國小雙語教學課程設計 彰化縣芬園鄉文德國小 

111.02.23 再談雙語教學 彰化縣芬園鄉文德國小 

111.02.18 大學教師優良創新課程教學競賽參賽心得分享 國立臺中科技大學語文學院 

110.11.05 英文簡報技巧 臺中市立豐原高商 

110.10.22 專業英文課程規劃(線上) 新北市私立南強工商 

110.07.06 學習扶助教學案例分析與實務 國教署/國立臺灣師範大學 

110.04.10 ESP 教材編寫理論與原則 國教署/國立臺灣師範大學 

110.01.12 Integrated writing: What and how  國立中央大學語言中心 

109.11.06 2020 教學實踐研究計畫經驗分享 臺中科技大學教資中心 

109.10.17 Pursuing scholarship of teaching & learning: My 

experience of scholarly teaching 

國立臺北科技大學/2020 TESPA 

Conference 

109.10.13 如何融入英文寫作教學於高中課程 臺南一中 

109.07. 學習扶助教學案例分析與實務 國教署/國立臺灣師範大學 

108.12.02 指導大專生專題製作經驗分享 靜宜大學外文系 

108.07. 學習扶助教學案例分析與實務 國教署/國立臺灣師範大學 

108.03.22 Visualizing ideas & thinking in EFL writing via 

graphic organizers 

國立臺灣師範大學英語系 

107.07. 學習扶助教學案例分析與實務 國教署/國立臺灣師範大學 

107.03.21 Incorporating novel reading, graphic organizers & 

TED talks in a genre-based EFL writing course 

明新科技大學應用英語系 

106.11.07 融入圖像織圖於英文閱讀與寫作教學 臺灣海洋大學應用英語研究所 

106.08.10 補救教學案例分析與實務 教育部國教署/臺灣師範大學 

105.11.07 淺談研究方法與論文撰寫 國立台中二中 

105.11.19 學測翻譯與英文寫作技巧 國立員林高級中學 
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十二、 105~111 學年擔任比賽評審 

日期 比賽名稱 主辦/邀請單位 

111.12.17 雙語教學教案發表暨比賽 國教署/國立臺灣師範大學英語系 

111.11.08 高級中等學校職場英語文教材徵稿比賽 國教署/國立臺灣師範大學英語系 

111.10.24 國中小學科領域教師跨國視訊研習營教案

比賽 

國教署/國立臺灣師範大學英語系 

111.04. 補助教學精進創新與專業社群計畫 國立臺灣師範大學 

111.05.13  英文專題簡報比賽 國立臺北商業大學應英系 

111.01.14 畢業專題簡報比賽 國立臺灣科技大學應外系 

110.12.01 全國高職技藝競賽英文簡報組 教育部國教署/彰化高商 

110.06.17 2021 畢業專題英文簡報比賽(線上) 國立勤益科技大學應英系 

110.05.12 專業英語簡報競賽 南臺科技大學語言中心 

109.12.02 全國高職技藝競賽英文簡報組 教育部國教署/豐原高商 

109.11.10 全國高中英文演講比賽 教育部國教署/彰化高中 

109.06.01 2020 畢業專題英文簡報比賽(線上) 國立勤益科技大學應英系 

109.03.14 臺中市國中英語演講比賽 臺中市教育局/臺中市光復國中小 

109.03.11 臺中市國中英語歌唱比賽 臺中市教育局/臺中市居仁國中 

108.11.12 全國高中英文演講比賽 教育部國教署/彰化高中 

108.03.30 臺中女中大學甄選模擬面試委員 臺中市立臺中女中 

108.03.12 臺中市國中英語演講比賽 臺中市教育局/臺中市光復國中小 

108.01.08 臺灣文化手冊英文競賽評審 國立臺中教育大學 

107.05.30 苗栗縣英語成果發表會讀者劇場比賽 苗栗縣政府教育處 

107.03.13 臺中市國中英語演講比賽 臺中市教育局/臺中市光復國中小 

107.03.15 臺中市國中英語歌唱比賽 臺中市教育局/臺中市居仁國中 

106.05.23 第 13 屆語文資優班專題成果發表會評審 臺中市立臺中一中 

106.03.14 臺中市國中英語歌唱比賽 臺中市教育局/臺中市居仁國中 

十三、 入校輔導訪視 

1. 教育部國教署國高中及小學部份領域雙語教學計劃入校訪視與觀課議課 

日期 輔導學校 觀課議課科目 

111.12.26 彰化市民生國小 音樂 

111.12.09 彰化縣大園國小、彰化市彰泰國中 綜合領域、音樂、體育 

111.12.02 彰化縣線西國小 音樂、健體 

111.11.29 彰化縣文德國小 綜合領域 

111.11.25 苗栗縣僑育國小、通霄國中 綜合領域、音樂 

111.11.21 臺中市私立明德高中 音樂 

111.11.15 嘉義縣鹿草國中、水上國中 輔導、 

111.11.14 臺中市私立大明高中 音樂 
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111.11.10 臺中市私立大明高中 體育 

111.11.09 國立暨南大學附中 地球科學 

111.11.04 彰化縣頂番國小、臺中市育英國中 視覺藝術、家政 

111.10.28 苗栗市建功國小 生活 

111.05.10 彰化縣文德國小、太平國小 健康、視覺藝術 

111.05.06 雲林縣立人國小、廉使國小 音樂 

111.04.12 臺中市北勢國中 體育、體育 

111.04.01 臺中市忠明高中國中部  音樂 

111.01.07 雲林縣斗六國中 童軍 

110.12.24  嘉義縣和興國小 健康 

110.12.06 臺南市東陽國小、新民國小 生活、數學、視覺藝術、音樂 

110.10.25 彰化縣文德國小、大園國小 健康、綜合領域 

110.10.22  臺中市忠明高中國中部 音樂 

2. 教育部國教署高中英文科全英授課入校諮詢訪視觀課議課 

日期 輔導學校 授課教師 

111 學年   

111.11.30 臺中市臺中高工(線上諮詢觀課議課) 王佳妙老師 

111.11.21 臺中市立臺中家商(線上諮詢觀課議課) 陳偉綾老師 

111.11.14 臺中市大甲高工(線上諮詢觀課議課) 王思文老師 

111.11.01 國立彰化藝術高中  

111.10.25 苗栗縣私立建台中學  

110 學年   

111.04.25 新竹市私立曙光女中  

111.04.21 新竹縣私立義民高中(線上諮詢觀課議課)  

111.04.22 臺中市立臺中家商 陳偉綾老師 

111.03.30 臺中市立霧峰農工  

110.12.03 臺中市立臺中家商 陳偉綾老師 

110.11.26 新竹市私立曙光女中(線上諮詢觀課議課)  

110.11.24 臺中市立霧峰農工(線上諮詢觀課議課)  
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3. 教育部國民中小學英語學習扶助入班輔導人員培訓研習入班觀課議課 

日期 輔導學校 授課教師 

112.01.13; 112.01.06 臺中市后里區內埔國小 彭偉峰校長 

112.01.12; 112.01.05 臺中市后里區內埔國小 謝美玲老師 

111.01.17; 111.01.10 新竹縣竹北市新港國小 許秀如主任 

108.04.30; 108.04.23 苗栗縣竹南鎮新南國小 林芳琦老師 

108.01.25; 108.01.23 臺中市大甲區大甲國中 莊雅蘭老師 

107.05.04; 107.04.13 臺中市南屯區惠文國小 黃靖媛老師 

107.03.26; 106.09.26 臺中市神岡區圳堵國小 王勝忠老師 

107.01.16; 106.11.14 臺中市清水區清水國小 徐千雅主任 

4. 臺中市學生學習扶助整體行政推動計畫到校輔導訪視 

日期       訪視學校 

111.04.19  社口國小、岸裡國小、東寶國小 

111.04.13  圳堵國小、豐洲國小 

111.04.08 頭家國小、潭陽國小、新興國小 

111.04.06  僑忠國小、潭子國小 

110.04.19  泰安國小、大鵬國小 

110.04.13 國安國小、協和國小、重慶國小、大仁國小 

110.04.09  上安國小、長安國小、惠來國小、何厝國小 

109.04.23 大忠國小、山陽國小、瑞井國小、瑞峰國小 

109.04.22  永順國小、追分國小 

109.04.21 中正國小 (梧棲區) 、永寧國小、梧南國小 

109.04.16 大德國小、中港國小 

5. 國教署及臺中市高級中等以下學校聘僱外籍英語教師入校訪視 

學年度 日期 輔導學校 

111 學年 111.12.16 南投縣國立南投高中、國立竹山高中 

 111.12.13 臺中市大雅區文雅國小 

 111.12.12 臺中市后里區后里國小 

110 學年 111.05.17 臺中市太平區長億中學 

 110.12.17 臺中市西  區中正國小 

 110.12.10  臺中市沙鹿區公館國小 

 110.11.29  臺中市梧棲區梧南國小 

6. 教育部國民中小學課程推動工作課程與教學輔導英語輔導群點燈計畫入校諮詢 

日期 輔導學校 授課教師 

111.03.08 南投縣草屯鎮草屯國中 張鳳紋老師、曹世穎老師 
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摘要 

本教學實踐研究技術報告詳述送審人近六年來所執行之與英文寫作教學相關之三

個教學實踐研究歷程與結果，整份技術報告文分六章，第一章為緒論，簡述送審人於科

技大學英文寫作教學現場所觀察到的待解決問題，並以建構拼圖的類比，藉以比喻英文

寫作教教師的任務即為拼出一完整的地圖，引導學生通往書寫英文順暢溝通之境地。 

第二章為英文寫作教學之理論基礎與架構，內容包括英文寫作教學方法之相關寫作

教學理論，以及創新教學方法作為理論依據的學習理論。寫作教學與研究模式包括

Hyland (2003, 2008)的三個模式：文本為主模式(text-oriented approach)、作者為主模式

(writer-oriented approach)、讀者為主模式(reader-oriented approach)，送審人據此提出一

「文體導向歷程為主」(genre-based process-oriented approach)之英文寫作教學模式。創新

英文寫作教學方法的學習理論基礎包括支持運用圖像組織圖於學習的認知負荷理論

(Cognitive Load Theory)、雙重解碼理論(Dual Coding Theory)、視覺論據假說(Visual 

Argument Hypothesis)、聯合記憶假說(Joint Retention Hypothesis)，支持動態書面糾誤回

饋(Dynamic written corrective feedback; dynamic WCF)的技能習得理論(Skill Acquisition 

Theory)、互動理論(Interaction Theory)、社會文化理論(Sociocultural Theory)，和支持多

模態寫作(multimodal composing)的多元視讀能力(Multiliteracies)、社會符號理論(Socio-

Semiotic Theory)、以及科技媒介任務導向語言學習(Technology-Mediated Task-Based 

Language Learning)等，送審人並將歷年所執行的英文寫作相關計畫建構出個人教學與

研究地圖，期能協助英文寫作教師教學策略以解決其所面臨的教學困難。 

第三章至第五章詳細呈現三個教實踐研究歷程與成果，包括教學實踐研究的動機、

相關文獻探討、教學設計與研究方法、研究成果與學生學習成效、以及教師教學省思。

第三章探討融入圖像組織圖於寫作構思階段，藉以提升學生對英文議論文文體架構的掌

握與文章書寫，降低中英文在議論文文章結構之差異對學生寫作造成的困難。教學實施

後根據學生寫作文本之分析與學生訪談的結果顯示，融入圖像組織圖於寫作構思階段確

實有助提升學生英文議論文的文章可讀性、有效之想法單位(idea unit)數量與品質、寫作

構思更為順暢、文章的結構較易符合英文議論文文體之架構。 

第四章探討融入動態書面糾誤回饋(dynamic WCF)於寫作教學中，以提升學生的寫

作正確度。動態書面糾誤回饋的兩大特色是：(1)教師所給的反饋應該反映學生最迫切的

需求；(2)對教師和學生而言，教學活動跟反饋必須是可掌控處理的、有意義的、即時的、

和持續的。本研究歷經二個完整的文章寫作練習融入 Dynamic WCF，從前測到後測歷

時 8 週課程，在實驗組的表現看見明顯的正確率提升，符合之前對 Dynamic WCF 相關

研究的結果，足見 Dynamic WCF 是值得寫作教師考慮融入教學的活動，惟必須考慮學

生的修課安排及其他實務面上的限制，方能達到最佳的教學成效。 

第五章探討融入科技輔助之多模態寫作任務的教學成效。數位科技的快速發展業已
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讓教育現場產生質變，包括課程的內容與教學方法均和網路上為普遍之前大不相同，「寫

作」一詞的概念也朝數位的向度延伸，教師勢必要在其教學中融入多媒態的活動，才能

盡早幫助學生培養數位讀寫能力。本教學實踐研究中，學生進行單模態純文字寫作與多

模態寫作製作超連結 ppt 與拍攝 YouTube 影片介紹台灣景點，比較學生各項作品和訪談

結果顯示，多模態寫作的經驗提升了學生英文寫作流暢度、寫作的動機與信心、科技素

養以及本土文化認同與國際觀。 

第六章為結論，內容包括本份技術報告前五章之摘要簡述、送審人因實施創新英文

寫作教學實踐所衍生之四個方面的貢獻(包括發展創新英文寫作教學模式、無私分享寫

作教學實踐研究設計與執行、為高中教師及學生英文寫作教與學增能、提供國高中小學

英語教學相關諮詢與協助)、送審人之教學省思，以及針對未來英文寫作教學研究之相

關建議，包括融入 21世紀技能的培養、將寫作的主題融入於聯合國永續發展目標SDGs、

結合線上註解功能促進學生同儕合作、發展專為寫作教與學之用的平台系統等。 
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Abstract 

This teaching practice research technical report elaborates on three of the teaching 

practice research projects that I conducted in the past six years. The whole report consists of 

six chapters. Chapter One, Introduction, describes the problems to be solved that I have 

observed in EFL writing classrooms in the context of university of science and technology. I 

use the analogy of piecing together jigsaw puzzles, metaphorically suggesting that it is the 

writing teacher and researcher’s job to piece these bits and pieces together to construct a map 

that guides learners step by step to the realm where they can express their ideas effectively in 

written English.  

Chapter Two presents the theoretical foundations of innovative EFL writing pedagogies. 

This chapter explicates approaches to teaching and researching writing and the theories that 

underlie the three innovative writing pedagogies presented in this technical report. Hyland 

(2003, 2008) proposed three approaches to teaching and researching writing, that is, the text-

oriented approach, writer-oriented approach and reader-oriented approach, based on which I 

proposed a genre-based process-oriented approach to teaching and researching writing. The 

theories that underlie the three studies in this report include the Cognitive Load Theory, the 

Dual Coding Theory, the Visual Argument Hypothesis and the Joint Retention Hypothesis, 

which four underlie the employment of graphic organizers as visual aid at the planning stage 

of the writing process, the Skill Acquisition Theory, the Interaction Theory, and the 

sociocultural Theory underling, which three underlie the incorporation of dynamic written 

corrective feedback (dynamic WCF), multiliteracies, the Socio-Semiotic Theory and 

technology-mediated task-based language learning, which four provide theoretical foundations 

for multimodal composing. At the end of Chapter Two, I sketch a teaching and research map 

which illustrates the projects related to EFL writing that I conducted over the years, with which 

it is hoped that EFL writing teachers come to gain a better understanding of and obtain a 

repertoire of strategies with which problems in their writing classroom can be improved or 

solved.  

Chapter Three, Chapter Four and Chapter Five present the details of the three scholarly 

teaching projects, each explicating the research motivation, literature review, teaching design 

and research method, the results, student learning effects and the practitioner’s reflections. 

Chapter Three investigates the effects of applying graphic organizers as a visual aid at the 

planning stage of the writing process on students’ performance of English argumentative essays, 

with the hope of improving the rhetorical structure of students’ writing by easing the difficulty 

caused by differences between the rhetorical structures of the Chinese and English 
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argumentative essays. The results of analyzing the students’ texts and interviews showed that 

by employing graphic organizers as visual aid at the planning stage does enhance text 

readability, increase the quantity and quality of idea units in students’ texts, help brainstorming 

more smooth and improving the rhetorical structure of EFL argumentative essays.  

Chapter Four investigates the effects of dynamic written corrective feedback (dynamic 

WCF) on improving students’ writing accuracy. Two features of incorporating dynamic WCF 

are (1) the feedback given by the teacher should meet students’ most urgent needs; (2) for both 

the teacher and students, teaching activities and feedback must be manageable, meaningful, 

timely and constant. The students in the study reported in Chapter Four experienced two 

complete units incorporated with dynamic WCF during an eight-week treatment process. The 

treatment group had better accuracy at the post-test compared with the contrast group, aligning 

with the results of prior studies. This suggested that dynamic WCF is a teaching strategy that 

writing teachers may well incorporate into their teaching practice. Note that when incorporating 

dynamic WCF, many practical constraints such as students’ class schedule must be taken into 

consideration so as to reach the best teaching and learning efficacy.  

Chapter Five discusses the effects of incorporating technology-mediated multimodal 

composing into writing courses. The rapid development of digital technology has brought 

changes to education; what is taught and how it is taught are tremendously different from when 

the internet was not yet a common thing in our life. Concepts of writing in today’s society have 

expanded with the digital horizon. Writing teachers must incorporate multimodal activities to 

help develop students’ digital literacy as soon as they can. In the study reported in this chapter, 

the students composed monolingual text, multimodal hyperlinked ppt presentation and 

YouTube video clip introducing scenic spots in Taiwan. The results of comparing the students’ 

writing products and interviews showed that multimodal composing tasks enable the students 

to become more fluent in writing English texts, give them more confidence and learning 

motivation in writing, and enhance their experience of glocalization. 

Chapter Six is Conclusion, which consists of four parts, a summary of five chapters of the 

technical report, the contributions that I have made as a result of these projects (i.e., developing 

innovative EFL writing instruction models, sharing scholarly teaching experiences, 

empowering high school teachers and students by giving speeches to them, providing 

professional advice and consultation for K-12 schools), my overall reflections and suggestions 

for future studies and teaching practice including incorporating 21st century skills and SDGs 

into writing courses, making good use of online annotation to boost peer collaboration among 

students, and developing web-based writing systems specially designed for writing.  
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CHAPTER ONE  

INTRODUCTION 

1.1 Preamble  

This technical report elaborates my teaching philosophy of EFL (i.e., English as a foreign 

language) writing and the results of my scholarly teaching (also termed teaching practice 

research) on EFL writing in university over the past six years since 2016. The results of these 

studies together have constructed a map of EFL writing instruction, just as jigsaws are pieced 

together to form a panorama of teaching and learning EFL writing.  

The importance of writing ability manifests itself more than ever in the 21st century. In 

Chalkiadaki’s (2018) review study of 21st century skills and competences in primary education, 

skilled multilingual communication, both in oral and written forms, is highlighted as one 

important social skill for 21st century learners. The Common Core State Standards (CCSS) 

(National Governors Association & Council of Chief School Officers, 2010) of the US places 

considerable emphasis on learning how to write and using writing as a tool to learn (Graham, 

McKeown, Kiuhara & Harris, 2012; Graham, Gillespie & McKeown, 2013). The ability to use 

symbols of all kinds, including writing to express oneself is also listed as one of the nine core 

competencies of the 12-year basic education by the Ministry of Education in Taiwan (MOE, 

2014). Effective writing skills are equally, if not more important, in higher education (Zhu, 

2004) as they play a critical role in both academic performance and career success (Kellogg & 

Paulerson, 2007; Kiuhara, Graham, & Hawken, 2009; Weldy, Maes, & Harris, 2014; Weldy, 

2017). Given the importance of writing at both the educational and personal life levels, writing 

courses deserve rightful attention from instructors and researchers in higher education. When 

it comes to EFL writing, it requires more efforts from both the writing teacher and the students 

to be able to render desirable results for more difficulties face the students compared with 

writing in their first language. These difficulties in turn yield problems yet to be solved in an 

EFL writing class. It was for this very aim of solving the problems and assisting my students 

to become eligible EFL writers that I started engaging in scholar teaching regarding EFL 

writing instruction.  

1.2 Problems to Solve in the EFL Writing Class in Technological 

University  

Teaching EFL writing in university of science and technology in Taiwan can be quite 

frustrating to many writing teachers. Apart from the heavy load of evaluating students’ written 

texts as writing teachers at other levels of education have experienced, the context of a 

technological university has its unique characteristics that contribute to the problems observed 
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in the EFL writing class, including students failing to compose texts that conforms to the 

rhetorical structures of English essays, written texts containing way too many persistent 

grammatical errors, which hampers readability of the texts, transferability of what is learned in 

class to real-life scenarios, high writing anxiety and little confidence of and low motivation for 

writing in English, to name just a few. In this technical report, the first three problems are 

discussed in particular—how to learn rhetorical structure of English essays more effectively, 

how to improve text accuracy and how to help students to develop new literacy.  

For one thing, rhetorical structure knowledge and linguistic accuracy play a pivotal role 

in composing a comprehensible text, and it takes explicit instruction from the teacher and 

attention and awareness from the students to develop good control of these two aspects in EFL 

writing. For another, as information technology has advanced faster than ever in the past two 

decades, exchange of information is taking place in the forms of text, images and sounds 

anytime and anywhere both in the real world and in the virtual world, forcing educators to 

redefine the words literacy and composition (Elola & Oskoz, 2017; Qu, 2017). The notion of 

literacies needs to be expanded to take into account of the sociocultural contexts. Literacies are 

thus a collection of sociocultural communicative practices that are fluid, multimodal and 

dynamic shared by members of particular groups (Chen, 2013; National Council of Teachers 

of English, 2019; Thorne & Reinhardt, 2008). Yet, the problem is, can what is taught in the 

EFL writing classroom be related to the students’ literacy practice outside of the classroom in 

any way? EFL writing teachers must take it as one of the teaching objectives to equip students 

with the new literacy that they can take away with them from the classroom and transfer to 

their future life. To put it simply, what students learn in the writing classroom must be portable 

and transferrable to their life outside of the classroom. It can be expected that once these 

problems are solved, students’ learning motivation and confidence in EFL writing will be 

increased as a result because then they will be able to communicate effectively both in the 

writing class and in their personal life beyond the class.  

1.3 Constructing a Map of EFL Writing Instruction through Innovative 

Pedagogies  

As an EFL writing teacher, to solve the aforementioned problems and many others in a 

writing class, I have endeavored to search the literature for innovative pedagogies and 

experiment with some strategies that could be practicable in my writing course. To me, all the 

dynamics in an EFL writing course, including problems of all sorts, teaching strategies, 

assessment and various student factors, are like scattered pieces of a jigsaw puzzle which when 

pieced together correctly will manifest a treasure map. An EFL writing teacher and researcher’s 
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job is to piece these bits and pieces together to construct a map that guides learners step by step 

to the realm where they can express their ideas effectively in written English. This analogy of 

piecing together puzzle pieces can be illustrated as Figure 1.1 shows. 

 

1.4 Organization of the Technical Report  

There are seven chapters in this technical report. The first chapter gives a brief 

introduction of the background where all the scholarly teaching projects took place, my 

philosophy of EFL writing instruction, the undertaking of my innovative teaching practice and 

how I constructed the EFL writing instruction map. Chapter Two delineates the theoretical 

frameworks that underlie the innovative writing pedagogies adopted in my writing course. The 

following three chapters (i.e., Chapter Three, Chapter Four and Chapter Five) depicts how 

problems I observed in my writing class were tackled by employing innovative pedagogies, 

each chapter focusing on one major problem or a particular aspect of the EFL writing 

undertaking along with a couple of skills that are essential for students to develop. Chapter 

Three reports how the application of graphic organizers helped improve learners’ rhetorical 

structure of their EFL essays, which in turn lead to better writing performance; Chapter Four 

elaborates the implementation of dynamic written corrective feedback leading to improved 

writing accuracy of EFL essays; Chapter Five demonstrates how to employ multimodal 

composing tasks to enhance EFL learners’ new literacy and confidence in writing. Chapter Six 

is the conclusion chapter, summarizing the present technical report, presenting the 

Rhetorical 

Structure 

Writing 

Accuracy  

New 

Literacy   

Writing 

Motivation 

Writing 

Confidence  

Other Issues 

in EFL Writing  

Other Issues 

in EFL Writing  

Innovative Writing 

Instruction    

Effective EFL Writing Communication  

Other Issues 

in EFL Writing  
Other Issues 

in EFL Writing  

Rhetorical 

Structure 

Writing 

Accuracy  

New 

Literacy   

Low Writing 

Confidence  

Low Writing 

Motivation 

Ineffective EFL Writing Communication  

Figure 1.1 Constructing a map of effective EFL writing instruction  
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contributions I have made over the years from my endeavors to writing instruction, my 

reflections on implementing innovative writing instruction over the years and providing 

suggestions for future studies and teaching practices.   
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CHAPTER TWO 

THEORETICAL FRAMEWORKS FOR INNOVATIVE WRITING 

PEDAGOGIES 

2.1 Approaches to EFL Writing Instruction and Research  

Writing is not the written version of spoken language. It “is a consciously learned skill 

through schooling” (Uysal, 2008, p. 183). As Zamel (1983) has put it, “writing is indeed a 

process of discovering and making meaning. Through the act of writing itself, ideas are 

explored, clarified, and reformulated and, as this process continues, new ideas suggest 

themselves and become assimilated into the developing pattern of thought” (p. 166). There are 

at least four kinds of competence writers need to possess to write successfully: grammatical 

competence, discourse competence, sociolinguistic competence, and strategic competence 

(Canale & Swain, 1980), and the process of writing is one that depends on “an appropriate 

combination of cognitive, affective, social and physical conditions” (Hayes, 1996, p. 5).  

As complicated writing is, the teaching of it is never in a uniform fashion, nor is the 

categorization of approaches to teaching writing. Hyland (2003, 2008) in delineating teaching 

frameworks of ESL writing, points out that we may well see different approaches to teaching 

writing as “complementary and overlapping perspectives, representing potentially compatible 

means of understanding the complex reality of writing” (Hyland, 2008, p. 91). The most-often-

applied distinction made between a product and a process approach, sometimes a genre 

approach being added, to writing teaching is somehow unable to subsume all framework of 

writing teaching. Hyland (2003, 2008) therefore highlights the focus of each writing framework 

and classifies them into three approaches to teaching and researching writing based on which 

aspect of writing a particular writing framework place more stress on. In the following section, 

Hyland’s three approaches to teaching and researching writing is reviewed, and an eclectic 

genre-based process-oriented approach to writing instruction is proposed. 

2.1.1 Hyland’s three approaches to teaching and researching writing  

Hyland (2003, 2008) approaches writing from a more sociocultural perspective by taking 

into account the text, the writer and the reader and comes up with three different approaches to 

teaching and researching writing: the text-oriented, writer-oriented and reader-oriented 

approaches. Each approach places varied degrees of emphasis on product, process and genre 

according to the focus of the approach.   

The text-oriented approach considers writing as an outcome and concentrates on texts as 

the products of writing. Texts can be seen as either objects or as discourse. When texts are seen 

as objects, writing is understood “as the application of rules” and “learning to become a good 
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writer is largely a matter of knowing grammar” (Hyland, 2008, p. 92). This text-as-object 

approach corresponds to the so-called product approach, including controlled composition and 

guided composition where the student looks at a model of a text s/he wished to produce and 

then adapts it (Dudley-Evans & St John, 2008). When texts are seen as discourse, writing is 

understood as a way of communication to achieve purposes in particular situation. A key to this 

text-as-discourse approach is that of genre, “socially recognized ways of using language for 

particular purposes” (Hyland, 2003, p. 18). This approach is concerned with how to use 

language patterns, or genres, to accomplish coherent, purposeful prose. The genre-based 

framework of writing see texts as related to social contexts and “therefore can be described in 

terms of both form and function” (Hyland, 2003, p. 20). Writing teaching that focuses on 

language structures, text functions, and genre and contexts of writing (Hyland, 2003, 2016) 

belong to the text-oriented approach. 

The writer-oriented approach takes the writer as the focus of writing. Two classroom 

approaches can be further derived, one with creative expression as the focus and the other with 

writing process as the focus. With creative expression as the focus, “writing is considered as a 

creative act of self-expression” (Hyland, 2003, p. 8), and the classroom goals are to “develop 

L2 students’ expressive abilities”, to encourage students “to find their own voices to produce 

writing that is fresh and spontaneous” (Hyland, 2008, p. 99). From this perspective, writing is 

a way to share personal meanings; writing instruction is nondirective and meant to empower 

students with the ability to “construct his or her own views on a topic” (Hyland, 2003, p. 9). 

The process approach, on the other hand, though taking the writer as an independent producer 

of texts, lays more emphasis on the problem-solving and thinking in the writing process. In the 

meantime, teachers are to help learners acquire cognitive schema or knowledge of topics and 

vocabulary needed to creating an effective text (Hyland, 2008). In this sense, writing courses 

with content or themes and topics as its focus belongs to the writer-oriented approach as they 

both emphasize building up cognitive schema in students and the merits of cooperation and 

group work among students (Hyland, 2003, 2016).  

The reader-oriented approach takes into account “the reader’s context and what writers do 

to address the reader” (Hyland, 2008, p. 103). It therefore lays stress on the interaction between 

writers and readers and the influence of discourse communities on texts and views writing as 

“a social act in which writers have to be aware of the context in which they are writing” 

(Dudley-Evans & St John, 2008, p. 117), which prompts some researchers to name it “the 

social-constructionist approach”. The concept of a discourse community is especially 

influential in EAP and ESP as it highlights how writing works in different disciplines. As a 
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result, genre analysis plays an important role when taking this approach to writing instruction 

but with a different focus from that in the text-oriented approach, where genre is analyzed for 

its own sake. In the reader-oriented approach, however, knowledge of genre is considered a 

key element in communication and is taught with a view to persuading readers. 

2.1.2 A genre-based process-oriented approach to EFL writing instruction 

A successful EFL writing classroom is never a realization of one single approach, but an 

eclectic approach which combines frameworks of different orientations in a most applicable 

way that begets the most efficacy. The approach on which my teaching and researching EFL 

writing is based is an eclectic one which combines genre and process to form a genre-based 

process-oriented approach. Genre can be defined as “abstract, socially recognized ways of 

using language” (Hyland, 2007, p. 149). Considered to be “the most social constructivist of 

literacy concepts” by Johns (2008), “genres are both social and cognitive” (Johns, 2008, p. 

239), located not in specific texts but as socio-cognitive schemas which may be reformulated 

to meet the demand of specific contexts. Genres are also purposeful or responsive. In other 

words, genres are “socially recognized ways of using language for particular purposes”. In the 

language classroom, genre teachers focus one texts with a view to relating texts to contexts 

which imply “a range of social constraints and choices that operate on writers” (Hyland, 2003, 

p. 18). Accordingly, for students, genre pedagogies pull together language, content, and 

contexts, “make explicit what is to be learned, provide a coherent framework for studying both 

language and contexts”, cater to their needs in setting up course objectives, and create 

opportunities for students to “understand and challenge valued discourses” (Hyland, 2007, p. 

149). For teachers, knowledge of genre has an important consciousness-raising potential, and 

genre pedagogies offer them a means of presenting students with explicit and systematic 

explanations of the ways writing works to communicate, helps them better intervene in students’ 

writings, provide more informed feedback on writing and make decisions on choosing teaching 

methods and materials. Therefore, the genre-based approach can make an effective approach 

to EFL writing instruction (Hyland, 2016). A process-oriented writing course places more 

emphasis on idea generating, problem-solving and thinking in composing texts. Accordingly, 

brainstorming, multiple drafts, peer review, formative feedback become important teaching 

activities in L2 writing classroom (Matsuda, 2011). Together with the emphasis of genre 

knowledge, such an approach to writing instruction helps to raise writers’ rhetorical awareness 

and to enhance their meta-cognitive abilities. Such knowledge and abilities are indispensable 

in the development of effective L2 writing ability. 
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2.2 Learning Theories Underlying Innovative Writing Pedagogies 

In this section, I will elaborate on the theories that underlie the innovative pedagogies 

adopted in the three teaching practice research projects reported in the following chapters. As 

mentioned in the first chapter, there are quite many problems that EFL writing teachers need to 

overcome if they want to reach the goal to guide students in university of science and 

technology to compose readable texts in English to express their ideas. Among the many 

problems to tackle, knowledge of English rhetorical structure, enhancing writing accuracy and 

developing new literacy through multimodal composition are the focused problems tackled in 

this technical report. The theories discussed in this section provide theoretical frameworks for 

the pedagogical practices to solve these problems.  

2.2.1 ZDP and comprehensible input underlying the three teaching projects 

The three teaching practice research projects, though with each respective EFL writing 

instruction focus, have some common teaching activities, including teacher lecturing, abridged 

novel reading, collaborative writing, individual writing and peer editing. These activities were 

arranged with the aim to provide the learner with enough scaffolding, leading them step by step 

to develop a fluent writing ability in English. What underlies learning scaffolding is Vygotsky’s 

(1978) Zone of Proximal Development (ZPD) under the sociocultural theory framework. This 

theory of learning contends that learning takes place in the process of interaction, during which 

more able members or experts (i.e., the teacher or high-achievement peers) can guide less able 

members and provide them with scaffolding, thus leading them into the ZPD where effective 

learning can take form (Vygotsky, 1978). In classroom activities such as teacher lecturing, 

collaborative writing and peer editing, the teacher and more able peers are providing learning 

scaffolding through discussion and collaboration, which will pave way to individual writing.  

Another common activity is to read abridged novels. In the three teaching projects, the 

novel “Pride and Prejudice” was chosen as its content can serve as material for writing essays 

of different genres (i.e., narration, description, comparison and contrast); this is another way of 

providing scaffolding by enlarging the students’ vocabulary and building up their background 

knowledge for composing better texts. Writing topics derived from this novel include 

“Summarize how Darcy and Elizabeth met, misunderstood and fell in love with each other 

(Narrative), Describe the male/female character that you like best and explain why 

(Descriptive), Compare three male/female characters in the novel (Comparison and Contrast), 

Compare women in the novel and women in modern society (Comparison and Contrast), 

Compare Elizabeth and Charlotte in terms of family background, personality and attitudes 

towards marriage (Comparison and Contrast), etc. With a good understanding of the plot and 
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characters after reading the novel, the students are able to write essays of these genres, and 

such practice in turn helps the students write better essays of the same genre with different 

topics. Besides, given that the students are at the intermediate or low-intermediate levels of 

English proficiency, the abridged novel chosen is neither too difficult nor too easy for them and 

provides comprehensible input (i+1) (Krashen, 1982), which facilitates learning in the long run.  

2.2.2 Theories underlying each respective teaching project 

Theoretical foundations of employment of GO 

To help the students develop argumentative essays that conform to the specific rhetorical 

structure of English argumentative, graphic organizers (GO) were employed during the 

planning stage of writing process. Theories that underlie the use of GOs include the cognitive 

load theory, dual coding theory, visual argument hypothesis, and conjoint retention hypothesis 

(Dexter, 2010; Lorenz, Green & Brown 2009; Özman, 2011; Robinson, 1998; Stull & Mayer, 

2007; Vekiri, 2002). The cognitive load theory suggests that the working memory of our brain 

has a maximum capacity of information that can be processed (Chandler & Sweller, 1991). 

During learning, there are three kinds of cognitive processing at work—intrinsic, extraneous 

and generative processing. Intrinsic processing load is determined by the complexity of the 

learning material, extraneous processing load depends on how the material is taught, and 

generative processing takes place when the learner engages in deeper cognitive processing of 

the material, and that is when learning takes place. Appropriate use of GOs can reduce 

extraneous processing load and allow more resources to be devoted to learning new material.  

The dual coding theory was proposed by Paivio (1971, 1983), who believed that 

formation of mental images aids in learning. The theory postulates that visual and verbal 

information are processed differently and via different yet interconnected channels in the 

human mind and that encoding a stimulus by two formats enhances information retention 

(Sternberg, 2006; Dexter, 2010). According to this theory, by using GOs, information is 

presented and stored both verbally and spatially, and abstract verbal information is made more 

concrete through visual representation. Therefore, it is easier to be retained and retrieved. The 

visual argument hypothesis, theorized by Waller (1981), suggests that the visuospatial 

properties of graphics help make implicit information more explicit and thus “requires fewer 

cognitive transformation than does text-processing resulting in less stress on working memory” 

(Dexter, 2010, p, 55). GOs that contain visual argument components use the “relative location 

of objects in two-dimensional space to communicate relations among those objects” (Robinson 

& Schraw, 1994, p. 401). The conjoint retention hypothesis was first introduced by Kulhavy, 

Lee, and Caterino (1985) as an interpretation of the dual coding theory (Dexter, 2010). Like 
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the dual coding theory, the conjoint retention hypothesis holds that two separate but 

interdependent systems, that is, linguistic/verbal and perceptual/spatial, are used to process and 

remember information and that at recall the mind can “draw on both types of conjointly retained 

cognitive representations” (Kulhavy et al., 1985, p.29), which results in an increase of 

information retrieval. What is unique to this hypothesis is its “computational assumption” 

(Kulhavy, Stock, & Kealy, 1993, p. 52). The hypothesis explains that geographic maps 

facilitates information acquisition in that the map image is treated as an intact unit in working 

memory, thus rendering a computational advantage or computation efficiency1 that helps recall 

information (Robinson & Skinner, 1996). 

Theoretical foundations of dynamic WCF 

Theories that underlie dynamic WCF include the acquisition theory, interaction theory, 

sociocultural theory and cognitive load theory.  

Skill acquisition theory. This is a theory applied to the learning of all complex skills, 

including language learning. There are three stages of skill development: declarative, 

procedural and automatic. The first stage involves knowledge about a skill; moving onto the 

second stage, the skill is executed with more smoothness, and then in the automatic stage, 

execution of the skill is faster with less attention and fewer errors (DeKeyser, 2007). When it 

comes to language learning, declarative knowledge refers to “explicit mental representations 

of language items” (Lyster & Sato, 2013, p. 72) including word definitions and grammar rules, 

while procedural knowledge refers to implicit knowledge about how to perform language skills, 

such as to speak or write with less or no effort by retrieving items stored in long-term memory. 

Learners’ declarative knowledge can be transformed into procedural knowledge through 

meaningful practice, which is called proceduralization (Bitchener, 2012; Lyster & Sato, 2013; 

Polio, 2012). Explicit knowledge is important in breaking the skill into smaller units or steps 

for ensuing practice. WCF provides explicit knowledge and keep wrong information from 

being proceduralized.  

Interaction theories. Interactionists place emphasis on input, output and feedback in L2 

learning. From the interactionist perspective, exposure to L2 input alone is not sufficient for 

language to develop; learners need to be pushed to produce output. CF is to give explicit 

instruction on linguistic form. For linguistic form to be incorporated into learners’ L2 intake, 

learners need to pay attention to form both when receiving input and when producing output. 

In other words, both positive evidence and negative evidence are important in L2 development, 

                                                      
1
 Computational efficiency refers to how quickly a display allows a reader to locate important information and to 

accurately infer relationships (Larkin & Simon, 1987). There are three computational efficiency factors: signaling, 

extraction and localization (Kauffman & Kiewra, 2010). Signaling refers to cues that boost information access; 

extraction refers to the process of setting apart critical information from less important information; localization 

is the process of positioning related information in close proximity.  
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and CF is a kind of negative evidence. When learners pay attention, it is likely that CF is 

converted to intake; the more attention is paid to CF, the more it becomes intake (Schmidt, 

1990).  

Sociocultural theory. Based on the work of Vygostsky, a sociocultural approach to L2 

learning assumes that language development occurs as a result of social interaction especially 

where learners have opportunities to collaborate and interact with individuals who are more 

knowledgeable in terms of L2 knowledge. It is believed that each learner has a zone of proximal 

development (ZDP) where learning can take place with enough scaffolding. In learning L2 

writing, WCF from teachers can work as scaffolding to help learners achieve higher levels of 

linguistic knowledge (Bitchener, 2012). 

Cognitive load theory. As stated previously, this theory proposes that three cognitive 

processes are taking place during learning and that the smaller the intrinsic and extraneous 

cognitive loads are and the bigger generative cognitive load is, the better learning effect is 

(Chandler & Sweller, 1991; Kirschner, 2002; Paas, Renkl & Sweller, 2004). As dynamic WCF 

is manageable and meaningful, it can lower students’ extraneous load of processing errors, 

which in turn will help increase generative load and lead to more accuracy in L2 writing. With 

sufficient practice, accurate L2 writing can thus reach automatization. 

Theoretical foundations of multimodal composition  

Theories that underlie multimodal composition include multiliteracies, socio semiotic 

theory and technology-mediated task-based language learning.  

Multiliteracies. In the time when there was no internet, literacy and literacy learning 

referred to “the acquisition of the set of decoding and encoding skills needed to read and write” 

(Elola & Oxkoz, 2017, p. 53). Then, as information technology advances, the internet and 

proliferating digital tools prevail in our life, the notion of literacies needs to be expanded to 

take into account of the sociocultural contexts. In the sociocultural perspective, literacy is 

described not just as sets of decoding and encoding skills, but “in terms of user practices in 

particular domains and media, and is situated within broader social, institutional and historical 

relations” (Elola & Oskoz, 2017, p. 53). Literacies are thus a collection of sociocultural 

communicative practices that are fluid, multimodal and dynamic shared by members of 

particular groups (Chen, 2013; National Council of Teachers of English, 2019; Thorne & 

Reinhardt, 2008). The concept of multiliteracies, first proposed by the New London Group 

(1996) describes two pivotal arguments—the need to take into account the multiple channels 

of communication and media in popular use and the acknowledgement of the increasing 

salience of multiple cultures and linguistic diversity and more semiotic resources besides 
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language assembled to make meaning in everyday contexts of communication.  

The socio-semiotic theory. In line with multiliteracies, Kress (2003) proposes a socio 

semiotic theory of composing, in which a mode is “a socially shaped and culturally given 

resource for making meaning” (Kress, 2010, p. 79), and design refers to “the intentional 

deployment of resources in specific configurations to implement the purposes of the designers” 

(Kress, 2000, p. 340). Modes have different resources, and these differences in resources give 

modes different affordances, “potentials and constraints for making meaning” (Bezemer & 

Kress, 2008, p. 171). For example, image, “founded on the logic of display in space”, is “spatial 

and nonsequential” while writing and speech “founded on the logic of succession in time”, are 

“temporal and sequential”, each having its specific effect or function to fulfill. As a result, 

“language is no longer the carrier of all meaning” (Kress, 2000, p. 339). Kress’s social semiotic 

theory of composing recognizes all modes as semiotic resources for communication and 

meaning making and views “reading, writing, and communicating as situated, goal-oriented 

activities, intimately tied to their context” (Hafner, Chik, & Jones, 2015, p. 2).  

Technology-mediated task-based language learning. When incorporating multimodal 

composing activities into language classroom, technology-mediated task-based language 

teaching (TBLT) is most often applied. As prevailing and profound the influence of technology 

has on our everyday life, “it is not possible to opt out of using technology” for language teachers 

(Chun, Kern & Smith, 2016, p. 65). Technology can be incorporated into classroom in three 

ways: (1) replacement, (2) amplification and (3) transformation (Hughes, 2005). When 

technology is used as a different means to the same instructional goal, it serves a replacement 

function. Using PowerPoint slides instead of the blackboard to present reading passages is an 

example of replacement. When students hand in written texts and teachers give feedback using 

Word software, revision of the writing is made easier; this is an example of the amplification 

function of technology. Innovative educational opportunities are made possible when using 

technology for its transformation function. To fulfill this function, students must be fully 

engaged to solve a problem or accomplish a task, which must be “a goal-oriented activity in 

which learners use language to achieve a real outcome” (Willis, 1996, p. 53), engaged in 

authentic, meaning-oriented and goal-oriented communication (Blake, 2016). Table 2.1 

summarizes and provides a bird’s eye view of the common and respective activities of the three 

teaching practice research projects; the relationships among the underlying theories of the three 

teaching projects are shown in Figure 2.1.   
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Table 2.1 Common and respective activities of the three teaching practice research projects 

Common Classroom Activities Underlying Theories 

˙teaching lecturing ˙ZPD, scaffolding  

˙abridged novel reading ˙comprehensive input (i+1), ZPD 

˙collaborative writing ˙ZPD, sociocultural theory  

˙individual writing  

˙individual instruction  ˙ZPD, scaffolding  

˙peer discussion and editing ˙ZPD, sociocultural theory 

Teaching 

Practice   

Problem 

Addressed 
Respective Classroom Activities Underlying Theories 

GO as 
visual aid 

˙To 
improve 
text 
rhetorical  
structure 

˙Using GO at planning stage  ˙Dual coding theory,  

Visual argument hypothesis,  

Conjoint retention hypothesis,  

Cognitive load theory 

Dynamic 
WCF 

˙To 
enhance 
text 
accuracy  

˙12-min paragraph writing 

˙editing marked paragraphs and 

tally errors 

˙student writing conference  

˙Cognitive load theory,  

Interaction theory,  

Skill acquisition theory,  

Sociocultural theory 

Multimodal 
composition 

˙To 
develop 
new 
literacy 

 

˙multimodal composing workshop 

˙evaluating selected YouTube 

vlogs 

˙composing hyperlinked ppt and 

YouTube video clips 

˙presenting group works 

˙Socio-semiotic theory 

˙Multi-literacies 

˙Technology-mediated task-

based language learning 

 

 

Cognitive Load 
Theory 

Interaction 
Theory 

Incorporating 

GO (Ch 3) 

Socio-semiotic 
Theory 

Dual Coding 
Theory 

ZPD  

Sociocultural Theory 

Figure 2.1 Relationships among underlying theories of the three teaching projects 

i + 1 

Technology-
mediated Task-
based language 

learning 

Visual Argument 
Hypothesis  

Conjoint Retention 
Hypothesis  

Skill Acquisition 
Theory 

Sociocultural 
Theory 

Multimodal 

Composing (Ch 5) 
Dynamic 

WCF (Ch 4) 

Multi-literacies 

29 



2.3 A map of Innovative EFL Writing Instruction  

Based on what is discussed in the previous sections and by piecing together the studies 

that I have done on EFL writing instruction and learning, a map of innovative EFL writing 

instruction in the context of university of science and technology is to emerge as Figure 2.2 

shows. At the bottom of the map are two fundamental elements of EFL writing—grammar, 

vocabulary, sentence patterns and rhetorical structure. The first two projects that I conducted 

were related to learning English rhetorical structure by using GO as a visual aid at the planning 

stage. Afterwards, projects aiming to enrich content of students’ written texts, increase students’ 

learning motivation and confidence, improve their text accuracy, guide them to develop 

multimodal literacies, and get accustomed to the online learning environment were conducted 

one after another, which gradually constructed a map of innovative and effective EFL writing 

instruction practice in the context of university of science and technology. This technical report 

of teaching practice research has the three studies on GO incorporation (i.e., Chapter 3), 

dynamic WCF (i.e., Chapter 4) and technology-mediated task-based multimodal composing 

(i.e., Chapter 5) as the foci as highlighted in Figure 2.2. It is sincerely hoped that with such a 

map of innovative EFL writing instruction being constructed, EFL writing teachers come to 

gain a better understanding of and obtain a repertoire of strategies with which problems in their 

writing classroom can be improved or solved.  
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Figure 2.2 A map of my teaching and researching in EFL writing 

 

Classroom 
composing 
experience 

Multimodal collaborative composing 

(109 教育部教學實踐計畫、109 科技部專題研究計畫)

本研究報告 Chapter 5 

 

Flipped writing 
classroom with 
TED talks 
(107 教育部教學
實踐研究計畫) 
 

Reading-
writing 
connection 
(104 教育部多元
語境計畫) 

Whole language 
approach to 
writing 
(106 教育部多元語
境計畫) 

Dynamic Written correct 
feedback 

(108 教育部教學實踐研究計

畫) 本研究報告 Chapter 4 

Grammar, vocab, 
sentence patterns 

Rhetorical structures 
of different genres 

Graphic organizers as visual aids 
(105 教育部多元語境計畫、107 科技部
專題研究計畫) 本研究報告 Chapter 3 

強化英文寫作
修辭結構知
識，提升文本
的結構性與可
讀性 

強化英文寫作
內容發展，提
升學生寫作動
機與寫作表現 

Direct vs Indirect 
Comprehensive Written 
correct feedback 

(108 科技部專題研究計畫) 
 

加強學生文法
與句構的認知
與意識，提升
英文寫作文本
正確度 

融入多模態寫
作活動提升學
生英文寫作學
習動機與信心 

單模態 
文本寫作 

多模態 
寫作 

Beyond 
classroom 
composing 
experience 

Technology-enhanced;  
Collaborative writing; Online/Web-based;  

EFL writing & Critical thinking development;  
Teacher TPACK 

(112 二年期國科會專題研究計畫；申請中) 

Technology-enhanced 
collaborative writing system 
(111 國科會專題研究計畫;執行中) 
 

Online Web 2.0 environment  
Synchronous/asynchronous 
(110 教育部教學實踐計畫) 

科技融入寫作
教學，建構線
上協作寫作系
統，延伸寫作
學習環境 

藉由科技強化
協作寫作系統
(1)增能教師
TPACK(2)提
升高中生議論
文寫作與批判
性思考發展 
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CHAPTER THREE 

LEARNING RHETORICAL STRUCTURE VIA  

GRAPHIC ORGANIZERS 

3.1 Background  

This chapter reports part of my MOST research project (MOST 107-2635-H-025-001) 

conducted in the 2018 school year (August 1st, 2018~October 31st, 2019). The title of the 

project is Investigating EFL Learners’ Cognitive Processes in Writing with and without 

Graphic Organizers as Visual Aids: A Verbal Protocol Analysis (探索英文學習者採用圖像

組織圖作為視覺輔助與否之寫作認知歷程:口述分析). This chapter focuses on the teaching 

intervention part of the study in which graphic organizers were introduced to the students to 

enhance performance of argumentative essays as a result of better learning of the corresponding 

rhetorical structure.  

3.1.1 Background and motivation of the study  

Writing, unlike speaking, is not an ability that can be acquired through exposure alone, 

but “a consciously learned skill through schooling” (Uysal, 2008, p. 183). It takes instruction 

for a learner to be able to write well in his/her first language (L1), and even more so in a second 

or foreign language (L2/FL). In learning English as a foreign language (EFL), writing has been 

considered the most challenging skill for students to develop and for teachers to teach (Tseng, 

2019). Difficulty in EFL writing can be attributed to differences in morphology, vocabulary, 

semantics, syntax and format between English and L1 (Hyland, 2016). Format here refers to 

rhetorical conventions or rhetorical structure of a text (Connor, 2003). Rhetorical structure is a 

preferred way of presenting ideas and concepts in an essay; it guides the readers to understand 

the text. Different languages and cultures do not employ the same rhetorical structure for idea 

presentation (Kaplan, 1966; McCool, 2009). Writing in EFL is not simply translating sentences 

from L1 into English. To present ideas in an effective way, EFL learners need to know the 

preferred rhetorical structure for idea presentation in English and to compose texts accordingly.  

Rhetorical structure of EFL learners’ writing is found to be influenced or even interfered 

by L1 rhetorical conventions, which may be different from the English rhetorical conventions 

(Connor, 2002; Kaplan, 1966). Kaplan’s (1966) comparative study of English expository 

paragraphs by ESL university students found that students of different L1 backgrounds 

developed paragraphs in ways different from the way native speakers of English did; Kaplan 

identified five types of paragraph development, “each reflecting distinctive rhetorical 

tendencies” (Connor, 2002, p. 494). The argumentative genre, one kind of expositive, has 

rhetorical structure that reflects L1 preference (Kaplan, 1966; Liu, 2005). Therefore, for EFL 
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learners to compose argumentative essays, it requires explicit instruction on how to arrange 

ideas in a way that conforms to the rhetorical structure of English argumentative. English and 

Chinese argumentative essays differ not only in the ways ideas are presented but also in 

whether to include counterarguments or not (Liu, 2005). English argumentative essays require 

“argument-counterargument integration” (Nussbaum & Schraw, 2007, p. 60), but Chinese 

argumentative essays do not (Liu, 2005). To raise Chinese EFL learners’ awareness of such 

difference, explicit instruction would be necessary.   

3.1.2 Significance of the study and research questions 

It is found that rhetorical structure can be visualized for the organization of an essay by 

using graphic organizers (henceforth GO). GO is recognized as “visual representation of 

information in the text” (Jiang & Grabe, 2007, p. 34) and functions as a mediation to 

“communicate both vertical, hierarchical concept relations and horizontal coordinate concept 

relations” (Manoli & Papadopoulou, 2012, p. 348). Application of GO is supported by the Dual 

Coding Theory (Paivio 1971, 1983), Visual Argument Hypothesis (Dexter, 2010), and 

Conjoint Retention Hypothesis (Kulhavy, Lee & Caterino, 1985). With GO’s features of 

spatiality and computational advantage, learners are provided with dual channels to process 

and retrieve information. Meanwhile, the visuospatial feature of GO makes abstract concepts 

more concrete, helps relate new knowledge to prior knowledge and lowers cognitive load in 

processing information, making learning easier and more effective. When composing, the 

visuospatial sketchpad assists in keeping visual information in short-term memory, which will 

facilitate planning and editing processes (Kormos, 2012). This explains why using GO as a 

visual aid helps improve quality of students’ written texts (Gardner, 2015; Nussbaum & Schraw, 

2007; Unzueta & Barbetta, 2012; Wei, Chen & Adawu, 2014). However, little research is done 

to investigate how using GO affects the internal structure of EFL written texts. Little is known 

if using GO would exert equal influence on different paragraphs of an essay. Thus, this study 

aimed to bridge the gap by addressing the following research questions:  

(1) How does using GO at the planning stage influence the university EFL students’ 

argumentative essays in terms of the organization of rhetorical structure?  

(2) Are different paragraphs of an argumentative essay affected to the same extent?   

(3) How is text readability affected by using GO?  

(4) What is the relationship between text readability and rhetorical structure of the text?  

(5) What are the students’ perceptions about using GO at planning to compose EFL 

argumentative essays? 
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3.2 Literature Review  

3.2.1 Different rhetorical structures between L1 and L2  

Writing in L2 is complex and challenging as the writers’ prior language and cultural 

experiences are found to exert influence on L2 writing (Hyland, 2003). Hence, linguistic and 

cultural differences between L1 and L2 account for a large part of the rhetorical structure 

differences between L1 and L2 texts (Hyland, 2003). Regarding cultural influence on rhetorical 

structures of written texts, Kaplan’s (1966) exploratory study of some 600 ESL student essays 

has been considered a seminal one. This study put forth the concept of contrastive rhetoric, 

which “examines differences and similarities in ESL and EFL writing across languages and 

cultures” and “considers texts not merely as static products but as functional parts of dynamic 

cultural contexts” (Connor, 2002, p. 493). As different languages have rhetorical conventions 

unique to them, and readers of different cultural backgrounds have different expectations of 

idea presentation in a text, it is essential that rhetorical conventions of the target language be 

explicitly taught to language learners (Connor, 2003; Dornbrack & Dixon, 2014).   

An English argumentative essay has a three-part structure: introduction, body and 

conclusion (Liu, 200 5; Savage & Mayer, 2012), and the structure is often manifested in at least 

four paragraphs. The first paragraph is the introduction paragraph, which includes components 

of hook, background information and thesis statement. The thesis statement presents the 

writer’s stance on the issue in question or the final claim of the essay. What follows the 

introduction paragraph is at least two body paragraphs. The first body paragraph is meant to 

present the writer’s primary claims (or supporting claims) that support the thesis statement. 

Each primary claim needs to be followed by some supporting details to justify it. Therefore, 

the overall structure of this paragraph is “primary claim 1 supporting details primary 

claim 2 supporting details”. The second body paragraph presents a counterargument that 

refutes or gives an opposing reason to the final claim (Nussbaum & Kardash, 2005; Nussbaum 

& Schraw, 2007) and a rebuttal that refutes the counterargument. Both the counterargument 

and the rebuttal need to be supported by supporting details. The last paragraph is the concluding 

paragraph. Several concluding strategies can be adopted to conclude an argumentative essay, 

such as restating the thesis statement in different wordings, summarizing the main points, 

making comments about the topic, giving suggestions or making predictions. The writer may 

choose several from these strategies to wrap up the essay. Whatever combination of strategies, 

all the sentences need to center around the thesis statement without bringing in new ideas or 

claims (Savage & Mayer, 2012). These elements in an argumentative essay are called 

“argument components” (Nussbaum & Kardash, 2005,  p. 160) or “idea units” (Nussbaum & 

34 



Schraw, 2007, p. 70), representing different ideas the writer expresses in the text (Chafe, 1985; 

Nussbaum & Schraw, 2007). Combining the rhetorical structure outlined in Savage and Mayer 

(2012) and Nussbaum and Schraw’s (2007) argumentation coding categories and rules renders 

Table 3.1, which summarizes the idea units that are expected to be presented in an English 

argumentative essay.  

Table 3.1 Idea units of an argumentative essay 

Idea Units Description 

Hook To introduce the issue in question; the hook may be an anecdote, a question, a fact 

or a statement that makes the readers want to know more.  

Background 

information 

Sentences that explain why the issue is important and give details or the history 

about the issue in question.  

Thesis statement 

(Final claim) 

An opinion or stance of the writer on the issue in question; the overall thrust of the 

essay.   

Primary claim 

(Supporting 

claim) 

A claim/reason that supports the thesis statement/final claim.  

Supporting detail A separate idea or example that supports a primary claim (or counterclaim or 

refutation). 

Counterargument A claim that refutes another claim or gives an opposing reason to the final claim.  

Rebuttal 

(Refutation)  

A claim that refutes a counterclaim by demonstrating that the counterargument (1) 

is invalid, (2) lacks as much force or correctness as the original argument, or (3) 

rests on a false assumption. Restatement of a supporting claim is not counted as a 

rebuttal.  

Conclusion 

strategy 

An effective strategy used to wrap up the essay, including restating thesis 

statement, summarizing primary claims, asking rhetorical questions, giving 

suggestions/recommendations, making predictions, etc.  

However, EFL/ESL writers may not compose argumentative essays in a rhetorical 

structure that conforms to the aforementioned organization due to L1 interference. Liu (2005) 

compared online instructional materials on argumentative writing from three select websites 

affiliated with educational institutions, publishers and/or were created by college professors 

from USA and China. The findings show that scholars from both countries agreed on a three-

part structure about the global organization, i.e., introduction, body and conclusion. However, 

there are differences regarding the presence of counterargument. For example, the American 

materials emphasize “anticipating the opposition essential in argumentative writing”, while the 

Chinese scholars create instructional materials that “treats counter-arguing as only one of the 

techniques of argument” (p. 13). In other words, argument-counterargument integration is 

emphasized in an English argumentative essay (Nussbaum & Schraw, 2007), but it is 
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considered optional in a Chinese argumentative essay. Such incongruence may manifest itself 

in a Chinese EFL learner’s argumentative essays. 

3.2.2 GO’s underlying theories and effects on L2 writing 

GO, defined as “visual representation of information in the text” (Jiang & Grabe, 2007, 

p. 34) displays “spatial arrangements of words (or word groups) intended to represent the 

conceptual organization of text” (Stull & Mayer, 2007, p. 810). GOs have their origin rooted 

in Ausubel’s (1960) advance organizers, which were then modified into an outline format 

called structured overview (Baker, 1977; Earle, 1969), later expanded to “include a 

hierarchically organized visual display of information” (Merkley & Jerreries, 2001, p. 351) and 

replaced by the term graphic organizer (Dunston, 1992). Mind maps, concept maps, semantic 

maps, flowcharts, and matrices are different types of GO, and they all contain words or word 

groups as elements. GO indicates relations among concepts by using spatial arrangements of 

the information in the text, and describe organization structure of the text (Manoli & 

Papadopoulou, 2012; Stull & Mayer, 2007). GOs can be used in three ways—before, during or 

after the presentation of new information for different purposes (Kang, 2004; Vacca & Vacca, 

2005). When they are used before the presentation of the material, they can conceptualize 

course structure, preview a topic, set the stage, brainstorm ideas and activate existing schemas. 

Used during instruction, they serve as a tool to take notes, to check, sort, extend and retain 

information and can also be used for formative evaluation. When being used after instruction, 

they serve to review and reinforce learning and as a tool for summative evaluation.  

Theories underlying the use of GO include the Cognitive Load Theory, Dual Coding 

Theory, Visual Argument Hypothesis, and Conjoint Retention Hypothesis. The Cognitive Load 

Theory suggests that the working memory of our brain has a maximum capacity of information 

that can be processed (Chandler & Sweller, 1991). During learning, three kinds of cognitive 

processing are at work—intrinsic, extraneous and generative processing. Intrinsic processing 

load is determined by the complexity of the learning material, extraneous processing load 

depends on how the material is taught, and generative processing takes place when the learner 

engages in deeper cognitive processing of the material, which is when learning takes place. 

Appropriate use of GOs can reduce extraneous processing load and allow more resources to be 

devoted to learning new material. The Dual Coding Theory (Paivio, 1971, 1983) postulates that 

visual and verbal information are processed differently and via different yet interconnected 

channels in the human brain. It further hypothesizes that encoding a stimulus visually and 

verbally simultaneously enhances information retention (Dexter, 2010; Sternberg, 2006). 

Accordingly, with GO, information is presented and stored both verbally and spatially, 
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resulting in abstract verbal information being made more concrete through visual 

representation and thus easier to be retained and retrieved. The Visual Argument Hypothesis 

suggests that the visuospatial properties of graphs help make implicit information more explicit 

and thus “requires less cognitive transformation than does text-processing resulting in less 

stress on working memory” (Dexter, 2010, p, 55). GO contain visual argument components 

and present the relative location of objects in two-dimensional space; relations among those 

objects are thus made manifest. The Conjoint Retention Hypothesis holds that two separate but 

interdependent systems, linguistic/verbal and perceptual/spatial, are used to process and store 

information and that at recall the mind can “draw on both types of conjointly retained cognitive 

representations” (Kulhavy et al., 1985, p.29), which results in an increase of information 

retrieval.  

Research has shown that GO benefits L2 writing. Kang (2004) used GO to display 

instructional framework, to present structural organizations of different genres, to help students 

brainstorm and identify how information is organized and how to develop their ideas and check 

their own writing. Wei, Chen and Adawu (2014) integrated GO software into the prewriting 

process to enhance L2 learners’ planning and organizing strategies use in writing narrative and 

descriptive essays. It was found that learners’ ability to generate ideas and organize ideas were 

improved and that they were more engaged in using planning and organizing strategies in the 

writing process. However, little research has been done to investigate the effects of GO on L2 

argumentative essays so far, which provides a research niche for this study. 

3.3 Research Method 

This study is mixed methods research in which data of multiple sources were analyzed 

both quantitatively and qualitatively so as to obtain empirical depth and width (Creswell, 

2010; Johnson, Onwuegbuzie & Turner, 2007). 

3.3.1 Participants and context 

The participants were 20 English majors, studying in a two-year program from a 

university of science and technology in central Taiwan. Their age ranged from 20 to 22 with a 

mean age of 20.6 with Mandarin Chinese as their L1. They all had an associate bachelor’s 

degree before entering the two-year program but with different majors. They were from an 

intact English writing course and volunteered to participate in the study. Their English 

proficiency level ranged from 550 to 905 on the Test of English for International 

Communication (TOEIC).   
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3.3.2 Research procedure 

To highlight the features of English argumentative rhetorical structure and help the 

students visualize the structure, the researcher (also the instructor) designed a GO as Figure 3.1 

shows. This teacher-designed GO groups idea units for an argumentative essay in a two-

dimensional way with key words written in boxes. To help the students compose the conclusion 

paragraph, five conclusion strategies were provided, but the students could use whatever 

strategy that they thought workable to conclude the essay. The instructor used the GO to 

analyze writing samples from the textbook and had the students practice using GO to organize 

ideas. 

This study adopted a pretest-intervention-posttest approach. The procedure began with 

three weeks of instruction of the argumentative genre, including explanation of the rhetorical 

structure, analysis of sample writings from the textbook in terms of the rhetorical structure 

features, and practicing writing an argumentative essay on the topic “Should high schools have 

dress codes?” On the fourth week, the students took the pre-test; two topics2 were prepared 

for the pre-test and post-test, and the order of the topics was counterbalanced to prevent from 

practice effect. Half of the students wrote an essay on Topic A and the other half on Topic B 

at the pre-test; then they switched topics at the post-test. The students were given 60 minutes 

to compose the two texts in class. Between the two tests, instruction was given on how to 

employ the teacher-designed GO (See Figure 3.1) for the argumentative genre to analyze the 

rhetorical structure of the sample essays they read and organize ideas for their own texts. It was 

                                                      
2
 Topic A: Should school children have their own smartphone? and Topic B: Should college students take a 

part-time job? 

Figure 3.1 GO for English argumentative essay 
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expected that with the application of the GO at the planning stage, more effective idea units 

would be generated as Figure 3.2 shows. After they finished the second text, the participants 

were interviewed individually. Each interview took about 20 minutes to finish and was audio 

recorded and transcribed verbatim for later analysis. The questions for the semi-structured 

interview were “Do you think using GO to organize ideas before writing help? If yes, in what 

way? If not, why not? Figure 3.3 illustrates the whole research procedure.  

  

Figure 3.2 Research framework of the study 

Figure 3.3 The research procedure 
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3.3.3 Data collection 

Data for analysis include the students’ written texts and semi-structured interviews. Each 

written text was analyzed in terms of frequency counts of idea units, quality of the effective 

idea units, and text readability for overall performance. These data would reveal the influence 

of GO on EFL writing performance. The interview transcripts underwent content analysis to 

gain a better understanding of the students’ perceptions on the employment of GO at the 

planning stage of the writing process. 

3.3.4 Data analysis  

Table 3.2 summarizes how the four sets of data were analyzed and how each research 

question was answered.  

Table 3.2 Data analysis 

Research Questions Data Sources  Data Analysis 

RQ1: How does using GO at the planning stage 
influence university EFL students’ argumentative 
essays in terms of organization of rhetorical 
structure? 

Pre- and post-tests of (1) 
frequency counts of effective 
idea units, (2) quality of 
effective idea units 

Paired sample 

t test 

RQ2: Are different paragraphs of an 
argumentative essay affected to the same extent?  

Same as RQ1 Paired sample 

t test 

RQ3: How is text readability affected by using 
GO?  

Overall scores of the texts 
form pre- and post-tests 

Paired sample 
t test 

RQ4: What is the relationship between text 
readability and rhetorical structure of the text?  

 Pearson’s 
correlation 

RQ5: What are the students’ perceptions about 
using GO in planning to compose EFL 
argumentative essays? 

Semi-structured interview Content 
analysis 

Frequency counts and quality of idea units 

Both quantitative and qualitative analysis of the rhetorical structure was carried out by 

counting the number and evaluating the quality of the effective idea units of the students’ 

written texts. The argument components or idea units of an argumentative as shown in Table 1 

were adopted as the coding scheme. An effective argumentative essay is supposed to include 

nine categories of idea units which need to be placed where they are expected to appear. When 

an idea unit is misplaced or expresses ideas irrelevant to the thesis statement, it is ineffective 

in contributing to the readability of the essay. The frequency counts of effective idea units in a 

paragraph indicates how well this paragraph is organized. The quality of an idea unit was 

evaluated based on the rationale (See Appendix A) on a 3-point scale. Ineffective idea units 

received no score as they did not contribute to the quality of the written texts. Examples of idea 

units with different scores and ineffective ones are shown in Appendix B. Two raters, (i.e., the 

author and her research assistant who has Master’s degree in TESOL) independently coded the 
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texts and evaluated the quality of the idea units in them. They first coded 10 texts each, 

discussed the results and resolved the disagreements; then they moved on to code the remaining 

30 texts, 15 text for each rater.  

Readability of the text 

Richards, Platt and Platt (1992) defined readability as "how easily written materials can 

be read and understood” (p. 306). In this study, readability was measured by how well an essay 

was composed based on the rubric used to score test takers’ English composition in college 

entrance examination developed by College Entrance Examination Center of Taiwan (CEEC) 

(See Appendix C). The total score is 20, further divided into four categories: content, 

organization, grammar and sentence structure, vocabulary and spelling. Two experienced 

college teachers with many years’ experience of evaluating English writing in college entrance 

examinations evaluated the participants’ essays for readability. They evaluated the essays in 

terms of the four aspects and then gave a holistic score, rendering a five-category readability 

as adopted by CEEC: excellent (19-20), good (15-18), fair (10-14), bearable (2-9) and poor (1-

4). The two raters evaluated all the texts and they did not know whether the texts being 

evaluated were pre- or post-test texts. When the difference between the scores from the two 

raters reached 5 points or above, the raters would discuss and narrow the difference to 4 points 

or below. The final score for each text was the average of the scores from the two raters. The 

inter-rater reliability for the pre- and post-test texts was .82 and .78 respectively.  

Semi-structured interview 

The semi-structured interviews were transcribed verbatim and underwent four-stage 

content analysis, i.e., coding, categorization, description and interpretation (Patton, 2002). The 

author and a research assistant conducted the coding. They started with coding four 

transcriptions simultaneously and then compared the emerging themes identified. When 

clashes of themes appeared, they discussed and resolved the disagreements. Then they coded 

the remaining 16 transcripts, nine for each coder. Then all the themes identified were divided 

into categories related to EFL writing.  

3.4 Results 

3.4.1 Effects of GO on rhetorical structure of the text 

Frequency counts of idea units  

Table 3.3 and Table 3.4 show the idea unit frequency counts of the texts in both tests. The 

post-test texts contain more effective idea units than the pre-test texts not only in the whole 

essay but also in each paragraph. The pre-test texts altogether generated 198 effective idea units, 
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while the post-test essays had totally 278 effective idea units, reaching a significant level of 

difference (Z=-3.895, p<.001). On the other hand, the post-test texts altogether generated fewer 

ineffective idea units than the pre-test texts, the former with 42 and the latter with 83 (Z=-2.915, 

p<.01). The results suggest that with GO used as a visual aid at the planning stage of writing, 

EFL writers generated more effective idea units and fewer ineffective idea units in their texts.  

Table 3.3 Comparison of frequency counts of effective idea units in pre- and post-test 

Idea unit Example Frequency 

Pre Post 
Introduction    

   Hook As the technology of smartphone progressed so much in recent 

years, smartphone is becoming easier to use. (S19) 

18 18 

   Back info It is very common to see school children playing with their 

smartphone. (S19) 

12 14 

   Thesis statement Honestly speaking, I don’t’ agree with school students have their 

own smartphone, and there are some reasons. (S19) 

12 19 

   Intro total   42 51 

Body paragraph-1    

   Primary claim Reason is related to their health. Playing with their smartphone for 

a long time might be harmful to their eyes. (S19) 

37 53 

   Supporting details The percentage of near-sighted students are higher than before, and 

smartphone is a big reason. (S19) 

26 49 

   BP1 total   63 102 

Body paragraph-2    

   Counterargument However, smartphone is so convenient and functionable that many 

parents buy their children smartphone in order to contact with 

them more easily. (S19) 

19 21 

   Supporting details In this way, parents would not worry about their children’s safety. 

(S15) 

12 11 

   Rebuttal However, basically school children stay at school for study. It is 

also an easy way to phone their children’s teacher if parents have 

an emergency. (S15) 

13 18 

   Supporting details Parents should thin the other ways to track their children instead of 

giving them the smartphones. (S15) 

7 11 

   BP2 total   51 61 

Conclusion    

   Conclusion strategy To sum up, I don’t agree with school students have their own 

smartphone. [Restate thesis statement](S19) 

It may be bad to their eyesight, their thinking ability and their 

social ability. [Restate main points] (S19) 

I think it is a better way to give children smartphone when they 

grow older, like at junior high school age. [Suggestion] (S19) 

By that time, parents should teach young children the correct habit 

of using smartphone. [Suggestion] (S19) 

42 64 

Total effective idea units  198 278 
Total ineffective idea units  83 42 

On closer inspection, it was found that GO did not increase idea units for each paragraph 

to the same extent. In the introduction paragraph, the number of thesis statement increased 

significantly in the post-test texts (Z=-2.646, p<.01), while the numbers of hook and 

background information did not increase to a significant level. The second paragraph in the 

post-test texts generated significantly more primary claims than the pre-test texts (from 63 
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entries to 102 entries, Z=-3.202, p<.01). In terms of primary claims, on average, each pre-test 

text has 1.85 primary claim, while each post-test text has 2.65 primary claims, the difference 

reaching a significant level (Z=-2.556, p<.05), suggesting that when using GO as a visual aid, 

the participants could come up with more primary claims for their stance. The increase of 

supporting details is more significant than the increase of primary claims (Z=-3.373, p<.01), 

from 26 counts in the pre-test to 49 counts in the post-test. Note that in both tests, there were 

fewer counts of supporting details than the counts of primary claims, suggesting that not every 

primary claim was supported by supporting details and that the insufficiency of supporting 

details for primary claims is somewhat lessened in the post-test texts due to the use of GO as a 

visual aid. 

Table 3.4 Comparison of frequency counts of idea units  

 Pre-test Post-test N Z Asymp. Sig 

 freq freq/N freq freq/N   (2-tailed) 

Introduction        

   Hook 18 .90 18 .90 20 .000 1.000 

   Back info 12 .60 14 .70 20 -.632 .527 

   Thesis statement 12 .60 19 .95 20 -2.646** .008 

   Intro total score 42 2.10 51 2.55 20 -2.496* .013 

Body paragraph-1        

   Primary claim 37 1.85 53 2.65 20 -2.556* .011 

   Supporting details 26 1.30 49 2.45 20 -3.373** .001 

   BP1 total score 63 3.15 102 5.10 20 -3.202** .001 

Body paragraph-2        

   Counter-argument 19 .95 21 1.05 20 -1.414 .157 

   Supporting details 12 .60 11 .55 20 -.333 .739 

   Rebuttal 13 .65 18 .90 20 -1.890 .059 

   Supporting details 7 .35 11 .55 20 -1.414 .157 

   BP2 total score 51 2.55 61 3.05 20 -1.582 .114 

Conclusion        

   Conclusion strategy 42 2.1 64 3.20 20 -2.858** .004 

No. of Effective idea units 198 9.90 278 13.90 20 -3.895*** .000 

No. of Ineffective idea units 83 4.15 42 2.10 20 -2.915** .004 

Note. *p<.05, **p<.01, ***p<.001 

The numbers of effective idea units in the third paragraph did not increase significantly 

(Z=-1.582, p>.05). On closer inspection, the participants seemed able to propose a 

counterargument, given that there were 19 frequency counts of counterarguments out of the 20 

essays in the pre-test, leaving little room for significant improvement in this regard. On the 

other hand, providing supporting details for the counterarguments seemed more difficult to 

handle for the participants. There were only 12 and 11 frequency counts of supporting details 

for counterarguments in the pre-test texts and the post-test texts respectively. With or without 

GO, only about half of the texts provided supporting details for counterarguments, suggesting 

the difficulty of elaborating counterarguments for the participants. Increase in rebuttal counts 
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in the post-test texts was the most obvious compared with other idea units in this paragraph, 

yet not reaching a significant level (Z=-1.890, p>.05). As for supporting details for rebuttal, 

the increase of frequency counts (from seven to 11) also did not reach a significant level (Z=-

1.414, p>.05). 

Regarding the conclusion paragraph, in the pre-test, the participants totally employed 42 

effective strategies to conclude the essay, on average, two concluding strategies employed in 

each text. In the post-test, 64 concluding strategies were generated, resulting in three strategies 

per text, and the difference reached a significant level (Z=-2.858, p<.01). The result suggested 

that using GO effectively helped the participants generate more strategies to conclude their 

essays.  

Quality of idea units 

Table 3.5 and Table 3.6 show the results of quality evaluation of idea units, each 

representing a different way to examine idea unit quality. Table 3.5 compares the subtotal score 

of each paragraph. It shows that quality of idea units in all the four paragraphs was improved, 

and that the differences reached significant levels, suggesting that GO helped the participants 

produce better sentences for each paragraphs. The increase of quality score in the post-test texts 

could be a result of two factors: more effective idea units or higher-scored idea units in the 

post-test texts. The first factor has been proved as shown in Table 3.5. To certify the second 

factor that higher-scored idea units were generated, we need to examine how each idea unit 

was evaluated, which leads to the analysis shown in Table 3.6. 

Table 3.5 Comparison of quality of idea units  

Paragraph Stage N Z Asymp. Sig  

 Pre-test Post-test   (2-tailed) 

 Sum Mean Sum Mean    

Introduction 89 4.45 110 5.50 20 -2.391* .017 

Body Paragraph-1 120 6.00 208 10.40 20 -3.461** .001 

Body Paragraph-2 91 4.55 132 6.60 20 -2.700** .007 

Conclusion 68 3.40 121 6.05 20 -3.549*** .000 

Total Score 368 18.40 571 28.55 20 -3.867*** .000 

Note. *p<.05, **p<.01, ***p<.001 
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Table 3.6 Comparison of readability 

 Stage  Mean Min Max N    

SD 

Z Asymp. Sig  

(2-tailed) 

Rater 1 Pre 12.45 9.0 18.0 20 2.8741 -2.860** .004 

 Post  14.15 10.0 17.0 20 2.0844   

Rater 2 Pre 12.15 8.0 18.0 20 2.8521 -3.233** .001 

 Post  14.25 9.0 18.0 20 2.4682   

Average  Pre 12.30 8.5 18.0 20 2.7261 -3.305** .001 

 Post  14.20 10.0 17.0 20 2.1728   

Note. **p<.01 

Table 3.6 compares the score per idea unit in each paragraph in the pre- and post-test 

texts. Such comparison removed the additive effect of increased idea units on the total quality 

score in the post-test texts, and an unmingled effect of GO on the quality of an individual idea 

unit can be revealed. As Table 3.6 shows, except for the introduction paragraph, the other three 

paragraphs as well as the whole essay demonstrated significant improvement in quality score 

per idea unit, suggesting that GO helped the students produce better argument components to 

construct argumentative essays in English. In the pre-test, some students even failed to produce 

any effective idea unit in the first body paragraph and the conclusion paragraph, as suggested 

by the minimum score of zero. However, by using GO in the post-test, the students were able 

to generate idea units of better quality with the minimum score increasing to one. To sum up, 

with GO used as an aid at the planning stage, the students were able to generate idea units of 

better quality. 

3.4.2 Readability and the relationship between readability and rhetorical structure 

Table 3.7 summarizes the comparison of text readability of the pre-test and post-test texts. 

As it shows, the post-test texts received significantly higher scores than the pre-test texts from 

the two raters; so were the average scores of the post-test texts significantly higher than the 

pre-test texts (Z=-3.305, p<.05). The score increase indicated the positive effect of GO on 

improving text readability of the EFL argumentative essays. That is, using GO improves the 

overall quality of the texts, making the texts more readable. 
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Table 3.7 Comparison of text readability 

 Skewness Mode Median Mean Min Max N SD Z Asymp. Sig  

(2-tailed) 

Rater 1           

Pre .530 9.0 12.0 12.45 9.0 18.0 20 2.8741 -2.860** .004 

Post  -.531 15.0 15.0 14.15 10.0 17.0 20 2.0844   

Rater 2           

Pre .740 10.0 12.0 12.15 8.0 18.0 20 2.8521 -3.233** .001 

Post -.576 14.0 14.5 14.25 9.0 18.0 20 2.4682   

Average            

Pre .586 9.5 12.0 12.30 8.5 18.0 20 2.7261 -3.305** .001 

Post -7.04 14.5 14.5 14.20 10.0 17.0 20 2.1728   

Note. **p<.01 

We may also verify the positive effect of GO on text readability by examining the 

skewness and median of the scores in the two tests. As Table 7 shows, the median of the scores 

changed from 12.0 in the pre-test to 14.5 in the post-test. Besides, in the post-test, the median 

is greater than the mean, suggesting over half of the students getting a higher score than the 

mean score in the post-test. Moreover, the coefficient of skewness changed from positive (.586) 

to negative (-.704), suggesting that over half of the students in the pre-test scored lower than 

the mean value (mean=12.30), but over half of the students in the post-test scored higher than 

the mean value (mean=14.20). Put together, we may conclude that GO helped the students 

compose English argumentative essays that are more expressive and readable.  

Further examination of the relationship among the frequency counts and quality of idea 

units and text readability revealed that in the two tests, these measures were significantly 

correlated (See Table 3.8). This suggests that the more and better idea units in an argumentative 

essay, the higher score the text can receive, indicating the better readability of the text. 

Table 3.8 Correlation (Pearson’s r) of the four measures  

Pretest     

 Counts of IU Quality of IU Quality of per IU Readability 

Counts of IU  .919*** .493* .854*** 

Quality of IU   .771*** .791*** 

Quality of per IU    .462*** 

Readability     

Post-test     

 Counts of IU Quality of IU Quality of per IU Readability 

Counts of IU  .857*** .506* .800*** 

Quality of IU   .873*** .884*** 

Quality of per IU    .736*** 

Readability     

Note. *p<.05, **p<.01, ***p<.001 
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3.4.3 Students’ perceptions of using GO at planning 

The results of the semi-structured interviews showed that most of the students thought 

that with GO serving as a visual aid, they could brainstorm in a more systematic way, keep in 

track and maintain focus while developing the essay and have a better control of the unity of 

the text. After coding and categorization, three main benefits of using GOs during the writing 

process were identified as follows.  

First, GO helped organize ideas and enhance writing efficiency. Students felt that GO 

were very useful for brainstorming and organizing ideas at the pre-writing stage. It became 

easier and took a shorter time to organize ideas, the body paragraphs and conclusion paragraph 

in particular. For example,  

 (With GO) I felt it became easier to construct the whole structure and think. 

Organizing ideas became easier. Like when there was no GO when I wrote the last essay, I 

had no idea where to begin, so I started from the very beginning and then thought about how 

to write the first sentence and never thought about the structure or organization of the whole 

essay (S-1210-0939).  

(With GO) I felt it easier to organize body paragraph; introduction has always been 

difficult, but with GO it became easier to write. I used to think and write introduction at the 

same time without planning for it beforehand (S-1210-1410).  

I could think faster by using GO. (S-1210-1600) 

With GO, I could finish the second, third and fourth paragraphs very fast and smoothly. 

(S-1210-1753)。 

When writing without GO, I would write from the very beginning and did not know how 

to move on when I got stuck; with GO, I would organize and arrange what I have jotted 

down on GO without too much revision (S-1212-1603). 

When writing without using GO as I did before, I might keep changing and revising my 

draft as ideas popped up. Using GO to plan for what to say before I write, I wouldn’t need 

to keep changing (my draft) all the time (S-1212-1740). 

I felt using GO helped me write a more complete essay because before I wrote anything 

I had already figured out what to write about. So, the writing process became more smooth 

and then all I had to do was to think about grammar and supporting sentences. Organizing 

ideas became faster, and composing became faster and more smooth (S-1214-0908).  

Second, GO helped construct a more complete organization which conforms more to the 

rhetorical structure of an argumentative essay. With the help of GO, the participants found it 
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easier not to miss important idea units or details, such as thesis statement and supporting details. 

For example, 

Without using GO, some parts of the structure would be left out, such as thesis statement 

and the part for rebuttal too (1211-1934).  

With GO, I would particularly think about what to write as a thesis statement; when 

without GO, I would write what I had in mind. (With GO) I would think about what works 

as supporting details for the body paragraph before I write, instead of thinking about what 

to write when I was officially writing about the body paragraph (1213-0936).   

When writing without GO, it was easier for me to miss out supporting sentences; I 

probably would think about the first reason and then move on to the second reason without 

giving many details (1210-1924).  

I felt (with GO) writing became more orderly and more systematic (1211-1637).  

As there are boxes in GO, ideas are arranged in an orderly way; otherwise, it would be 

more likely to mix up one idea with another (1213-1211).  

I found GO very helpful because it reminds me of the important points so I would not 

forget this and that and I would know I need to put all these ideas in my composition (1211-

1637).  

Comparing the numbers of effective idea units in the pre-test and post-test texts shown in 

Table 3.4, we can see that there were significantly more effective idea units presented in the 

first body paragraph and the concluding paragraph in the post-test. With the aid of GO, the 

participants were able to construct more primary claims and provide more supporting details, 

echoing what they expressed in the interview.  

Third, GO helped to maintain unity, preventing students’ train of thought from wandering 

off the track. For example,  

With items listed in GO, composing became more smooth and faster and you did not 

talk about something that is not in the box because you would not forget what you planned 

to write in the first place (1210-1753).  

With GO at hand, your thinking was more focused and you would not write sentences 

that are irrelevant or not so important (1211-1637).  

Without GO, it was so easy to begin the writing in a messy and unorganized way, jotting 

down whatever that is in my head (1210-0939).  

48 



From Table 3.4, we see that the number of ineffective idea units decreased significantly 

in the post-test, suggesting that there were significantly fewer idea units that were either 

misplaced or irrelevant to the topic, making the whole essay more focused. This enhancement 

of unity may be attributed to using GO as a visual aid and reminder during the process of 

putting thoughts into words.  

In sum, most of the participants considered it very helpful to use GO to brainstorm and 

organize ideas before composing. GO helped EFL writers generate ideas more systematically, 

stay focused without sidetracking during the composing process and have a better control over 

the main ideas of each paragraph. Although it may take some time to construct GO, most of 

the participants were affirmative to employ GO as a strategy to generate and organize ideas in 

the pre-writing stage except two participants. These two students felt it rather troublesome to 

construct GO and they would rather plan for the essay in an outline format, but still, they took 

a positive attitude towards GO in making their essays more focused, maintaining unity of the 

essays, and highlighting the topic sentence and supporting details of each paragraph. 

3.5 Discussion 

The results of the current study showed that GO positively influenced rhetorical structure 

of the post-test texts, which produced more effective idea units and fewer ineffective idea units 

than the pre-test texts both in the whole essay and in individual paragraphs. For the introduction 

paragraph, GO improved the composing of thesis statement most significantly. There was no 

significant increase of hook in the post-test texts, from 18 in the pre-test to 19 in the post-test. 

We may assume that the participants were able to tackle the hook quite well before the GO 

instruction, which explained the limited influence of GO on the composing of a hook for the 

essay. Meanwhile, the frequency counts of background information in the post-test texts did 

not increase significantly either. This may be explained by the fact that the two topics of the 

essays involve miscellaneous background information and that it requires the students to sift 

and categorize all the information they have access to and pick one or two pieces of information 

to work as background information for the essay. The whole process is a rather complicated 

process of cognition and decision. As the participants had relatively limited experience of 

writing English essays, such a process could be very challenging. The thesis statement is 

probably the most important idea unit in the introduction paragraph as it states the author’s 

stance regarding the topic in question. Unlike English essays applying a straightforward thesis 

statement in the introduction, Chinese essays tend to apply a more obscure and implicit 

approach to stating the stance, and sometimes it is difficult to identify the thesis statement in a 

Chinese essay (Kaplan, 1966; McCool, 2009). When the participants were composing their 
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English essays, they needed to be reminded to put down a thesis statement in the introduction, 

and the GO they used may serve as a reminder to raise their awareness of the presence of the 

thesis statement, resulting in a significant increase in frequency counts of thesis statement in 

the post-test.  

GO also improved the development of the second and the conclusion paragraphs 

significantly. The structure of the second paragraph needs to develop layer by layer, one 

primary claim leading to another, each of them being supported by supporting details. For EFL 

writers who are not familiar with such a structural development, it would be very easy to digress, 

misplace idea units or leave out supporting details. With GO at hand providing key words as a 

reminder of the primary claims and their corresponding supporting details, this paragraph can 

be built up layer by layer with more effective idea units. GO also highlights concluding 

strategies for the EFL writers that could be employed in wrapping up the essay so that they 

would not feel at loss about what to say to end the essay.  

However, using GO did not help the students generate significantly more effective idea 

units for the third paragraph. The third paragraph is to present a counterargument and a rebuttal 

to it along with supporting details. This is also where the writer demonstrates argument-

counterargument integration, which is considered “a central aspect of critical thinking” 

(Nussbaum & Schraw, 2007, p. 61), requiring open-minded and dialogic thinking (Kuhn, 2005). 

As a result, this is a very difficult paragraph to be fully developed. Even with the help of GO, 

the participants in this study still failed to compose a paragraph with significantly more 

effective idea units in this paragraph. On closer inspection, it seemed that the participants 

seemed to be able to propose a counterargument, given that there were 19 entries of 

counterargument out of 20 essays both in the pre-test and post-test, suggesting that there was 

little room for significant improvement concerning increasing frequency counts of 

counterarguments. However, putting forth an effective rebuttal supported by supporting details 

was difficult for the participants. Such insufficiency of rebuttals might be explained by the fact 

that to effectively refute a counterargument requires evaluating and integrating various frames 

of references (Nussbaum & Schraw, 2007; Paul, 1986). When the author thinks monologically 

instead of dialogically, it would be unlikely to engender an effective rebuttal. Dialogical 

thinking requires instruction and training. The participants’ prior learning experience might not 

have provided enough training in this regard. As a result, they failed to tackle an argument 

from its opposite stance. Besides, as there was a time limit to finish the essay, the composing 

process was stressful to the participants, which may make proposing a rebuttal even more 

challenging.  
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Regarding improving the quality of idea units, GO had a positive effect on all the four 

paragraphs by improving their quality scores. Two factors may contribute to the score increase: 

(1) more effective idea units and (2) improvement of each idea unit. Two paragraphs deserve 

further discussion. The introduction paragraph was improved in terms of frequency counts and 

quality of idea units, but the score per idea unit in this paragraph was not improved to a 

significant level in the post-test. This can be explained by the fact that the score per idea unit 

in the pre-test was quite good (reaching the mean score of 2.1165 per idea unit), leaving not 

much room for significant improvement in the post-test (with a mean score of 2.15 per idea 

unit). However, by using GO, the students were able to generate significantly more effective 

thesis statements, which contributed to the overall score increase for this paragraph. On the 

other hand, the third paragraph, though not having a significant increase in frequency counts 

of effective idea units, the quality of the idea units improved to a significant level, both for the 

whole paragraph and per idea unit in the post-test texts. This was mainly because by using GO 

in the post-test the students were reminded to generate rebuttals and their corresponding 

supporting details, and the quality improvement of idea units were great enough to redress the 

insignificant increase of frequency counts, leading to a better developed third paragraph. As 

for the second and the fourth paragraphs, there was significant improvement in the overall 

quality score and the score per idea unit, suggesting GO effectively helped EFL writers 

brainstorm and organize primary claims and concluding strategies both quantitatively and 

qualitatively. This may be explained by the Visual Argument Hypothesis (Dexter, 2010) in that 

the visuospatial properties of GO make the implicit relationship among idea units more explicit, 

which in turn improves the organization of the idea units. It can also be explained by the Dual 

Coding Theory (Paivio, 1971, 1983) and the Conjoint Retention Hypothesis (Kulhavy et al. 

1985), according to which information in GO is presented and stored both verbally and spatially, 

abstract verbal information being made more concrete through visual representation, and 

therefore information is easier to be retained and retrieved.  

3.6 Conclusion  

This study investigated the effects of GO as a visual aid on EFL university students’ 

argumentative essays by examining the frequency counts and quality of idea units in the 

rhetorical structure and text readability. The results showed that incorporation of GO at the 

planning stage helped improve the performance of the EFL argumentative essays. With GO 

used as a visual aid, the participants generated more and better effective idea units in the post-

test texts whose rhetorical structure thus better conformed to the canonical rhetorical structure 

of the English argumentative essay, especially in the composition of introduction, body 
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paragraph of presenting claims, and conclusion. Improvement of the rhetorical structure of the 

text in turn enhanced the overall readability of the text. It was also shown that the participants 

affirmed the positive effects of GO on enhancing writing efficiency, improving text 

organization and maintaining text unity.  

Based on the findings, several pedagogical implications are proposed as follows. First, 

before students use GO to brainstorm or organize ideas for their essays, it is suggested that the 

teacher use GO to analyze sample writings and visualize the relation between idea units so as 

to familiarize students with how to arrange idea units in a preferable way. Then students are 

encouraged to compose essays with GO as a visual aid to remind themselves of the key idea 

units. Second, when teaching the argumentative genre, prior to the formal writing activity, the 

teacher may guide discussion by applying GO to elicit opposing claims from the students 

regarding controversial issues. Such an activity would help students engage in dialogical 

thinking (Nussbaum & Schraw, 2007; Paul, 1986), assessing an issue from two opposing 

perspectives; practice of this kind in turn helps develop better counterarguments and rebuttals, 

which would enhance the overall performance of the essay. Third, to consolidate the effect of 

GO on writing, it is suggested that GO incorporation be implemented in the writing course for 

a longer period of time so that students become familiar with and get used to brainstorming 

and organizing ideas in a two-dimensional way.  

There are several limitations to this study. First, the sample size was quite small with 

only 20 participants, 90 percent of them being females. Therefore, the results may not be 

generalizable to all EFL writers. Second, the intervention lasted for three weeks, which may 

not be enough for the participants to become skillful at or even internalize applying GO in 

organizing ideas. Third, there was no delayed post-test to verify if the learning gains from 

applying GO could be maintained. Lastly, as there was no control group in this study, it would 

be difficult to exclude the effect of development and verify the net influence of GO on the 

participants’ writing improvement. Therefore, to further verify the effect of GO as a visual aid 

on EFL essay writing, it is suggested that future research involve a larger sample size and 

include both experimental and control groups which are balanced in the numbers of male and 

female participants. Besides, it is recommended that future research extend the intervention as 

long as possible so that the participants may internalize GO application and the effect of GO 

on writing can be more noticeable. Furthermore, with a larger sample size, future research may 

compare the influence of GO on writing performance of students of different proficiency levels. 

A delayed post-test is also recommended so that the long-termed effect of GO on EFL writing 

can be verified.  
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CHAPTER FOUR 

IMPROVING WRITING ACCURACY VIA DYNAMIC WRITTEN 

CORRECTIVE FEEDBACK  

4.1 Background 

This chapter reports my MOE teaching practice research (PED1080344) conducted in 

the 2019 school year (August 1st, 2019~July 31st, 2020). The title of the research project is 

Enhancing EFL Writing Accuracy through Dynamic Written Corrective Feedback (藉由融入

動態書面糾誤反饋提升 EFL 英文寫作正確度).  

4.1.1 Motivation and purposes 

On November 15th, 2018, United Daily News (聯合報) had a report under the headline 

“National university students’ English is appalling!/ Li Jia-Tong: It’s beyond repair!”(「國立

大學生英文超可怕/李家同:沒救了!」) The report was actually an article written by Prof. Li, 

formal president of National Chi Nan University. In his article, Prof. Li mentioned a friend of 

his who is a professor from a national university was astonished at how ridiculously and 

appallingly wrong sentences his students wrote, such as “Your brother had been eaten two 

apples.” “He begin play piano.” “Can he swimming?” “Does you see?” “Do they jumping?” to 

name just a few. Prof. Li described these sentences as “horrifying” (「如此可怕的英文句子」). 

Indeed, sentences like these are terribly incorrect, and the degree of inaccuracy reveals that 

these college students not only failed to possess adequate grammatical competence but also 

lack grammar awareness. In fact, students themselves often have very little confidence in 

writing English compositions. Like Prof. Li’s friend, I am always stunned by my students’ 

terribly ill-formed sentences. However, I do not think students’ ill-performance is beyond repair, 

and I believe that EFL writing teachers have the responsibility to help students improve their 

writing accuracy. It is based on this belief and inspiration from Prof. Li’s article on United 

Daily News that I implemented my 2019 scholarly teaching (i.e., teaching practice research) 

project with a hope of finding an effective way of giving feedback to students’ written texts 

and thus helping them improving writing accuracy so that their written texts would be more 

readable.   

It is a common practice that EFL writing teachers give feedback to students’ written texts. 

Teachers’ feedback come in mainly two types, that is, feedback on writing and written 

corrective feedback (henceforth WCF). The former includes comments on “content, 

rhetoric/organization, mechanics, fluency, complexity and accuracy”, while the latter typically 

“involves addressing errors in spelling, lexis and grammar” (Sheen, 2011, p. 33). In the field 

of second language acquisition and L2 writing, WCF is usually given more attention than 
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feedback on writing. Not only teachers are giving WCF but students also expect their teachers 

to do so, and both teachers and students regarded WCF as a learning tool (Amrhein & Nassaji, 

2010). Therefore, the purpose of this research is to improve EFL students’ writing accuracy by 

giving appropriate WCF.  

4.1.2 Significance of the study and research questions  

WCF can be given either directly or indirectly, in a focused or a comprehensive way, 

which can affect the effectiveness of WCF. Besides, the teaching methodology also can exert 

influence on the effect of WCF (Evans, et al., 2010). Hartshorn (2008) acknowledged this and 

proposed a teaching strategy, dynamic WCF, to enhance the effects from WCF on students’ 

writing accuracy. Dynamic WCF has two natures: interactive and continuous (Evans et al, 

2011), and it is based on two important concepts that “feedback must focus on the most 

immediate needs of the learner as demonstrated by the specific errors that learner produces” 

and that the interactive strategy must adhere to the four principles of meaningful, timely, 

constant and manageable” as stated in one of the fours assumptions held for this methodology 

(Evans et al., 2011, p. 232). Up to now, there is little research applying dynamic WCF to verify 

its effect on EFL writing accuracy. Thus this study is significant in two ways: to bridge the 

research gap and to verify the effect of dynamic WCF so as to solve a serious problem in EFL 

writing class.  

Therefore, this research project aimed to address the following two questions:  

(1) How will dynamic WCF affect intermediate and low-intermediate students’ EFL 

writing accuracy?  

(2) What are students’ perceptions of incorporating dynamic WCF into the writing 

course? 

4.2 Literature Review 

This section provides a thorough review of the literature related to dynamic WCF, 

including types of WCF, features of dynamic WCF and its effects on L2 or FL writing.  

4.2.1 Written corrective feedback (WCF) 

Sheen (2011) defines feedback as “a teacher’s reactive move that invites learners to 

attend to grammatical accuracy of something they have said or written” (p. 1). Corrective 

feedback helps learners see the gap between their own language production and the expected 

output. Through corrective feedback, learners come to “understand the relationship between a 

particular linguistic form and its corresponding meaning in context” (p. 2). WCF is the kind of 

feedback given as a response to learners’ written texts which “involves addressing errors in 

spelling, lexis and grammar” (Sheen, 2011, p. 33), or linguistic errors, to put more simply.  
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Types of WCF 

WCF can be given in different ways, which serves to categorize WCF. Ellis (2009) 

identifies five strategies for providing WCF, based on which Sheen (2011) categorizes written 

correction into six types. The following description is based on Ellis’ (2009) and Sheen’s (2011) 

categorizations. WCF can be direct or indirect, depending on whether the correct form is 

provided; it can be given in the form of metalinguistic explanation alone or together with other 

forms of CF.  

When the teacher marks students’ errors and provide them with the correct forms near 

the erroneous forms, he or she is giving direct WCF. Direct WCF gives learners explicit 

guidance on how to correct errors, but at the same time it does not involve students in 

processing the errors. When the teacher marks students’ errors but does not provide them with 

the correct forms, he or she is giving indirect WCF. There are several ways to give indirect 

WCF. The teacher may locate the errors by underlining or circling them or indicate errors in 

the margin without locating them. The teacher can add to explicit comment about the nature of 

the errors by using error codes over where the errors are or in the margin. Ellis (2009) classifies 

error codes as a kind of metalinguistic WCF, but Sheen (2011) considers it a kind of indirect 

CF because learners have to correct the errors themselves when they receive error codes as 

written CF just as when they receive other types of indirect WCF. When WCF is given in the 

form of explanation of the nature of the errors, it is metalinguistic WCF. Likewise, it can be 

given either directly or indirectly. For example, when a student uses “a” for something that has 

been mentioned, an affirmative statement from the teacher, like “You need to use definite article 

‘the’ for someone or something that has been mentioned previously” is an example of direct 

metalinguistic WCF, while an interrogative sentence like “What word do you need for someone 

or something that has been mentioned previously?” is indirect metalinguistic WCF. 

Metalinguistic WCF can be combined with other types of written WCF, direct or indirect, to 

give extra information to learners about the errors they have made.  

All the above types of WCF can be provided in a focused or unfocused way. When 

teachers correct all the errors or errors of a range of grammatical structure students have made, 

they are giving unfocused WCF, which is also referred to as comprehensive WCF. On the other 

hand, if teachers choose to target one or two specific linguistic forms for correction, the kind 

of WCF is focused WCF. As to what kind of WCF can produce most positive effects on learners’ 

written accuracy, there is no clear conclusion yet.  

Theoretical foundations of the use of WCF in L2 writing instruction  

There are learning theories that underlie potential and effects of WCF, including skill 
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acquisition theory, interaction theories, and sociocultural theory.  

Skill acquisition theory. This is a theory applied to the learning of all complex skills, 

including language learning. There are three stages of skill development: declarative, 

procedural and automatic. The first stage involves knowledge about a skill; moving onto the 

second stage, the skill is executed with more smoothness, and then in the automatic stage, 

execution of the skill is faster with less attention and fewer errors (DeKeyser, 2007). When it 

comes to language learning, declarative knowledge refers to “explicit mental representations 

of language items” (Lyster & Sato, 2013, p. 72) including word definitions and grammar rules, 

while procedural knowledge refers to implicit knowledge about how to perform language skills, 

such as to speak or write with less or no effort by retrieving items stored in long-term memory. 

Learners’ declarative knowledge can be transformed into procedural knowledge through 

meaningful practice, which is called proceduralization (Bitchener, 2012; Lyster & Sato, 2013; 

Polio, 2012). Explicit knowledge is important in breaking the skill into smaller units or steps 

for ensuing practice. WCF provides explicit knowledge and keep wrong information from 

being proceduralized.  

Interaction theories. Interactionists place emphasis on input, output and feedback in L2 

learning. From the interactionist perspective, exposure to L2 input alone is not sufficient for 

language to develop; learners need to be pushed to produce output. CF is to give explicit 

instruction on linguistic form. For linguistic form to be incorporated into learners’ L2 intake, 

learners need to pay attention to form both when receiving input, CF included, and when 

producing output. In other words, both positive evidence and negative evidence are important 

in L2 development, and CF is a kind of negative evidence. When learners pay attention, it is 

likely that CF is converted to intake; the more attention is paid to CF, the more it becomes 

intake (Schmidt, 1990).  

Sociocultural theory. Based on the work of Vygostsky, a sociocultural approach to L2 

learning assumes that language development occurs as a result of social interaction especially 

where learners have opportunities to collaborate and interact with individuals who are more 

knowledgeable in terms of L2 knowledge. It is believed that each learner has a zone of proximal 

development (ZDP) where learning can take place with enough scaffolding. In learning L2 

writing, WCF from teachers can work as scaffolding to help learners achieve higher levels of 

linguistic knowledge (Bitchener, 2012).  

4.2.2 Dynamic WCF 

Characteristics of a course implementing Dynamic WCF 

Hartshorn (2008) first proposed the instructional methodology, dynamic WCF to treat 
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students’ errors in writing. This methodology was built on four assumptions (Evans, Hartshorn, 

McCollum and Wolfersberger, 2010)： 

․Students desire to improve linguistic accuracy of the writing (Ferris & Hedgcock, 2005);  

․Students expect that their writing errors are marked by instructors (Guénetee, 2007);   

․With appropriate error correction, students can improve their linguistic accuracy (Ferris, 

2002; Bitchener, 2008) 

․Error correction can bring about good results when it is manageable, meaningful, timely and 

constant (Evans et al., 2010) 

To implement dynamic WCF, Evans et al. (2010) developed six steps: (1) ten-minute 

paragraph writing: Every class begins with a ten-minute paragraph writing session. Students 

are given a general topic and then develop the topic in the way they wish and by following the 

conventions of a good paragraph writing. (2) Teacher collecting and marking papers: The 

teacher mark papers for lexical and syntactic accuracy with either direct or indirect WCF 

depending on whether the errors are treatable or not. The teacher then gives a score by 

following a rubric which gives a 75% weighting to linguistic accuracy and 25% weighting to 

content. The teacher returns the papers by the next class. (3) Error recording and paragraph 

revision: Once the students get their papers back, they tally and list all the errors they have 

made, and then they edit, type without adding new additional ideas to the text, and resubmit 

the paper to the teacher for a second review. (4) Teacher re-evaluating papers: The teacher 

marks the second draft of the paragraph for accuracy by giving indirect WCF only this time, 

being error codes, underline, circles or check marks and then returns the paragraphs to the 

students. (5) and (6) are repeated steps of (3) and (4), which two steps are to be repeated until 

all an error-free paragraph is produced (Evans et al., 2010). Figure 4.1 summarizes the error-

correction strategy of dynamic WCF.  

One of the characteristics of dynamic WCF course design is the ten-minute paragraph 

writing at the beginning of each class. This ten-minute window is long enough for students to 

compose a paragraph with content but not too long to take up too much class time. Students 

thus have more opportunities to practice writing, and it will not add to too much burden for the 

teacher to evaluate one single paragraph after each class session. Therefore, for both the teacher 

and students, such writing and evaluating tasks are manageable. The way the teacher gives 

WCF and explicit explanation of common errors can lead students to reflect on their own errors, 

which makes the WCF meaningful. That The teacher returns the marked papers to students the 

following day, and that students compose new a paragraph and edit the old paragraphs until 

error-free paragraphs are produced make the WCF giving timely and constant. 
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Theoretical foundation of dynamic WCF 

The design of dynamic WCF conforms to two learning theories: skill acquisition theory 

(DeKeyser, 2001, 2007) and cognitive load theory (Chandler & Sweller, 1991). Skill 

acquisition theory highlights the transferring between declarative knowledge (i.e., what one 

knows) and procedural knowledge (i.e., what one can do). As far as language learning is 

concerned, declarative knowledge refers to explicit knowledge of grammar rules, while 

procedure knowledge refers to information that can be retrieved from one’s long-term memory 

without too much mental effort. Through constant meaningful practice, declarative knowledge 

can be transformed into procedure knowledge, which process is called “proceduralization” 

(DeKeyser, 2007)。Skill acquisition theory predicts that with increasing abundant instruction, 

practice and feedback, errors can be decreased, “thus allowing the learner to move through 

stages of declarative knowledge and procedural knowledge toward automatization” (Hartshorn 

& Evans, 2015, p. 11). Dynamic WCF provides students with manageable, meaningful, timely 

and constant WCF, which helps them transfer their explicit L2 knowledge including knowledge 

of grammar and vocabulary into implicit procedural knowledge. When this takes place, 

students will have better L2 performance; with sufficient practice, automatization can be 

achieved, and they can produce texts with good linguistic accuracy without thinking too much.  

① Writes a 10-minute paragraph at 
the beginning of class.  

Student Teacher 

② Collects the paragraphs; mark 
them for linguistic accuracy, using 
error codes; scores the paragraph; 
returns papers to students in the 
next class.  

③ Records each error by category on 
a tally sheet; types and edits 
paragraph; submits paragraph to 
teacher for marking.  

④ Mark paragraph for syntactic and 
lexical errors by underlining or 
circling errors (error codes may be 
used as needed); returns the 
paragraph for further editing until 
error free.    

⑤ Edits paragraph for errors as 
needed; submits a new draft to 
teacher or files if error free.  

⑥ Cycle continues as necessary. Each 
paragraph must be complete 
within one week.   

Figure 4.1 Error-correction strategy of dynamic WCF (Evans et al., 2010, p. 454) 
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Cognitive load theory proposes that the working memory of the brain has a limited 

capacity to process information and that during learning three cognitive processes are taking 

place: intrinsic processing, extraneous processing and generative processing (Chandler & 

Sweller, 1991; Kirschner, 2002; Paas, Renkl & Sweller, 2004). Intrinsic cognitive load is 

decided by the difficulty level of the learning material; extraneous cognitive load depends on 

how the material is presented and how the content is taught to students; generative cognitive 

load is related to the depth of the learner’s cognitive processing. The sum of the three cognitive 

loads makes up of the capacity of the working memory. In other words, the smaller the intrinsic 

and extraneous cognitive loads are and the bigger generative cognitive load is, the better 

learning effect is. With sufficient practice, automatization can take place. Since the cognitive 

load of intrinsic processing has been decided by the difficulty level of the content, the teacher 

must try all she can to lower the extraneous processing load so as to facilitate effective learning. 

Take enhancing L2 writing accuracy for example. Dynamic WCF can lower students’ 

extraneous load of processing errors, which in turn will help increase generative load and lead 

to more accuracy in L2 writing. With sufficient practice, accurate L2 writing can thus reach 

automatization.  

4.2.3 Effects of dynamic WCF on improving L2 writing accuracy  

Hartshorn, Evans, Merrill, Sudweeks, Strong-Krause and Anderson (2010) investigated 

the impact of dynamic WCF on 47 ESL students’ writing performance. The students were 

divided into the experimental group (n=28) and the control group (n=19). The students’ 

proficiency level ranged between advanced-low and advanced-mid. Both groups were to 

compose four essays during the 15-week term. For the control group, the instructor gave each 

essay detailed written feedback, including suggestions of rhetorical skills and marking 

grammar errors. The experimental group, on the other hand, practiced writing by following the 

steps of dynamic WCF. The students wrote two short essays within a 30-minute time limit, one 

being the pre-test, the other being the post-test. The results of data analysis revealed that 

dynamic WCF improved writing accuracy of the experimental group significantly, but fluency 

and complexity of the texts were negatively affected.  

Evans, Hartshorn, and Strong-Krause (2011) investigated the influence of dynamic WCF 

on high-intermediate (IELTS=6.5) EFL college students’ writing accuracy. The participants 

were divided into the experimental (n=16) and control groups (n=14). During the 13-week long 

process writing course, the control received feedback from the teacher in the form of rhetorical 

skills and grammar correction; the experimental group received WCF and corrected their errors 

by following the dynamic WCF steps. At the end of the term, the control group students 
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accomplished a 20-page writing product, while the experimental group accomplished a 19-

page writing product. Comparing the pre- and post-tests of the two groups, it was shown that 

dynamic WCF enhanced the students’ writing accuracy significantly, but no significant 

improvement in fluency or complexity was found.  

Hartshorn and Evans (2015) conducted a 30-week long study to investigate the effect of 

dynamic WCF. The participants were 41 college ESL students with an intermediate level of 

English proficiency (IELTS=4) with nine different L1 backgrounds. The students were divided 

into the treatment group (n=27) and the control group (n=12). Both groups received trainings 

on four skills, and they had four periods of class every day and met four days a week. On the 

fourth period of the day, the treatment group received grammar instruction, practiced writing 

and got dynamic WCF, while the control group had a traditional grammar course. All the 

students wrote four short essays within a time limit. Comparison of the pre-test and post-test 

revealed that the treatment group had significantly better accuracy than the control group, but 

there was no significant difference in terms of fluency, complexity and rhetorical 

appropriateness between the two groups.  

Kurzer (2018) also conducted a study regarding the effect of dynamic WCF on 325 

college ESL students. The participants had different language backgrounds and were divided 

into three groups according to their proficiency levels of English (beginning, intermediate, and 

advanced). The study followed a quasi-experimental design with the beginning level 

investigated at one term, followed by the intermediated level at the next term and the advanced 

level investigated last. Students at each level were divided into the treatment group and the 

control group. The teacher marked students’ errors in grammar practice and writing 

assignments by using error codes. After ten weeks’ instruction, the results showed that 

regardless of the students’ proficiency levels, the treatment group outperformed the control 

group in terms of writing accuracy and self-editing ability. Kurzer thus concluded that dynamic 

WCF provided the students with scaffolding and helped them negotiate their ZPD (zone of 

proximal development) (Vygotsky, 1978). Besides, Kurzer believed that the dynamic WCF 

provided by the teacher fit the feature of comprehensive input, which was at an appropriate i + 

1 level. (Krashen, 1985).  

The aforementioned studies demonstrated the positive effects of dynamic WCF on 

grammar learning and L2 writing accuracy, yet there is little research regarding how dynamic 

WCF affects EFL writing accuracy. Besides, none of these studies employed delayed post-tests 

to verify if the effects can be transferred to subsequent writing performance. The study reported 

in this chapter was aimed to bridge the research gap and more importantly to enhance EFL 
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writers’ linguistic accuracy so that EFL writing teachers can get rid of the torture of students’ 

horrible English sentences.  

4.3 Research Method 

4.3.1 Participants and context 

Forty-four university students from two intact writing classes participated in this study. 

They were English majors from a two-year program of the university where I am currently 

teaching. One class was the treatment group (n=21), and the other was the contrast group 

(n=23). In the middle of the course, two students from the treatment group dropped out, 

resulting in 19 participants in the treatment group. The students’ ages ranged from 20 to 22, 

and their English proficiency levels ranged from TOEIC 450 to 850, corresponding to A2 to 

B2 of the CEFR (Common European Framework of Reference) regarding listening and reading, 

but their writing proficiency level was lower than those of listening and reading. The writing 

course was a two-credit required course. The students in the contrast group met once a week 

for two hours for 18 weeks. The treatment group underwent the dynamic WCF treatment; 

therefore, the students in this group met twice a week, one hour each time so as to follow the 

dynamic WCF procedure as much as possible.  

4.3.2 Teaching and learning activities  

A variety of classroom activities were employed as follows. 

(1) Lectures: The teacher explained and compared differences between the Chinese and 

English rhetorical structures by using graphic organizers and sample writings from the 

textbook and clarified common mistakes by the students to raise their grammatical 

awareness.  

(2) Novel reading: The teacher guided the students to read an abridged version of the novel 

Pride and Prejudice (from the Bookworm Series of Caves Books) with an aim of 

providing the students with materials and scaffolding for later practice of writing essays 

of different genres in the second semester.  

(3) Collaborative writing: By brainstorming and collaboration, students’ writing anxiety can 

be lowered and learning motivation and performance can be enhanced. The students 

collaborated to draft graphic organizers for later individual writing.  

(4) Individual writing: The students wrote essays of different genres, did peer editing and 

revised their essays based on feedback from peers and the teacher.  

(5) Peer discussion and editing: The students read peers’ essays, discuss with peers and gave 

feedback, which helped to clarify both the writers’ and the readers’ confusion.  
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(6) 12-minute paragraph writing3: At the beginning of each class, the treatment group spends 

12 minutes to compose one paragraph of an essay.  

(7) Editing marked paragraphs and tally errors: The students in the treatment group spent 

12 minutes composing a paragraph at the beginning of the class, twice a week. The next 

day they received marked drafts, edited the drafts according to the teacher’s WCF, tallied 

their error types and frequencies and revised the drafts and submitted the next day. The 

cycle went on until the paragraphs were error-free. The students were given a list of error 

codes (See Appendix D), and all their errors were marked by using these error codes. They 

tallied the errors they made on the tally sheet as shown in Appendix E.  

(8) Individual instruction: The teacher gave individual instruction to students who needed 

differentiated instruction.  

(9) Student writing conference: AT the end of the first semester, a writing conference was 

held, where the students reported what they had learned in the semester and the progress 

they had made in this semester and shared their expectations of themselves for the next 

semester.  

4.3.3 Procedures 

This study followed a pre-test-treatment-posttest-delayed posttest design and was divided 

into two stages. Stage one was the preparation stage. Given that many students had never 

taken formal courses in EFL writing before they took this course, the first eight weeks were 

reserved for fundamental writing training, including teaching essential sentence patterns, 

explaining rhetorical structures of paragraphs and essays, guiding the students to read an 

abridged novel Pride and Prejudice and leading them to practice writing passages, which were 

mainly about the content of the novel. All these activities were meant to familiarize the students 

with how to express themselves in English. The second stage was the dynamic WCF 

incorporation stage, which started from the ninth week. The treatment group received dynamic 

WCF for eight consecutive weeks, following the dynamic WCF steps. Figure 4.1 summarizes 

the procedures of the study and Table 4.1 compares the learning activities between the 

treatment and contrast groups at the second stage. Both groups were given a list of error codes, 

based on which they figured out what kind of errors they had made and then edited and 

corrected their errors. The two groups differed in that the contrast group composed the whole 

essay in one week and then edited and revised their old texts as a whole in the following weeks, 

while the treatment group composed one paragraph at a time and finished the whole essay 

                                                      
3
 As the students’ proficiency level of English were low-intermediate and intermediate, they needed more time 

to compose a paragraph. Therefore, they were given a longer time than prior studies to compose a paragraph at 

the beginning of the class.  
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gradually. The two groups wrote two four-paragraph narrative essays with prompts as shown 

in Appendix F. Once the treatment group got the marked paragraphs from the teacher, they 

tallied the errors, edited them, submitted the newly-edited paragraph, and then composed a new 

paragraph. Stage Two went on for eight weeks. In Week 17, the two groups took the post-test, 

in which they wrote another narrative essay with a prompt. After the post-test, a writing 

conference was held for each group where the students reflected on what they had learned 

during the semester. In Week 18, the students in the treatment group were given a semi-

structured interview to gather their perceptions of the course. They were interviewed in a group 

of three or four so that they would feel more comfortable to share opinions with company of 

their group members and that they could complement each other’s opinions.  

Table 4.1 Comparison of learning activities of the two groups at Stage Two 

 Treatment Group Contrast Group 

Dynamic 

WCF 

Incorporation 

Stage 

 

˙Class meet twice a week, 1 hour 

every time 

*12-min paragraph writing at the 

beginning of the class 

*T returns marked paragraphs 

*T explains common errors of the class 

*T introduces rhetorical structures of 

different genres 

*T and Ss analyze writing samples of 

different genres 

*Pair-discussion, pair-writing, 

individual writing, T returning marked 

essays 

*Individual instruction from T 

*Ss edit returned paragraphs, tally the 

errors by types and frequency, revise 

paragraphs and hand them in in the 

next class 

*Post-test  

*Student writing conference  

*Group interviews 

˙Class meet once a week, 2 hours 

every time 

 

 

 

*T explains common errors of the class 

*T introduces rhetorical structures of 

different genres 

*T and Ss analyze writing samples of 

different genres 

*Pair-discussion, pair-writing, 

individual writing, T returning marked 

essays 

*Individual instruction from T 

 

 

 

 

*Post-test  

*Student writing conference 
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4.3.4 The syllabus  

Table 4.2 shows the syllabus of this course with specification of different classroom 

activities of the treatment group (TG) and the contrast group (CG).  

 

  

Figure 4.2 Research procedures of the study  

․41 college students from two intact writing class 

․Ss receiving fundamental writing training 

․Teacher explaining English rhetorical structure and essential sentences 

patterns; Students doing translation practice 
․Teacher guiding students to read abridged Pride & Prejudice 

․Students practicing writing essays both collaboratively and individually 
․Student taking the pre-test (Text 1) 

 

Treatment Group (TG)  Contrast Group (CG) 

․N=19 
․Students composing one 

paragraph of an essay in 12 
mins at the beginning of each 
class; going through dynamic 
WCF cycle; editing drafts until 
producing error-free texts.  

․Editing & Producing Text 1 & 
Text 2  

 

․N=23 

․Students composing essays; 

receiving WCF; editing drafts 
in the following week and 
submitting texts  

․Editing & Producing Text 1 & 

Text 2 
 

 

․Post-test: Text 3 
․Student writing conference: Students sharing learning reflections 
 

․Semi-structured interview: Students being interviewed in group of 3 
 
 

Stage 1: 

Preparation 
Stage  

Stage 2:  

Dynamic WCF 
Incorporation 
Stage 

Post-test &  
Writing 
conference   

Week 1-8 

Week 9-16 

Week 17 

Group 
interview 
Week 18 
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Table 4.2 The syllabus of the course 

Week Content Objectives 

I. Preparation Stage  

Weeks 1~3 

 
•Orientation 

•Evaluating students’ proficiency level 

•Teaching essential sentence patterns 
•Translation practice 

•To know students’ proficiency 

level 

•Ss learn important grammar and 

sentence patterns 

Weeks 4~7  •Introducing rhetorical structures of English 

essays and writing skills 

•Analyzing writing samples 
•Reading novel 

•Practicing writing paragraphs  

•Ss know the rhetorical structures 

of English essays and how to 

analyze sample writing 

•Ss comprehend novel content 
•Ss can compose paragraphs of 

50~80 words 
Week 8 •Pre-test (Text 1) •To finish pre-test 

II. Dynamic WCF Incorporation Stage  

Weeks 9~12 Treatment Group (TG): 

•12-min paragraph writing at the beginning of 

each class (twice a week)  

•Revise Text 1 paragraph by paragraph 

according to the marked errors given by the 

teacher until Text 1 is error-free 

•Ss correct errors, record in the tally, revise 

paragraphs at home 

Contrast Group (CG): 

•Revise Text 1 as a whole essay according to 

the marked errors given by the teacher 

Week 9~Week 16： 

•Ss can compose paragraphs of 

50~80 words in 10 minutes  
•Ss can correct the marked errors 

and write with higher accuracy 

•Ss can write passages with better 

accuracy 

Weeks 13~16 TG:  

•12-min paragraph writing at the beginning of 

each class (twice a week) 
•Compose Text 2 paragraph by paragraph 
•Revise Text 2 
•Ss correct errors, record in the tally, revise 

paragraphs until Text 2 is error-free 
CG:  

•Revise Text 2 as a whole according to the 

marked errors given by the teacher 

 

Weeks 17 •Post-test (Text 3) 

•Student writing conference for two groups 

•To finish post-test 

Week 18 •Semi-structured group interviews  •To know Ss’ perceptions of 

dynamic WCF 

4.3.5 Data collection and analysis 

Both quantitative and qualitative data were collected to verify the effects of dynamic 

WCF on students’ writing performance: (1) error rate of the pre-test and post-test of both groups’ 

written texts and (2) semi-structured interviews. Error rate was defined as the number of errors 

per 100 words in a text. To ensure the reliability of the analysis, two raters (my research 
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assistant, who has a master’s degree of TESOL and I) analyzed the texts. We first evaluated 

five samples individually, compared the evaluation results, discussed the divergent part until 

an agreement was reached. Then the research assistant evaluated the remaining 36 texts; after 

she finished evaluating the texts, I examined the evaluated texts. Once I spotted errors 

unmarked or marked in a way different from my evaluation, I discussed it with my research 

assistant until we reached an agreement.  

The interviews were conducted in a semi-structured way with students coming in groups 

of three or four answering the following questions (1) What do you think of having the class 

split into two separate sessions in two days in this course? (2) What do you think of writing 

one new paragraph in 12 minutes at the beginning of the class? (3) What do you think of editing 

your errors according to the teacher’s corrective feedback and tallying them in every session 

of the course? (4) Generally speaking, will you recommend the teacher continue giving 

corrective feedback in this way in the next semester? Why or why not? The interviews were 

audio-recorded and transcribed for content analysis to gain a better understanding of the 

students’ perceptions of incorporating dynamic WCF into the writing course. The data 

collected for analysis and the corresponding research questions to address are summarized as 

Table 4.3 shows.  

Table 4.3 Data analysis and corresponding research questions 

Research Questions Data Sources  Data Analysis 

RQ1: How will dynamic WCF affect 
intermediate and low-intermediate students’ EFL 
writing accuracy? 

Error-rate of pre- and post-
test of the two groups 

ANOVA test; 

paired-sample 

t-test 

RQ2: What are students’ perceptions of 
incorporating dynamic WCF into the writing 
course?  

Semi-structured interviews Content 
analysis 

4.4 Results and Discussion  

4.4.1 Students’ writing accuracy improvement  

Following Evans et al.’s (2011) error coding system, there were totally 19 error types 

examined in this study. The error counts of each error type and the average error counts of each 

text in the pre-test and post-test are summarized as Table 4.4 shows. Error frequency is defined 

as error counts per 100 words (i.e., total error counts divided by total word counts times 100). 

As Table 4.4 shows, both groups had a lower error frequency rate in the post-test compared 

with the pre-test, and the contrast group had a higher error frequency than the treatment group 

both in the pre-test and post-test. In the pre-test, the contrast group had an average error 

frequency of 6.87 errors per 100 words, and the treatment group had an average error frequency 
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of 5.53 errors per 100 words. In the post-test, the contrast group had a four percent decrease in 

error frequency, rendering an error frequency of 6.59, while the treatment group demonstrated 

a 12.3% decrease in error frequency, producing an error frequency of 4.84. Note that when 

comparing the two groups’ performance, error frequency is a better measure than the total error 

count; this is because the total error count of a text will be affected by its total word count. The 

more words in a text, the more errors there may be.  

Table 4.4 Comparison of error counts and error frequency  

 Pre-test Post-test 

Treatment G  Control G Treatment G Control G 

Error type Error 
count 

Errors/text Error 
count 

Errors/text Error 
count 

Errors/text Error 
count 

Errors/text 

D 7 0.368 20 0.870 51 2.684 63 2.739 

SV 3 0.158 2 0.087 2 0.105 5 0.217 

VF 17 0.895 26 1.130 29 1.523 65 2.829 

Run 0 0.000 0 0.000 14 0.737 24 1.043 

INC 0 0.000 4 0.174 0 0.000 3 0.130 

VT 49 2.579 143 6.217 44 2.316 105 4.565 

PP 16 0.842 18 0.783 31 1.632 43 1.870 

SPG 11 0.579 6 0.261 6 0.316 4 0.174 

WF 17 0.895 22 0.957 23 1.211 31 1.348 

WC 32 1.684 38 1.652 61 3.211 86 3.739 

S/PL 14 0.737 25 1.087 11 0.579 14 0.609 

C/NC 0 0.000 0 0.000 1 0.053 1 0.043 

AWK 0 0.000 0 0.000 24 1.236 31 1.348 

C 10 0.526 13 0.565 4 0.211 5 2.017 

P 18 0.947 21 0.913 7 0.368 20 0.870 

Word 
missing 

62 3.263 82 3.565 11 0.579 39 1.696 

Unclear 
meaning 

0 0.000 3 0.130 3 0.158 8 0.348 

Word 
order 

3 0.158 7 0.304 1 0.053 5 0.217 

Omit 75 3.947 76 3.304 13 0.684 31 1.348 

Total error 
count 

334 17.579 506 22.000 336 17.684  583 25.348  

Word 
count 

 318.42  317.30  373.00  392.17 

*Error 
frequency 

 5.52  6.87  4.84  6.59 

*Note. Error frequency=(Error counts/word counts)×100 
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Table 4.5 Analysis of variance  

  Sum of squares df Mean square F p 

Error frequency 

_Pre-test 

Between 23.901 1 23.901  .108 

Within 514.075 40 12.852   

Total 537.976 41    

Error frequency 

_Post-test 

Between 31.957 1 31.957 3.957 .054 

Within 323.059 40 8.076   

Total 355.016 41    

The results of analysis of covariance as shown in Table 4.5 indicate that the difference of 

error frequency of the two groups in the pre-test did not reach level of significance, suggesting 

that these two groups were similar regarding their error rates. However, the result in the post-

test show a difference in total error counts very close to the significant level (F=3.957, p=.054), 

indicating the treatment group outperformed the contrast group in terms of writing accuracy 

improvement.  

4.4.2 Students’ perceptions and feedback  

The results of the semi-structured interviews showed that all the students held a very 

positive attitude toward dynamic WCF incorporated into the writing course, saying that 

dynamic WCF directed their attention to grammar, giving them more opportunities to practice 

writing and having more contact with the teacher. However, the students had different opinions 

about the change of the meeting schedule. Some of the students found the writing load more 

manageable having one hour of class and twice a week, while some of the students found it 

troublesome with the class schedule changed for eight weeks, which made them need to change 

other weekly plans of theirs as a result. Apart from the inconvenience of a changed class 

schedule, some negative perceptions of the dynamic WCF were collected too, including having 

difficulty writing a new paragraph and editing old ones at the same time, getting tired of editing 

the same draft repeatedly and having their train of thought interrupted. As for whether to 

continue dynamic WCF for the next semester, all the students preferred having a regular 

meeting schedule and handing in writing assignment once a week, many of them saying that 

dynamic WCF works better as a practice to raise students’ grammar awareness prior to 

composing the whole essay.  

After coding and categorization, nine codes were identified, which were later grouped 

into three categories as Table 4.6 shows. The three categories are (1) enhancing grammar 

awareness, (2) elevating motivation and confidence, (3) inhibiting writing flow, the first two 

being positive effects and the last one being negative of dynamic WCF. The students said that 
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dynamic WCF helped them pay more attention to grammar, remember grammar points better 

and relearn some grammar points which they used to understand in the wrong way. For example, 

several students mentioned that they needed to pay attention to read the error codes, which 

required them to be more conscious of grammar when composing the texts. Besides, through 

receiving dynamic WCF, the students saw their own progress in writing, felt a sense of 

achievement and the teacher’s commitment to the course, which is believed to increase their 

learning motivation and confidence. For example, 14 out of the 19 students mentioned that they 

saw they were making progress by the tally they recorded; more than half of the class 

mentioned that seeing there being fewer and fewer errors on their drafts made them feel a sense 

of achievement. Another merit the students liked about dynamic WCF is the prompt response 

from the teacher. They got feedback from the teacher the very next day, which helped them 

edit their drafts better and remember the grammar in question better. Receiving prompt 

feedback from the teacher also made the students feel the commitment of the teacher and want 

to write better themselves. Negative opinions about dynamic WCF include feeling bored with 

editing the same paragraphs repeatedly, difficulty in dealing with more than one paragraphs, 

new and old ones, at the same time and feeling interrupted in thinking. Especially for those 

students who had a higher proficiency level of writing, they preferred to compose the whole 

essay at a time and refine it, instead of composing the text one paragraph at a time. They felt 

their train of thought being interrupted when they h rad to shift from drafting a new paragraph 

and editing an old one.  
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Table 4.6 Students’ perceptions of incorporating dynamic WCF into writing course 

Category  Code Statement Frequency 

Enhancing 

grammar 

awareness   

-Paying more 

attention to 

grammar 

 

-Reading the error codes makes me think about grammar 

more (TG07).  

-I become more careful when writing my sentences (TG15).  

-I needed to double check what the error codes stand for and 

then I could correct the errors (TG10).  

-I pay special attention to the kind of errors that I made 

repeatedly (TG18) 

16/19 

 

 

 

-Remembering 

grammar better 

-It seems that I remember grammar better in this way (TG02). 

-I learned the grammar points better because I had more 

opportunities to practice (TG01). 

11/19 

 

-Relearning 

grammar 

-I finally came to understand the differences between past 

tense and present perfective (TG08). 

-I learned new grammar during the editing process (TG). 

9/19 

Elevating 

motivation 

and 

confidence 

in EFL 

writing  

-Seeing progress 

being made 

-From my tally of errors, I see the progress I made (TG05).  

-I feel happy when seeing I made fewer mistakes (TG03).  

-I am glad to see fewer and fewer mistakes on my drafts 

(TG12).  

14/19 

 

 

-Feeling a sense 

of achievement  

 

-I feel more confident in writing compositions in English 

(TG09).  

-I used to think writing English essays is very difficult, but 

now I feel it is not that difficult and I can manage it (TG015). 

-When I see my error-free text, I feel a sense of achievement 

(TG19).  

12/19 

 

-Getting quick 

response from 

teacher 

 

-Getting the feedback from the teacher the next day gives me 

no excuse to postpone writing (TG11).  

-Teacher’s quick response makes me feel she cares about us 

(TG07).  

-I can learn better when the teacher corrects my writing as 

soon as possible (TG18) 

15/19 

 

Inhibiting 

writing flow 

-Feeling bored  -When I edited my paragraphs the fourth time, I really felt 

bored and didn’t want to read or edit them (TG14).  

-I don’t like editing the same paragraphs repeatedly (TG04).  

6/19 

 

-Difficult to 

handle new and 

old paragraphs 

simultaneously 

-Sometimes it is difficult to shift my mind from drafting the 

new paragraph to editing the old ones (TG07).  

-There was one time when I needed to write a new paragraph 

and editing three old paragraphs. That was too much for me 

(TG12).  

9/19 

-Train of thought 

being 

interrupted  

-When two paragraphs were from two different essays, I 

sometimes needed to think for a while which essay did this 

paragraph belong to (TG05).  

-When I was to write the second paragraph, I had forgotten 

what I wrote in the first paragraph the ideas I had the day 

before. I needed to think from the start (TG02). 

8/19 

4.5 Conclusion  

4.5.1 Summary of the study  

This teaching practice research was aimed at improving college EFL students’ writing 

accuracy by employing dynamic WCF, which has four characteristics of being manageable, 

meaningful, timely and constant. To realize these four characteristics, each class began with a 

12-minute paragraph writing session, during which the students composed a new paragraph of 
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a whole essay. Afterwards, the teacher returned the marked paragraph submitted in the previous 

class, and the students edited the errors, tallied the error types and frequency and revised the 

paragraph. A paragraph was filed when it was error-free, at which the cycle came to an end for 

that specific paragraph. The treatment group, meeting twice a week, one period each time, 

underwent the dynamic WCF methodology, while the contrast group, meeting once a week, 

two periods each time, received WCF in the traditional way. The results of the post-test showed 

that the treatment group produced texts with higher significant accuracy compared with the 

contrast group, indicating the effects of dynamic WCF on improving EFL learners’ writing 

accuracy.  

4.5.2 Practitioner reflections and pedagogical implications 

The students in the treatment group in this teaching practice research after undergoing 

eight weeks’ treatment of dynamic WCF demonstrated significant improvement in their writing 

accuracy, far better than the contrast group. The results correspond with the results of prior 

studies (Evans, et al., 2010; Evans et al., 2011; Hartshorn, et al., 2010; Hartshorn & Evans, 

2015; Kurzer, 2018), indicating that dynamic WCF can serve as a good strategy to improve 

EFL learners’ writing accuracy so as to enhance the quality of their written texts. Therefore, it 

is recommended that EFL writing teachers employ dynamic WCF to help raise students’ 

grammar awareness and help them compose texts with higher accuracy. However, to 

incorporate dynamic WCF into a writing course, there are some caveats that require instructors’ 

attention. First of all, given that dynamic WCF has four characteristics of being manageable, 

meaningful, timely and constant, a class schedule which has students meet once a week may 

not serve the purpose of providing timely and constant WCF. In the prior studies by Evans et 

al. (2010), Evans, et al (2011), Hartshorn et al. (2010), Hartshorn and Evans (2015) and Kurzer 

(2018), the writing courses were offered in an intense format, and the participants met four 

times a week, about 65 minutes each time. Such an intense course makes it easier to fulfill the 

core requirement of WCF being timely and constant. To meet this requirement as much as 

possible, I changed the class schedule from meeting once a week, two hours every time into 

meeting twice a week, one hour every time; however, it was still not intense enough to reach 

the desired effects of dynamic WCF, and it turned out that the students did not appreciate such 

a change of class schedule. In a regular writing course at school or university, an intense writing 

course in which students meet four times a week is not likely to be arranged. Therefore, a 

writing course with genuine employment of dynamic WCF may be difficult to take form during 

regular school terms. A writing camp with an intense meeting schedule where students meet 

four to five times a week may be more appropriate for dynamic WCF to be implemented. 
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Secondly, in each dynamic WCF class, the students are to compose a new paragraph (at the 

beginning of a class for 10 minutes or so) and edit old paragraphs too; this task can be 

demanding for students as they need to shift their mind from editing the old paragraphs to 

composing a new one, which may be quite cognitively demanding. Furthermore, editing errors 

repeatedly may bore the students, which was likely to lower their motivation and as a result 

failed to raise their grammar awareness as expected.  

Based on the results of this study, several pedagogical implications can be made. First, 

the main purpose of dynamic WCF is to raise students’ grammar awareness, not to brainstorm 

novel ideas for content; therefore, it would be more suitable to incorporate dynamic WCF into 

practicing paragraph writing prior to whole essay writing. After all, the 10 to 12-minute 

paragraph writing session at the beginning of a class works better for independent paragraphs. 

In this study, I had the students from the treatment group compose one paragraph of an essay, 

instead of an independent paragraph at a time. As a result, their train of thought was interrupted, 

and they needed some extra time to recall what they had written in the previous paragraph, 

which could decrease the students’ motivation to write. Second, for a more effective teaching 

result and a more efficient use of time, a cycle of dynamic WCF may not necessarily end only 

when an error-free text is produced. After all, it does not take an error-free text to attain the 

goal of communication. For a written text to be readable and communicative, a certain degree 

of accuracy is required, but not to the degree of error free. Besides, the goal of composing an 

error-free paragraph could be intimidating to some students, who may be already lacking in 

confidence writing English essays and now become even more reluctant to engage. As to when 

to end the dynamic WCF cycle, it may depend on the course objectives. If accuracy is the top 

priority of the writing course, the cycle could come to an end as prescribed in the previous 

studies (Evans, et al., 2010; Evans et al., 2011; Hartshorn, et al., 2010; Hartshorn & Evans, 

2015; Kurzer, 2018). However, if improving writing accuracy is emphasized but not to the 

point of overriding comprehensibility and readability of the texts, then the cycle could 

terminate sooner even when some minor errors are still spotted.  
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CHAPTER FIVE  

DEVELOPING NEW LITERACY VIA MULTIMODAL COMPOSITION  

5.1 Background  

This chapter reports my MOE teaching practice research (PED1090700) conducted in the 

2020 school year (August 1st, 2020~July 31st, 2021). The title of the research project is Digital 

Multimodal Composition: A Technology-Mediated Task-Based EFL Writing Course (數位多模

態寫作：科技輔助之任務導向英文寫作課程 ). This project was awarded Outstanding 

Teaching Practice Research of 2020 (109 學年度教學實踐績優計畫). 

5.1.1 Motivation and purposes 

With the ever-advancing development of technology and digital products, the way and 

platforms where people communicate with each other keep evolving. Exchange of information 

is taking place in the forms of text, images and sounds anytime and anywhere both in the real 

world and in the virtual world. One concomitant change in education is the redefinition of 

literacy and composition (Elola & Oskoz, 2017; Qu, 2017). Written language (or text) is not 

the only medium for writing (Blake, 2016). If writing has communication as its goal, then in 

different situations and under varied circumstances, language may not be the most effective 

medium for communication. Under certain circumstances, images, graphs, charts, sounds or 

music can enhance the effect of communication. In today’s world, communication via multiple 

modes has become part of people’s daily routines.  

College students nowadays have very different life styles from their parents. Dubbed as 

“digital natives” (Helsper & Eynon, 2013; Prensky, 2001), they rely on the internet and 

technology for a wide range of activities in life, including meeting people, shopping, paying 

bills, ordering foods, booking tickets, searching for information, learning new things, keeping 

a diary, etc. Research has shown that more and more students employ multimodal composing 

through internet platforms to express their feelings and thoughts or communicate with others 

(Rideout et al., 2010). One thing that teachers must come to realize is that “the world outside 

school is replete with words married to images, sounds, the body and experiences” (Gee, 2014, 

p. xi). If school education aims to cultivate students’ literacy yet still focuses on monomodal 

literacy training, it would be difficult to expect that students can apply what they are taught in 

school to the real-life literacy practices they are to carry out.  

As for teaching English as a foreign language (EFL), do the courses offered in school or 

university really help develop the skills that students need in life outside the classroom? Can 

text still be the only medium EFL writing teachers employ in their courses in today’s world? 

In fact, university faculty themselves when giving instruction do not rely on text alone to teach. 
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More often than not, they take advantage of multiple modes of resources to make slides for 

their courses, including language, pictures, animation, videos, music and sounds because 

employment of multimodality facilitates communication, that is, to reach effective teaching. If 

writing teachers rely on multimodality in order to teach effectively, how could it be expected 

that students can fare well by using text alone to attain communicative goals given the fact that 

in their life very few exchanges of information, if any, are done in the form of text only. Yi 

(2017) thus urges foreign language educators and teachers to seriously think about one 

question— “what our students will need in the real world once they left our classroom and how 

we prepare them for the real world situation” (p. 91). As Schetzer and Warschauer (2000) point 

out, “literacy is a shifting target, and we have to prepare our students for their future rather than 

our past” (p. 172). In other words, we must equip students with the knowledge and skills they 

can take away with them from the classroom and transfer to their future life. To this end, EFL 

writing instruction should not be restricted to monomodal text production any more.  

5.1.2 Significance of the study and research questions 

The speedy advance of digital technology over the past decades has made tremendous 

changes in education. “Concepts of writing in today’s society have expanded with the digital 

horizon” (Smith, Pacheco & de Almeida, 2017, p. 6). It is a must that teacher incorporate 

multimodal activities in their teaching so as to help develop students’ digital literacy (Yi, 2017), 

which will be required in the workplace once students leave school. If university courses fail 

to equip students with such carriable and usable skills, once they join the workforce, they 

definitely will experience the disadvantage caused by digital divide (Bancroft, 2016). Although 

college students nowadays are dubbed “digital natives” (Helsper & Eynon, 2013; Prensky, 

2001), teachers and professors should not take it for granted that their students are well-

equipped with adequate digital literacy. The extent of digital divide among our students may 

be greater than is expected. Therefore, how to assist students to cultivate English writing ability 

and digital literacy is one responsibility that EFL writing teachers must shoulder.  

This article describes the design and implementation of an EFL writing course 

incorporated with multimodal composing tasks which expand the traditional mono-modal 

writing tasks into multimodal composing tasks with the view of enhancing EFL learners’ 

confidence, learning motivation and performance in writing English essays. It is also hoped 

that with such activities, the students’ digital literacy, recognition of local culture and global 

literacy can be enhanced. Accordingly, three research questions were addressed: 

(1) Will technology-mediated multimodal composing tasks help improve the students’ 

EFL writing fluency?  
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(2) Will technology-mediated multimodal composing tasks help enhance the students’ 

confidence and learning motivation in EFL writing? 

(3) What are the students’ perceptions of the multimodal composing tasks?  

5.2 Literature Review 

5.2.1 Technology-mediated task-based language teaching 

As prevailing and profound the influence of technology has on our everyday life, “it is 

not possible to opt out of using technology” for language teachers (Chun, Kern & Smith, 2016, 

p. 65). Chun and colleagues especially point out that technology “is so pervasive and so 

interwoven with human activity that to teach language without some form of technology would 

create a very limited and artificial learning environment—if it were even possible at all” (p. 

65). More importantly, teacher must pay attention to technological development not because of 

the benefits or threats to education brought by technology, but because of the fact that 

technology definitely will affect the use of language and that one of language teachers’ 

responsibilities is to assist students to know how language and culture functions and how to 

use language between the old media and new technology. Gogwin-Jones (2015) also argues 

that language teachers’ ultimate mission is to encourage and guide students to acquire 

knowledge, skills and motivation to become autonomous language learners and accountable 

participants with cultural awareness both in the local and the internet communities. During this 

process and in education, personal lives and career, one’s “capability in a full range of digital 

literacies” (Godwin-Jones, 2015, p. 8) plays a critical role. Therefore, students not only learn 

how to take advantage of technology to learn foreign languages but also need to learn how to 

combine foreign language skills and digital literacy so that they can work and collaborate with 

others in a new world where the line between virtuality and reality, far-away and closeness is 

getting blurred (Canagarajah, 2016; Dooly & O’Dowd, 2012).  

However, there is a huge gap between students’ literacy practices in and outside of the 

classroom. What students are learning in the classroom does not always prepare them for what 

they are to do outside of the classroom. On the one hand, it could be that the teachers do not 

know how good students’ digital literacy is or that they are not sure of how to incorporate 

digital literacy into teaching practice in class. On the other, students usually do not think that 

what they learn about writing in the language classroom could be related to their literacy 

practice outside of the classroom in any way (Zheng & Warschauer, 2017). Therefore, 

incorporating technology into teaching is a must for language teachers (Chun et al., 2016). 

Indeed, the accelerated development of technology may have intimidated quite many language 

teachers. However, what matters most for language teachers is their willingness to keep 
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learning; they need to not just learn new technology, but also learn to spot potential impact on 

and opportunities for language teaching and learning brought by new technology (Belcher, 

2017). Hafner (2013) also contends that TESOL teachers must help equip students with skills 

required in the digital era. That being said, they must re-examine their teaching practice; as far 

as teaching writing is concerned, three aspects must be examined: the writing tools, the relation 

between writing process and society, and the final product of the writing activity.  

Technology can be incorporated into classroom in three ways: (1) replacement, (2) 

amplification and (3) transformation (Hughes, 2005). When technology is used as a different 

means to the same instructional goal, it serves a replacement function. Using PowerPoint slides 

instead of the blackboard to present reading passages is an example of replacement. When 

students hand in written texts and teachers give feedback using Word software, revision of the 

writing is made easier; this is an example of the amplification function of technology. 

Innovative educational opportunities are made possible when using technology for its 

transformation function. To fulfill this function, students must be fully engaged to solve a 

problem or accomplish a task. 

Technology-mediated task-based language teaching can fulfill the transformative 

function of technology incorporation. In language teaching and learning, a language task refers 

to “a goal-oriented activity in which learners use language to achieve a real outcome” (Willis, 

1996, p. 53). In other words, language tasks involve meaningful, authentic and goal-oriented 

communicative activities (Blake, 2016). Different technologies have varied affordances and 

constraints. Chun et al. (2016) proposed four explorative questions for teachers to ponder on 

when considering incorporating technology into task-based language teaching and learning: (1) 

What are the learning objectives set for students? (2) What linguistic, cultural and teaching 

resources are available? (3) How to effectively combine and employ these resources to reach 

the learning objectives? (4) How to assess students’ learning performance and how well they 

employ these resources? Chun et al. (2016) believe that pondering on these four questions will 

help teachers figure out a good way to incorporate technology into task-based language 

teaching.  

5.2.2 Multimodal composition and its effects on learning 

The internet and social media have caused tremendous change in the way people employ 

linguistic and non-linguistic signs to communicate. In many situations, “language is no longer 

the carrier of all meaning” (Kress, 2000, p. 339); more often than not, signs, pictures, videos, 

music and sounds are used together with texts to enhance the effect of communication. 

Therefore, it is more appropriate to adopt the social semiotic multimodal approach (Kress, 
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2003, 2010; Bezemer & Kress, 2008) to interpret the task of composing as this approach places 

more emphasis on the “sing-makers” and “their situated use of modal resources” (Bezemer & 

Kress, 2008, p. 172).  

A mode is “a socially and culturally shaped resource for making meaning” (Bezemer & 

Kress, 2008, p. 171). Texts, images, pictures, sounds are different types of modes, and they all 

have their own affordances, which refer to “potentials and constraints for making meaning” 

(Bezemer & Kress, 2008, p. 171). Composers can use all the resources available as modes to 

compose for communication depending on the situations they are in and the communication 

purposes. In fact, people seldom use single mode to convey messages, and multimodal 

composing had been in practice prior to the prevalence of digital technology. It is just that the 

advancement of digital technology has diversified and complicated multimodal composing. 

While multimodal composing is gaining popularity, there is no need to worry that the 

importance of language may wane or that language will be replaced altogether. After all, 

language will still be the most important mode in formal learning (Belcher, 2017; Yi, 2017); 

especially in the academic field, critical analysis and presenting argumentations still rely on 

language as a medium to proceed (Qu, 2017). The ultimate purpose of incorporating 

multimodal composing tasks in the classroom is to provide students with opportunities to 

practice how to make good use of all the semiotic resources at their disposal “so that they can 

synthesize modes, genres, ideas, and skills, and become ever more fluid and flexible composers” 

(Kitalong & Miner, 2017, p. 40) 

For L2 or foreign language learners, multimodal composing activities provide them with 

“an appealing array of learner-centric, autonomy-motivating, voice-enhancing, audience 

engaging options” and “a huge semiotic toolkit” (Belcher, 2017, p. 84). Manchón (2017) 

pointed out that for multimodal composing to produce maximal learning effects for L2 students, 

the tasks assigned to the students must be motivating, interactive and collaborative and that 

there must be a demand to work with and through language to get the tasks accomplished. In 

other words, language is the core tool in this “huge semiotic toolkit” (Belcher, 2017, p. 84), 

and one key element of successful multimodal composing tasks is the emphasis on maneuver 

of language.  

There have been myriads of studies exploring effects of multimodal composing on 

learning with focuses ranging from writing performance (Vandommele et al., 2017), course 

content learning performance (Hafner, 2014, 2015; Jiang, 2017; Smith, 2017, 2019), critical 

thinking and learning motivation (Yang & Wu, 2012), composing processes (Hafner, 2014; 

Yang, 2012), mode traversing (Hafner, 2015) and learner identity (Jiang, 2018). Smith (2014) 
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reviewed 76 studies on multimodal composing of adolescents in both in-class and out-of-class 

settings and distinguished six themes that promote writing skills. The six themes according to 

the order of prevalence are (1) a high level of engagement, (2) a social and collaborative 

endeavor, (3) beneficial to marginalized learners, (4) opportunities for overt instruction, (5) 

offering transition and scaffold, and (6) complex and recursive process involved. Smith and 

colleagues (Smith, 2017, 2018, 2019; Smith et al., 2017) have investigated how students’ 

multimodal composing processes unfold from different perspectives and on different 

participants. Smith (2017) compared 12th graders’ collaboration of three kinds of multimodal 

projects (websites, PowerPoint, podcast) to respond to and analyze literature, and Smith et al. 

(2017) examined adolescents’ individual hyperlinked PowerPoint. The results of these studies 

showed that during the process of collaboration, using non-verbal modes such as images, music 

or video clip helped students brainstorm and derive more appropriate topics and themes, 

indicating that multimodal composing tasks are helpful in clarifying organizing and extending 

students’ ideas and thoughts. From interviews with students, it was also found that multimodal 

composing tasks not only made students become more familiar with and adept in employing 

digital tools and different modes of resources but also enhanced their mother tongue cultural 

identity and made them more willing to share and use their mother tongues (Smith et al., 2017).  

Hafner (2014, 2015) and Hafner and Miller (2011) were practitioners’ scholarly studies 

incorporating multimodal composing tasks into project-based science English courses where 

the students accomplished digital scientific documentary. The results showed that the students 

took a positive attitude toward such courses and demonstrated a high degree of learner 

autonomy during the process. The researchers concluded that the students were devoted to their 

projects because the skills, technology and media they employed were meaningful to them and 

were applicable in their life. Besides, the finished projects were shared with audience both in 

the real world and in online communities, instead of being limited to their classmates and 

teachers. As a result, the learning space was expanded from the brick-and-mortar classroom to 

the virtual world, where decisions were made by the students, not the teachers (Hafner & Miller, 

2011). 

5.3 Instructional Design and Research Method 

5.3.1 Instructional design of the course  

The course where the scholarly teaching was implemented was “English Writing 

Methods”, a required course for junior students of a two-year program at university of science 

and technology. The course was designed by observing the following six principles. First, the 

teaching units were arranged in a genre-based manner. Hyland (2003) defined genre as 
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“socially recognized ways of using language for particular purposes” (p. 18). Texts can fulfill 

certain social functions, and texts with similar functions to fulfill usually share a similar 

rhetorical structure, which forms a certain genre. If a writer fails to follow the rhetorical 

structure of a certain genre to present ideas, it is very likely that the finished written text cannot 

attain the intended goal of communication. Different languages may employ different rhetorical 

structures for one particular genre (Kaplan, 1966). Therefore, it is of importance that the writing 

instructor specify the differences between different genres of English essays and the differences 

between the Chinese and English essays of the same genre. The course covered four genres, 

including description, narration, comparison-and-contrast and argumentation/opinion. Other 

genres were not covered due to the time limit of the semesters.  

Secondly, both the writing process and final product are emphasized. Hyland (2008) 

categorized writing instruction into three approaches. The product approach, viewing text as 

object, focuses on the final product. The writer-oriented approach has the writer as the center 

of the writing activity, emphasizing creative expression of the writer and problem solving and 

thinking in the writing process, making this approach a process approach. The reader approach 

has the reader as the center of the writing activity, placing emphasis on the interaction between 

the writer and the reader and treating writing as a social act (Dudley-Evans & St John, 2008). 

This course had a dual focus both on the process and on the product. Prior to the writing, the 

students had discussion with group members or the teacher to brainstorm and then gradually 

finish the writing tasks; before the final draft was finished, all essays would be proofread, peer-

edited and evaluated by the teacher; then based on the teacher’s evaluation and feedback, the 

students corrected errors and revise essays, in which process all the drafts of each essay were 

collected in the students’ portfolio, serving as formative assessment and for the students’ self-

reflection on learning.  

Third, this course emphasized collaborative writing with peers and individual writing. 

This dual emphasis aims to create ZDP (Zone of Proximal Development) for learners (Vygotsky, 

1978), which is the situation for optimal learning to take place as “learning evolves from verbal 

interaction and task negotiation with a more knowledgeable person” (Hyland, 2003, p. 21). In 

a class where the students’ proficiency levels of EFL writing vary greatly, heterogeneous 

grouping of the students for collaborative writing tasks gives the high achievers the chance to 

play the role of the “more knowledgeable person” (Hyland, 2003, p. 21) to help the weaker 

group members, building scaffolding for them. With the experience of collaborative writing 

serving as scaffolding, students would gain more confidence when doing individual writing 

and become independent learners.  
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The fourth principle is technology mediation. The impact of technology on our daily life 

is both deep and far-reaching. Being digital natives, college students are living a life very much 

dependent on technology. Therefore, combining technology with language learning can be 

commonplace for college students. The learning tasks in this course was to employ the platform 

and software students are familiar with as multimodal materials to compose. The topics of their 

composition were not novel, but the materials and the process was new to them. The students 

employed resources from the internet and all sorts of software to accomplish multimodal 

composing tasks, where technology was incorporated in a transformative way (Hughes, 2005) 

to create innovative learning context and opportunity (Yang & Wu, 2012) and enhance the 

students’ language learning and digital literacy as well.  

The fifth principle was to employ multimodal resources to compose. Written language is 

not the only medium people employ to communicate (Blake, 2016). Different modes of 

resources have different affordances. Texts, images, pictures, tables, sound and music can serve 

the purpose of communication. It is very common for college students to employ all these 

multimodal materials to express themselves or to communicate with others. Such being the 

case, the students taking this course were encouraged to take advantage of all sorts of 

multimodal materials to compose. For one thing, such activities prompt students to get familiar 

with all sorts of multimodal materials and learn how to employ them in a way that manifests 

diversity and pluralism brought by technology advancement. For another, multimodal 

composing more truthfully reflects students’ writing activities in real lives, in which they rely 

greatly on the internet and digital technology to compose for communication.  

The sixth principle was to encourage translanguaging. Translanguaging was first posited 

by the Welsh educator Colin Williams and has received much attention from scholars 

(Canagarajah, 2011). It regards an individual’s linguistic repertoire as a holistic system that can 

be strategically employed to meet the communicative needs (Canagarajah, 2015, 2016, 2018), 

which differs from code switching as code switching “considers that the two languages are 

separate systems and are switched for communicative purposes” (Velasco & García, 2014, p. 

7). Canagarajah (2011) suggests that it is important that teachers provide safe spaces for 

students to practice translanguaging instead of “imposing their own views of how codemeshing 

works” (p. 415). 

5.3.2 Participants and context 

The participants were 44 English majors in the junior year from a two-year program of a 

university of science and technology in Central Taiwan and they took the writing course for 

one year. All the students had had an associate degree before they were admitted to this program, 
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but only 11 of them had some training on English writing. Their English proficiency levels 

ranged from 450 to 850 on TOIEC tests (corresponding to the levels of A2 to B2 on CEFR), 

but their writing ability ranged from A2 to B1. 

5.3.3 Classroom activities 

All the teaching activities aimed to provide sufficient scaffolding for students. They are 

as follows. 

(1) Lectures: The teacher explained and compared differences between the Chinese and 

English rhetorical structures by using graphic organizers and sample writings from the 

textbook and clarified common mistakes by the students to raise their grammatical 

awareness.  

(2) Novel reading: The teacher guided the students to read a simplified version of the novel 

Pride and Prejudice (from the Bookworm Series of Caves Books) with an aim of 

providing the students with materials and scaffolding for later practice of writing essays 

of different genres.  

(3) Collaborative writing: By brainstorming and collaboration, students’ writing anxiety can 

be lowered and learning motivation and performance can be enhanced. The students 

collaborated to draft graphic organizers and essays, which serves as scaffolding for later 

individual writing tasks.  

(4) Individual writing: The students wrote essays of different genres, did peer editing and 

revised their essays based on feedback from peers and the teacher.  

(5) Peer discussion and editing: The students read peers’ essays, discuss with peers and gave 

feedback, which helped to clarify both the writers’ and the readers’ confusion.  

(6) Multimodal composing workshop: A workshop was held prior to the multimodal 

composting tasks. In the workshop, the students learned how to produce hyperlinked 

PowerPoint slides, editing video clips, and uploading to YouTube platform.  

(7) Evaluating Selected YouTube vlogs: Prior to the formal multimodal composing tasks, 

each group selected one YouTube vlog, evaluated it and shared it with the class by pointing 

out its merits and demerits.  

(8) Individual instruction: The teacher gave individual instruction to students who needed 

differentiated instruction.  

(9) Presentation of group works: The students shared their group work of hyperlinked 

PowerPoint and YouTube videos in class and gave feedback to other groups.  

(10) Presentation of individual multimodal resume: The students composed multimodal 

resume and gave a presentation in class; the class selected the best three resumes.   
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(11) Final reflection: At the last week, the students reflected on their learning and shared with 

the class. 

5.3.4 Procedures 

The procedures involved two stages. The first stage was Preparation Stage in the first 

semester, in which the students’ English proficiency levels were assessed, and fundamental 

training on EFL writing was provided, including learning essential sentence patterns, doing 

translation practice, getting familiar with English rhetorical structures and writing English 

descriptive and narrative essays. Then a multimodal composing workshop was held, where the 

students learned how to make hyperlinked PowerPoint slides and YouTube videos and how to 

evaluate and edit videos. They also shared a YouTube video of their own choice, evaluated it 

and wrote an essay describing the scenic spot introduced in the video. By doing so, the students 

Figure 5.1 Procedures of the study 

STAGE 1: Preparation Stage (1st semester) 

STAGE 2: Multimodal Composing Stage (2nd semester) 

Pre-test

•Learning 
motivation 
questionnaire

•Essay Text 1

Multimodal 
composing 
tasks

•Making 
hyperlinked ppt 
in groups 

•Making 
YouTube video 
clips in groups

Presentation 
& peer 
feedback

•Presenting ppt 
and videos

•Peer giving 
feedback

Post-test

•Learning 
motivation 
questionnaire

•Revise Text 1 
into Text 2, 
Text 3

Evaluating Ss' 
proficiency 
level 

•Orientation

•Assessing Ss' 
proficiency level

•Explaining 
sentence 
patterns

•Ss practice 
translation

Lectures on 
rhetorical 
structures

•Introducing 
genres

•Explaining how 
to use GO to 
organiae ideas

•Lectures on 
writing skills

Writing 
practice

•Ss practice 
writing

•Collaborative & 
individual writing

•Explaining Ss' 
common mistake

•Ss revise essays

Multimodal 
composing 
workshop

•Lectures on 
making & 
evaluating 
hyperlinked ppt 
& YouTube 
videp clips 

•Ss practice how 
to evaluate ppt 
& videos
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got some scaffolding for transferring from one mode (i.e., video) to another (i.e., text), which 

would better prepare them for the tasks in the next stage. 

Stage two was Multimodal Composing Stage, implemented in the second semester, when 

multimodal composing tasks were officially carried out. The students were to compose two 

products, one hyperlinked PowerPoint report, the other YouTube video clip. These two tasks 

shared the same topic of introducing a city or scenic spot that the students wanted to 

recommend. Once students had finished their project, they gave a presentation in class, sharing 

they works with peers and giving feedback to other groups. Figure 5.1 illustrates the procedures 

of the two stages. 

5.3.5 The syllabus 

Table 5.1 shows the syllabus of this course. The first semester had the objectives of 

building and enhancing students’ English writing abilities and multimodal composing 

conception and knowledge. To achieve these objectives, teaching activities were arranged such 

as lectures on English sentence patterns, translation practice, comparing the Chinese and 

English rhetorical structures, practicing writing essays of descriptive and narrative genres, and 

reading a novel. Descriptive and narrative were the two genres to learn, as the two multimodal 

composing tasks involved these two genres. After the students practiced writing, a multimodal 

composing workshop was arranged, where the students learned how to compose hyperlinked 

PowerPoint slides and YouTube video clips, what makes a good video clip introducing scenic 

spots, and how to edit video. Then each group selected one video about scenic spot to share 

with the whole class. When sharing the video, the students evaluated the video clip in terms of 

its merits and demerits. Afterwards, each student wrote an essay about the scenic spot 

introduced in the video, which activity served as a warm-up activity for the multimodal 

composing tasks in the second semester. The second semester was the multimodal composing 

stage with three teaching focuses: completing multimodal composing tasks and sharing final 

productions, practicing writing essays of new genres (i.e., comparison-and-contrast, and 

argumentative) and reflecting on learning. The afore-mentioned teaching procedures are 

illustrated as Figure 5.2 shows.  
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Table 5.1 Weekly schedule of the course 

Week Course Content Objective 

Preparation Stage: 1st semester  

  Week 1~Week 3 •Orientation 

•Ss taking a simulated TOEIC test 

•Lectures on essential sentence patterns  

•Chinese-English translation practice 

•To evaluate students’ proficiency level 

•To equip Ss with essential sentence patterns  

•To familiarize Ss with differences between 

Chinese and English sentence patterns 

  Week 4~Week 12 •Introducing rhetorical structures of 

narrative and descriptive genres 

 

•Lectures on how to compose by using 

graphic organizers (GO) 

•T analyzes sample writings  

•T explains common mistakes by Ss 

•Ss practice writing paragraphs and essays 

•Ss revise compositions 

•Reading novel (Pride and Prejudice ) 

•Ss learn rhetorical structures of narrative & 

descriptive essays and can analyze sample 

writings 

•Ss can compose essays of 3-4 paragraphs 

•Ss can use GO to organize ideas 

•Writing topics: 1. Describe someone 2. My 

favorite food; 3. My room; 4. Online dating; 

5. A most ~ experience 

•Ss read the novel for writing activities in the  

2nd semester 

  Week 13~Week 15 •Multimodal composing workshops  

•Lectures how to produce and comment on 

hyperlinked PowerPoint slides & 

YouTube video clips 

•Learning how to edit video via Camtasia 

•Ss know how to make hyperlinked 

PowerPoint slides and YouTube video clips 

•Ss can analyze structure of video clips 

•Ss can edit video clips 

  Week 16 •Ss share and comment on YouTube videos 

in groups 

•Ss can evaluate merits & demerits of video 

clips 

  Week 17 •Ss write group essays on scenic spots in 

the YouTube videos they choose to share 

•Ss can describe the content in the YouTube 

video in words and organize them in essays 

  Week 18 •Final learning reflection  •Ss reflect on and share their learning with 

peers 

Multimodal Composing Stage: 2nd Semester  

  Week 1 •Pre-text (questionnaire & essay Text 1) •To verify Ss’ proficiency level as benchmark 

  Week 2~Week 7 •Multimodal composing tasks (I & II) 

•Ss produce hyperlinked ppt & YouTube 

video clips in group 

•Group presentation & peer feedback 

•Ss can do multimodal composing tasks 

•Topic: Introducing a scenic spot 

•Ss share their multimodal productions with 

peers 

•Ss can evaluate peers’ works 

  Week 8 •Post-text (questionnaire & essay Text 2)  

  Week 9~Week 14 •Introduction of rhetorical structures of 

argumentative & comparison/contrast 

essays 

•Lectures on how to use GO to organize 

ideas 

•Lectures on rhetorical skills and analysis 

of sample writings 

•Ss compose argumentative & comparison/ 

contrast essays 

•T explains common mistakes by Ss 

•Ss revise compositions 

•Ss learn the rhetorical structure of 

argumentative & comparison/contrast essays 

•Ss can compose argumentative essays 

•Ss can use GO to organize ideas 

•Topics:1. Compare Taipei and Taichung; 2. 

Compare three characters from Pride & 

Prejudice; 3. Should school children have 

their own smart phones? (Should college 

students take a part-time job?) 

Week 15 •Lecture on how to write resume & self-

introduction 

•Ss know how to write good resume & self-

introduction  

Week 16  •Ss share individual resume  

•Ss select the best resume 

•Ss finish two versions of resume and share 

with peers (A4 pdf version + hyperlinked ppt 

version) 

Week 17 •Group interviews with Ss •To know Ss’ perceptions of multimodal 

composing tasks 

  Week 18 •Final learning reflection •To get a good understanding of how Ss learn 

•To give Ss an opportunity to reflect and learn 

from peers 
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Lectures on English essay 
rhetorical structure, analysis 
of sample writings 

Ss practice using GO to 
analyze sample writings in 
groups  

Ss draw individual GO and 
compose essays accordingly  

Peer editing, revising essays, 
submitting to T 

T evaluates essays, explains 
common mistakes; Ss revise 
essays  

Teaching Procedures of 
Different Genres of 

Essays   

Lecture on how to compose 
hyperlinked ppt 

Lecture on how to compose 
& edit YouTube videos 

 

Watch & evaluate YouTube 
Vlogs chosen by T 

Ss share & evaluate YouTube 
Vlog selected by each group 

Each student composes an 
essay describing the scenic 
spot introduced in the 
YouTube Vlog they chose 

Procedures of 
Multimodal Composing 
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Figure 5.2 Teaching procedures of different classroom activities 
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5.3.6 Data collection and analysis 

To verify the effects of multimodal composing tasks on the students, data of three sources 

were collected: students’ written texts, multimodal composition products and semi-structured 

group interviews. After the students finished the two multimodal tasks, they were given a semi-

structured interview in groups; each group interview was conducted in Mandarin Chinese and 

lasted for about 45 to 60 minutes. All the interviews were audio-recorded and were transcribed 

verbatim for later content analysis with the help of the software MAXQDA. Questions for the 

semi-structured group interview are (1) How did your group conceive ideas and make plans 

for your PowerPoint and YouTube projects? (2) What challenges or difficulties did you 

encounter along the way? How did your group solve them? (3) What do you think of the 

activities we had in this course? (4) What have you learned from this course? What progress 

have you made? (5) Do you have any suggestions to make to or ideas to share with the professor? 

5.4 Results and Discussion 

5.4.1 Students’ writing performance 

Fluency was used to verify the students’ writing performance improvement. Fluency, 

defined as the word counts in the written text (Wigglesworth & Storch, 2009), refers to “the 

capacity to use language in real time” (Skehan & Foster, 1999, p. 96). Comparing the fluency 

of the three texts (Text 1~3) introducing the same scenic spot, it was found that the average 

word counts increased from 409.04 words for Text 1, 462.04 words for Text 2 to 475.87 words 

for Text 3, indicating that the experience of makin g hyperlinked ppts and YouTube videos with 

group members helped the students add more words to their Text 1 (See Appendix G). 

Meanwhile, the scripts for the hyperlinked ppt and YouTube videos of each group ranged from 

550 to 850 words, about twice as many words as the monomodal texts the students composed 

in the first semester ranging from 250 words to 400 words each text, suggesting that the two 

multimodal composting tasks prompted the students to be more expressive. 

Table 5.2 Comparison of fluency of students’ texts  

 Text 1 Text 2 Text 3 

Average word counts 

per text 
409.04 462.04 475.87 

5.4.2 Students’ multimodal composing products 

In this course, the students accomplished two multimodal group projects and two 

individual multimodal resume. In their final works, both group collaboration and individual 

production, the students demonstrated creativity and aesthetic by combining words in different 
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languages (i.e., Chinese, Japanese, English and French) fonts, colors and sizes, all kinds of 

sings, illustration, pictures, video clips, music, sound effects, etc (See Appendix H). 

Multimodal composing provided more opportunities for the students to exercise their creativity 

and to express themselves. These affordances of multimodal resources are not something that 

text alone can provide. It was also found that the students took different approaches to 

accomplish the tasks. When making hyperlinked ppt slides, they tended to cooperate by having 

each student responsible for certain parts of the whole project, resulting in tasks that were more 

of a patchwork, sometimes with incongruous bits and pieces. The group YouTube videos, on 

the other hand, demonstrated a higher level of congruity and constancy in the presentation of 

semiotic resources, suggesting that the students collaborated to finish the final work. 

5.4.3 Students’ perceptions of the course 

The interviews were transcribed and underwent content analysis, which boiled down the 

interview into three main themes as (1) more engagement and higher motivation; (2) 

confidence in English writing; (3) enhancement of glocalization (See Table 5.3). During the 

process of making the two multimodal composing projects, the students realized that even 

though their English was far from perfect, they still could produce hyperlinked ppt slides and 

videos with satisfactory quality by making good use of all the semiotic resources at their 

disposal in an organized way, which made up the deficiency of their English proficiency. Seeing 

their final products and how the class responded to the products, the students felt a great sense 

of achievement. They gained self-confidence in describing things and events in English; 

meanwhile, their digital skills were also enhanced, including searching information on the 

internet, shooting footage and editing video. Furthermore, the students also felt that through 

making multimodal composing projects, there was more quality communication and 

interaction with group members, which lightened the class atmosphere and made them looking 

forward to attending the writing course. All the students took a very positive attitude toward 

multimodal composing tasks and recommended that the activities be incorporated in future 

EFL writing courses. 
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Table 5.3 Results of content analysis of group interviews 

Theme Statement (frequency)  

More 

engagement 

and higher 

motivation  

․I feel a sense of achievement. (44) 

․I enjoy doing the two projects. (44) 

․I am satisfied with my group projects. (40) 

․I learn a lot from my group members. (31) 

․I feel excited to share my group projects. (36) 

Confidence 

in English 

writing 

․Expressing myself in English is not as difficult as I thought. (43) 

․I have more confidence in writing English compositions. (33) 

Enhancement 

of 

glocalization 

․I realize how beautiful Taiwan is. (44) 

․I want to explore Taiwan more. (42) 

․I want to make more videos to introduce Taiwan. (35) 

․I learned more countries in the world when searching for YouTube video clips. (26) 

5.5 Conclusion  

5.5.1 Summary of the study 

This teaching practice research was conducted with an aim to equip the students with 

new literacy which involves multimodal composing and is required in an era when the students 

are living in both the real and the virtual worlds simultaneously. Instead of composing mono-

modally in text, the students accomplished multimodal compositions by employing 

hyperlinked ppt slides and making video clips. Prior to implementing the multimodal 

composing tasks, the students received training on writing English essays and attending 

workshops on how to make good video clips. During the multimodal composing stage, the 

students were also guided through several stages to accomplish their group works of 

hyperlinked ppt presentation and video clips. The whole process required the students to work 

individually and collaboratively, mono-modally and multi-modally, traversing from videos to 

texts and then from texts to videos. The final results showed that multimodal composing tasks 

enable the students to become more fluent in writing English texts, give them more confidence 

and learning motivation in writing, and enhance their experience of glocalization.  

5.5.2 Practitioner reflections and suggestions 

This writing course went through two stages, the preparation stage and the multimodal 

composing stage. I made sure that the students received enough scaffolding in composing 

English essays and then the formal multimodal composing tasks were conducted. It might seem 

time-consuming, but it turned out to be an appropriate arrangement as this gave the students 

enough preparation both linguistically and psychologically. With enough preparation and 

scaffolding, the students knew what was expected of them and also demonstrated great 

motivation and interest in composing their group multimodal projects. They took the projects 
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not just as an assignment but as an opportunity to demonstrate their creativity and aesthetic 

style. Meanwhile, some students were quite adept in video editing and thus became treasure of 

their groups. Therefore, these students felt a great sense of achievement during the process of 

making multimodal projects. When their final works were acclaimed by peers, the sense of 

achievement they felt enhanced their learning motivation and self-confidence in EFL writing. 

Furthermore, during the process of making hyperlinked ppt slides and videos, the students came 

to have a deeper understanding of the scenic spots they introduced, which not only gave them 

better ideas about how to compose scripts in English for international viewers but also 

enhanced their identification with local cultures. As what Gogwin-Jones (2015) pointed out, 

the ultimate mission of language teachers is to encourage and guide students to gain knowledge, 

skills and motivation to become autonomous language learners and accountable participants 

with cultural awareness both in the local and internet communities. Multimodal composition 

with technology-enhanced tasks have been proved to be able to facilitate the accomplishment 

of such a mission of language teachers. 

It is no exaggerating to say that for college students who were digital natives growing up 

in the internet era multimodal literacy is a literacy that they must be equipped with. Either in 

pursuing further education or in pursuing career, mono-modal composing tasks would be far 

fewer than multimodal composing ones. Therefore, in cultivating students’ EFL writing skills, 

multimodal composing activities appeal to the change of times and meet students’ learning 

needs. Thus, it is highly recommended that writing teachers, both in teaching foreign languages 

and in teaching L1, incorporate multimodal composing tasks into their syllabuses. Given that 

multimodal composing is a teaching activity worth implementing, when conducting studies, it 

would be unfair and unethical to arrange a control group where students are deprived of the 

effects of multimodal composing. Therefore, it is suggested that future studies focus on content 

analysis of students’ multimodal composing products and make comparison between students’ 

mono-modal text composition and multimodal composition. By doing so, students’ can all get 

a chance to develop multimodal literacy, and their performance can be accessed objectively. 

Effects of multimodal composition on learning have been verified by myriads of studies, 

including improving learner motivation, deep learning of course content, enhancing critical 

thinking, narrative ability, overall literacy, digital literacy and multicultural literacy. Prior 

research also shows that multimodal composing can be applied not must in language courses 

but also in STEAM (Science, Technology, Engineer, Arts, Mathematics) courses. Through 

accomplishing tasks of multimodal composition, students accumulate knowledge and skills by 

doing and reflect on their own learning process, which in turn enhances students’ higher order 
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thinking and deep learning of course content.  

There are, however, some challenges or limitations in incorporating multimodal 

composing tasks into courses. For example, students’ digital literacy must be verified 

beforehand, including knowledge of related digital resources for multimodal products and 

editing videos. If students lack knowledge and skills to produce multimodal products as 

required, sufficient training and scaffolding must be provided. By doing so, students’ level of 

anxiety and resistance can be lowered, which enables learning activities to be conducted 

smoothly and expected learning results to be attained. 
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CHAPTER SIX 

CONCLUSION 

6.1 Summary of the Present Technical Report 

The present technical report explicates three research projects that I conducted in the past 

few years on improving EFL writing instruction in the context of university of science and 

technology. There are six chapters in this report. Chapter One depicts the background of my 

research and delineates the problems observed in the EFL writing course that may hinder 

effective learning of EFL writing and need to be solved. I contend that all the dynamics in an 

EFL writing course are like pieces of a jigsaw puzzles and that it is the writing instructor’s job 

to adopt effective instruction strategies so as to piece together all the pieces to construct a map 

to lead the students to the state where they can express themselves fluently and effectively in 

written English.  

Chapter Two elaborates on the theoretical foundations and frameworks on which the 

three studies were based, including theories and approaches to writing instruction and theories 

underlying language learning. Theories and approaches to writing instruction include Hyland’s 

(2003, 2008) three approaches to teaching and researching writing, that is, the text-oriented, 

writer-oriented and reader-oriented approaches. Each approach places varied degrees of 

emphasis on product, process and genre according to the focus of the approach. I added to a 

genre-based process-oriented approach to EFL writing instruction. The genre-based approach 

can make an effective approach to EFL writing instruction (Hyland, 2016) and a process-

oriented writing course places more emphasis on idea generating, problem-solving and 

thinking in composing texts. Therefore, a genre-based process-oriented approach to writing can 

cater to the learning needs of EFL learners in universities of science and technology. Learning 

theories that underlie the innovative writing pedagogies adopted in my writing courses are 

many, depending on the kind of pedagogies being employed. Based on the studies that I have 

done on EFL writing instruction and learning, a map of innovative EFL writing instruction in 

the context of university of science and technology is constructed. It is sincerely hoped that 

with such a map of innovative EFL writing instruction, EFL writing teachers come to gain a 

better understanding of and obtain a repertoire of strategies with which problems in their 

writing classroom can be improved or solved. 

Chapter Three, Chapter Four and Chapter Five report three research projects I conducted 

to improve EFL writing instruction and enhance students’ writing performance. Chapter Three 

reports a study that investigated the effects of graphic organizers (GO) on improving EFL 

learners’ writing performance of argumentative essays. This study aimed to help EFL students 
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to develop argumentative essay with an organization that conforms to the rhetorical structure 

of English argumentative essays. The results showed that with GO used as visual aid at the 

planning stage, the students’ argumentative essays contained more effective idea units with 

better quality and readability and that GO helped EFL learners enhance writing efficiency, 

improve text organization, and maintain text unity. However, a few students considered it more 

time-consuming when using GO to brainstorm at the planning stage. Chapter Four reports the 

study that investigated the effects of dynamic written corrective feedback (WCF) on EFL 

learners’ writing accuracy. After eight weeks’ intervention with dynamic WCF, the treatment 

group demonstrated a lower error rate than the contrast group though the difference was very 

close to the significant level. The students’ perceptions of dynamic WCF were quite positive, 

including enhancing grammar awareness, elevating motivation and confidence in EFL writing. 

On the other hand, some of the students tended to feel bored with repeated editing of errors 

until error-free texts were produced and felt that dynamic WCF in a sense inhibited writing 

flow when they needed to take care of the old and new drafts within a short period of class time. 

Chapter Five reports the study that investigated the effects of technology-mediated task-based 

multimodal composting tasks on EFL learners’ writing performance and learning motivation. 

The students accomplished two multimodal composting task with group members, one hyper-

linked ppt presentation, the other a YouTube video clip, introducing one scenic spot in Taiwan 

chosen by the group. Comparison of the text written before and the one revised after the two 

multimodal composing tasks revealed that the experience of multimodal composting helped 

the EFL learners add more details to their original written texts and that the students held very 

positive perceptions of the tasks, reporting that they were more engaged in class and had higher 

motivation, more confidence in EFL writing and enhancement of glocalization.  

To put in a nutshell, these three research projects provide positive results of the innovative 

pedagogies on improving EFL learners’ writing performance and learning motivation and 

confidence, suggesting that they are strategies worthy of being employed in EFL writing 

courses. Referring back to the analogy I use in Chapter One that teaching strategies, assessment 

and various student factors being like scattered pieces of a jigsaw puzzle of a treasure map, 

now these three studies have pieced three pieces of the whole map as Figure 6.1 illustrates.  
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6.2 Contributions 

Over the past six school years (from Aug. 2016 to July, 2022), I have devoted to teaching 

diligently. In this section, I would explicate the contributions I have made as a result of my 

teaching devotion from four perspectives: developing innovative EFL writing pedagogies, 

sharing scholarly teaching experiences, giving speeches on EFL writing in high schools, and 

providing professional advice and consultation for K-12 schools.  

Developing innovative EFL writing pedagogies 

As Figure 2.2 shows, starting from the 2015 school year, I have finished 10 teaching and 

research projects concerning EFL writing. From these projects, several innovative EFL writing 

pedagogies have been developed. All these projects aimed to cater to one or two problems in 

the EFL writing course, which as a result yielded resultant pedagogy for EFL writing. Table 

6.1 illustrates the themes of these projects and the concomitant innovative pedagogies.  

  

Figure 6.1 Effects of the three innovative EFL writing pedagogies 

Rhetorical 
Structure 

learned better 
via GO 

Writing Accuracy 
improved via 

dynamic WCF  

New Literacy 
enhanced via 
multimodal 
composing    

Writing 

Motivation 

raised 

Writing 

Confidence 

increased  

Other Issues in 

EFL Writing  

Other Issues in 

EFL Writing  
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Table 6.1 My research regarding EFL writing and concomitant innovative pedagogies 

No. Project Title Innovative Writing Pedagogy 

1 110 教育部教學實踐研究計畫 

(計畫編號 PED1101153) 

混成式線上英文寫作課程設計與實施—後疫情時代線寫

作教學初探 

˙Three-mode hybrid EFL writing course: 

fact-to-face, synchronous online, 

asynchronous online  

2 109 教育部教學實踐研究計畫 

(計畫編號 PED1090700) 

多模態寫作：科技輔助之任務導向英文寫作課程 

★獲教育部績優計畫★清華大學 2022 大學教師優良創新

課程及教學競賽優等★高雄科大 2022 教學實踐研討會海

報論文競賽特優 

˙Incorporating technology-mediated task-

based multimodal composing tasks to 

enhance writing motivation, performance 

and develop new literacy 
 

3 109 科技部專題研究計畫 

(MOST 109-2410-H-025-027) 

探索 EFL 學生數位多模態寫作歷程, 跨語言使用, 及模態

變化 

˙Incorporating technology-mediated task-

based multimodal composing tasks to 

enhance writing motivation, performance 

and develop new literacy 

4 108 教育部教學實踐研究計畫 

(計畫編號 PED1080344) 

藉由融入動態書面糾誤反饋提升 EFL 寫作正確度 

˙Incorporating dynamic written corrective 

feedback to enhance learners’ writing 

accuracy 

5 108 科技部專題研究計畫 

(MOST 108-2410-H-025-014) 

直接與間接非聚焦書面糾誤反饋對英文學習者寫作正確

度之效果 

˙Incorporating direct and indirect 

comprehensive written corrective feedback 

to enhance learner’s writing accuracy 

6 107 教育部教學實踐研究計畫 

(計畫編號 PED107004) 

翻轉英文寫作課程—融入 TED 演講 

★獲清華大學 2019 大學教師優良創新課程及教學競賽佳

作、高雄科大 2018 教學實踐研討會海報論文競賽優等 

˙Incorporating TED talks into a flipped 

writing course to enhance writing 

performance, motivation and raise multi-

cultural awareness 
 

7 107 科技部專題研究計畫 

(MOST 107-2635-H-025-001) 

探索英文學習者採用圖像組織圖作為視覺輔助與否之寫

作認知歷程:口述分析 

˙Incorporating graphic organizers as visual 

aid at planning stage to raise awareness of 

rhetorical structure of argumentative essays 

and enhance writing performance  

8 106 教育部多元文化語境之英文學習革新課程計畫 

(計畫編號 MOE-106-2-3-018) 

聽、讀、說、寫全面進擊—跨學制全語言學術英文寫作多

元整合課程 

˙Adopting a whole-language approach to 

writing instruction with reading, listening 

and speaking as pre-writing activities to 

enhance writing performance, motivation 

and confidence 

9 105 教育部多元文化語境之英文學習革新課程計畫 

(計畫編號 MOE-105-2-3-013) 

利用圖像組織圖強化英文寫作後設認知—跨學制學術英

文寫作多元整合課程 

˙Incorporating graphic organizers as visual 

aid at planning stage to raise awareness of 

rhetorical structure of essays of different 

genres (descriptive, narrative, 

comparison/contrast) and enhance writing 

performance 

10 104 教育部多元文化語境之英文學習革新課程計畫 

(計畫編號 MOE-104-2-3-022) 

跨學制多元學術英文寫作整合課程 

★獲新竹教育大學 2016 大學教師優良創新課程及教學競

賽佳作 

˙Incorporating novel reading as a pre-

reading activity in two different ways to 

increase learners’ background knowledge 

and improve writing performance and 

motivation  
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Sharing scholarly teaching experiences  

Over the years, I also have shared my scholarly teaching regarding EFL writing through 

invitation or at conferences. By sharing my teaching practice publicly, I received feedback and 

comments from the audience, which in turn encouraged and inspired me to continuously invest 

efforts in teaching and researching EFL writing. It is also hoped that more writing colleagues 

would try out the pedagogies I have proposed and provide constructive feedback and comments. 

Table 6.2 summarizes the talks I gave regarding EFL writing at conferences and universities.  

Table 6.2 My sharing scholarly teaching at conferences and universities  

Year Topic of the talk Event/Host 

2022 Developing students’ soft skills in EFL writing classes 國立中正大學外文系 

2022 提升 21 世紀素養的英文課 國立高雄科技大學通識中心 

2022 教學實踐研究計畫撰寫經驗分享 國立臺北科技大學語言中心 

2022 大學教師優良創新課程教學競賽參賽心得分享 國立臺中科技大學語文學院 

2021 Integrated writing: What and how  國立中央大學語言中心 

2021 Chinese EFL learners’ cognitive process in composing 

English essays with and without Graphic Organizers: A 

Stimulated Recall Study 

The 19th World Congress of 

Applied Linguistics 

2021 Improving Rhetorical Structure and Readability of EFL 

Argumentative Essays with the Aid of Graphic Organizers 

2021 應用語言學暨預言教學國

際研討會 

2020 2020 教學實踐研究計畫經驗分享 國立臺中科技大學教資中心 

2020 Pursuing Scholarship of Teaching & Learning: My 

Experience of Scholarly Teaching 

2020 International Conference 

on English For Specific 

Purposes 

2019 Fluency, Complexity, and Accuracy of Chinese EFL 

Learners’ Expository Writing: A learner-corpus study 

The 17th Asia TEFL & the 6th 

FLLT International Conference 

2019 Visualizing ideas & thinking in EFL writing via graphic 

organizers 

國立臺灣師範大學英語系 

2018 Incorporating novel reading, graphic organizers & TED 

talks in a genre-based EFL writing course 

明新科技大學應用英語系 

2018 Whole Language Approach to Writing: Integrating TED 

Talks into EFL Writing Class 

2018 應用語言學暨預言教學國
際研討會 

2017 融入圖像織圖於英文閱讀與寫作教學 國立臺灣海洋大學應用英語研

究所 

2017 Incorporation of novel reading and graphic organizers in a 

genre-based EFL writing course 

第 34 屆中華民國英語文教學

國際研討會 

2017 Analysis of Fluency, Complexity, and Accuracy of EFL 

Expository Writing at the High-Intermediate Level 

The 4th Conference of the Asia 

Association for Language 

Assessment (AALA) 

2016 Subsumable Relationship among Error Types of EFL 

Writers— A Learner Corpus-Based Study of Expository 

Writing at the GEPT Intermediate Level 

The 18th Academic Forum on 

English Language Testing in 

Asia (AFELTA) 

2016 Quantitative Text Analysis of EFL Writing at the High-

Intermediate Level 

2016 PAC and The 25th 

International Symposium on 

English Teaching 
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Giving speeches on EFL writing in high schools 

I have been invited to give speeches on EFL writing instruction and other issues related 

to course design to senior high school teachers for many times over the years. As I had 15 years 

of teaching in senior high school, I know exactly what a teaching context senior high school 

teachers are situated in and what challenges they are faced with. The research on EFL writing 

I have conducted in university along with my teaching experiences has made the teaching tips 

I provide workable for senior high school teachers. Table 6.3 lists the talks I gave to senior high 

school teachers over the past six years.  

Table 6.3 The talks I gave to senior high school teachers 

Date Topic of the talk Host school 

111.09.20 評量高中英文作文策略 國立新竹高商 

111.05.18 英文句型學習與翻譯技巧(線上) 國立新竹高中 

111.05.11 英文句型教學策略 國立草屯商工 

110.11.05 英文簡報技巧 臺中市立豐原高商 

110.10.22 專業英文課程規劃(線上) 新北市私立南強工商 

109.10.13 如何融入英文寫作教學於高中課程 臺南市立臺南一中 

105.11.07 淺談研究方法與論文撰寫 國立臺中二中 

105.11.19 學測翻譯與英文寫作技巧 國立員林高級中學 

Providing professional advice and consultation for K-12 schools. 

For the past six plus years, I have served as a consultant for multiple committees and 

projects organized by the Ministry of Education and the city government of Taichung City. My 

job is to pay visits to K-12 schools and give professional advice and consultation, ranging from 

remedial teaching, teaching English through English, bilingual education, and English for 

specific purposes. Table 6.4 summarizes the visits I have paid since 2016 till now.  

Table 6.4 School visits I paid to provide professional advice and consultation  

期間 訪視性質 訪視次數 

2017~2023 教育部國民中小學英語學習扶助入班輔導人員培訓研習入班觀課

議課 

16 次 

2020~2022 臺中市學生學習扶助整體行政推動計畫到校輔導訪視 32 校 

2021~2022 教育部國教署高中英文科全英授課入校諮詢訪視觀課議課 9 校共 12 次 

2021~2022 教育部國教署國高中及小學部份領域雙語教學計劃入校訪視與觀

課議課 

29 次 

2021~2023 國教署及臺中市高級中等以下學校聘僱外籍英語教師入校訪視 8 校 
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6.3 Overall Reflections 

As stated in Chapter Two, by conducting teaching practice research and other research 

related to EFL writing, I hope to construct a map of innovative EFL writing instruction in the 

context of university of science and technology so that EFL writing teachers can gain a better 

understanding of and obtain a repertoire of strategies with which problems in their writing 

classroom can be improved or solved. At the final section of Chapter Three, Chapter Four and 

Chapter Five in this technical report, I have explicated my reflections on these three studies 

respectively. Here in this concluding chapter, I would present the overall reflections that I have 

on my experiences of teaching EFL writing and conducting innovative EFL instruction 

pedagogies in the context of university of science and technology.  

First of all, writing teachers must face the reality that the definition of literacy changes 

with time and that they need to change with time too. A traditional concept of literacy refers 

to a set of decoding and encoding skills people need in order to read and write (Chen, 2013; 

Thorne & Reinhardt, 2008); yet now, both in the real world and the virtual world, people 

employ multimodal resources to compose texts of all kinds in any imaginable context and to 

comprehend texts thus produced by others. Either in reading tangible texts such as magazine, 

books, posters, flyers, road sings, etc., or in browsing web pages, blogs, PowerPoint slides, etc., 

we seldom find texts composed only in the linguistic mode. The notion of literacy is better 

understood as a collection of sociocultural communicative practices that are fluid, multimodal 

and dynamic shared by members of particular groups (Chen, 2013; National Council of 

Teachers of English, 2019; Thorne & Reinhardt, 2008). In other words, language has been used 

and viewed as one mode of communication among other modes, such as images, sounds, music, 

and so on (van Leeuwen, 2015). It does not mean that language is not important in learning 

new literacy, but it means that communication will reach a new level of effectiveness when 

language and other modes are employed side by side. Such being the case, EFL writing teachers 

must face the reality, adjust their own concept of literacy and most importantly modify their 

pedagogical practice to incorporate the new elements of literacy. By doing so, what is taught 

in the writing classroom is more likely to be portable and transferrable to students’ life outside 

of the classroom, bridging the gap between “what to learn” and “what to use”, the so-called 

「學用落差」in Chinese.  

Second, incorporating technology into a writing course is a trend that writing teachers 

cannot evade. As prevailing and profound the influence of technology has on our everyday life, 

“it is not possible to opt out of using technology” for language teachers (Chun et al. , 2016, p. 

65). Chun and colleagues especially point out that technology “is so pervasive and so 
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interwoven with human activity that to teach language without some form of technology would 

create a very limited and artificial learning environment—if it were even possible at all” (p. 

65). Incorporation of technology into language teaching and learning also applied to the 

teaching and learning of writing. Echoing the prevalence of multimodality, incorporation of 

technology into writing instruction will amplify the effectiveness of benefits of multimodal 

composing tasks in the writing class. By incorporation of technology into writing courses, it 

does not mean that writing teachers need to conduct the class in a language lab or to use VR or 

AR to teach writing, but it denotes the affordances of technology that writing teachers should 

not overlook or choose to ignore and that technological incorporation can be approached one 

step at a time.  

Third, sociocultural theory and social semiotic theory are two important theories that 

can guide EFL writing instruction especially in the context of university of science and 

technology. A sociocultural approach to L2 learning assumes that language development 

occurs as a result of social interaction especially where learners have opportunities to 

collaborate and interact with individuals who are more knowledgeable in terms of L2 

knowledge (Bitchener, 2012). It is believed that each learner has a zone of proximal 

development (ZDP) where learning can take place with enough scaffolding (Vygotsky, 1978). 

Kress (2003) proposes a socio semiotic theory of composing, which recognizes all modes as 

semiotic resources for communication and meaning making and views “reading, writing, and 

communicating as situated, goal-oriented activities, intimately tied to their context” (Hafner, 

Chik, & Jones, 2015, p. 2). Students in universities of science and technology in particular need 

extra scaffolding to learn to write effectively in English. Peer collaboration and multimodal 

composing, the former underlain by the sociocultural theory and the latter the socio semiotic 

theory, can provide more scaffolding for the students to approach EFL writing.  

Fourth, the more a teacher investigates into EFL writing, the better s/he can teach and 

the more reasonable and reachable expectations s/he would have of her students. As Figure 

2.2 shows, I have conducted 10 teaching and research projects on EFL writing, the 11th one 

being carried out. Each time with one project being accomplished, I got to know my students 

better, learn more about EFL writing instruction and gain more insights about effective EFL 

writing instruction. With a better understanding of my students, I ceased to set unrealistic goals 

for them and hold too high expectations of them, which in turn eased the tension between my 

students and me and created a friendlier and harmonious atmosphere in the class. I do believe 

this kind of classroom atmosphere will contribute to better learning efficacy. As I accumulate 

more knowledge about EFL writing instruction, when teaching, I can dissect the undertaking 
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of EFL writing like an experienced anatomist anatomizing an animal; the insights I gained from 

my teaching and research experiences on EFL writing have propelled me to explore more 

regarding how to conduct effective EFL writing courses, which I am convinced will make me 

a better writing teacher and researcher and bring more benefits to my students as well.  

To sum up, EFL writing teachers in university of science and technology play a very 

important role in encouraging and motivating students to engage more in writing. The students 

rely on EFL writing teachers to equip them with the skills and knowledge required for their 

academic and career future. It is hoped that the aforementioned overall reflections of mine 

would work as a reminder for EFL writing teachers when providing writing instruction.  

6.4 Suggestions for Future Studies and Scholarly Teaching  

Teaching is one of the many obligations that university faculty should shoulder. To 

conduct scholarly teaching or what we call teaching practice research is one excellent approach 

to getting a better understanding of both the students and the faculty themselves. From the 

teaching practice research I have conducted in the past few years, I came to know my students 

better regarding their potentials, limitations, perceptions and attitudes towards EFL writing; I 

also came to see my own potentials and deficiency. In the years to come, I will continue 

endeavoring to explore more aspects in teaching and learning, in EFL writing and other courses 

that I teach and to investigate and verify innovative pedagogies so as to create a classroom 

where learning efficacy will reach to the fullest. With this aspiration, I would make the 

following suggestions for future studies and scholarly teaching.  

Firstly, besides building up students’ writing proficiency, EFL writing teachers may well 

expand the teaching objectives to enhance learners’ 21st century skills (Chalkiadaki, 2018, Chu, 

Reynolds, Tavares, Notari, & Lee, 2017), such as collaboration, critical thinking, problem-

solving, etc. Second, as sustainability has received world-wide attention in all fields, writing 

teachers may well incorporate SDGs into their courses to raise students’ awareness of 

sustainability. Incorporation can be realized by making SDGs the writing topics or topics of 

group projects. Third, to encourage peer collaboration and cater to university students’ busy 

daily schedule, it is advisable to employ tools of online annotation for peer editing. As the 

discussion can take place online without the constraint of time and space, students can log on 

and edit peers’ texts when they feel most convenient to do so. Better still, a web-based writing 

system specially designed for writing both in group and individually will enhance teaching and 

learning efficacy of EFL writing. Each of these suggestions may involve different aspects of 

the teaching and learning of EFL writing, but they have one thing in common, that is, they are 

all based on the sociocultural theory of learning. Writing can be very personal and individual, 
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especially for those genius who can have ideas, words and sentences at their disposal with great 

elegance and ease. However, for most university students, EFL writing can be more 

approachable when it is learned and practiced in a social context where communication and 

interaction take place, which in turn provides scaffolding and creates ZPD for the students. 

That is exactly how and when learning takes place.  
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APPENDICES 

Appendix A 

Rationale for evaluating quality of an effective idea unit 

Idea Unit Score and Description 
 3 2 1 

Hook Explicit and effective 
introduction of the topic  

Explicit introduction of 
the topic 

Implicit or indirect 
mention of the topic 

Background 
information  

Sufficient background 
information about the 
topic 

Enough background 
information about the 
topic 

Some background 
information about the 
topic 

Thesis statement 
(Final claim) 

Clear statement of 
author’s stance in a 
complete sentence 

Clear statement of 
author’s stance in 
sentence fragment 

Implicit or indirect 
statement of author’s 
stance 

Primary claim Sensible reasons for the 
final claim in complete 
sentences 

Sensible reasons for the 
final claim in sentence 
fragment  

Acceptable reasons for 
the final claim  

Supporting 
details for 
primary claim 

Sufficient details to 
support primary claim  

Enough details to 
support primary claim 

Some details to 
support primary claim 

Counter-
argument (CA) 

A claim in a complete 
sentence that refutes 
one of the primary 
claims or gives an 
opposing reason to the 
final claim 

A claim that refutes one 
of the primary claims or 
gives an opposing 
reason to the final claim 
but not in a complete 
sentence 

A claim that partly 
refutes one of the 
primary claims or gives 
an opposing reason to 
the final claim  

Supporting 
details for CA 

Sufficient details to 
support CA 

Enough details to 
support CA 

Some details to 
support CA 

Refutation A claim in a complete 
sentence that effectively 
refutes the CA by 
demonstrating that the 
CA is invalid 

A claim in a complete 
sentence that partly 
refutes the CA  

A claim in sentence 
fragments that partly 
refutes the CA  

Supporting 
details for 
refutation  

Sufficient details to 
support refutation 

Enough details to 
support refutation 

Some details to 
support refutation  

Conclusion  NA Statements that (1) 
summarize thesis 
statement; (2) restate 
primary claims; (3) 
makes comment; (4) 
give suggestions; (5) 
make predictions in 
complete sentences 

Statements that apply 
any of the 5 strategies, 
but not in complete 
sentences.  
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Appendix B 

Examples of idea units with different scores  

Example                                     Score   
Hook                                                                                  

As the technology of smartphone progressed so much in recent years, smartphone is becoming easier to use. 
(S19)                                                                           

Today, many students have their own smartphone. (S14)                                        
Everyone use the smartphone every day. (S20)                                                 
I think everyone want to gain money every time. The college students want it too. (S20)                

      
3      
      

2     
1     
0     

Background information                                                                 

It is also very common to see school children playing with their smartphone. Some of them are so addicted to 
it because smartphone is such an attractive item to those young kids. (S20)              

Adults use smartphone in their daily life, like sending messages, doing business, chatting with friends. But they 
usually buy a phone to their children too. (S18)                                       

The age group using the smartphone is gradually decreasing. (S17)                                 
For example, school children think the fake smartphone world is everything. (S11)                    

      
3     
      

2     
      

1     
0     

Thesis statement (Final claim)                                                             
Honestly speaking, I don’t agree with school children have their own smartphone, and there are some 

reasons. (S19)                                                                          
I think parents should let the school children having their own smartphone. (S16)                     
I think children life cannot be technical. (S09)                                                 
What do you think about school children have their own smartphone? (S06)                         

      
3     
      

2     
1     
0     

Primary claim (PC)                                                                     
Smartphone aids education, especially for school children. (S16)                                  
The second reason would be the problem of communication. (S12)                                
Second, increasing the income. (S16)                                                        
When I was young, I got my first smartphone. I was excited. I took my phone to school and showed my 

classmates. After that I did not pay too much attention to learning. (S01)                          

      
3     
2     
1     
0     

Supporting detail for PC                                                                 
They can have a more interactive learning by watching education video or playing education applications. 

They can also get the information easily by surfing the net. (S16)                      
Instead of communicate face to face, they would use the smartphone. Sometimes, it’s better to communicate 

face by face to decrease the misunderstanding. (S12)                              
Some students do not have support from their family. They have to work to pay their daily cost. (S16)    
Taking part-time jobs not a bad thing. It may be a good choice to make the students grow and learn. (S10)                                                                                

      
3     
      

2     
      

1     
      

0     
Counter-argument (CA)                                                                 

However, there are still people who disagree with taking a part-time job as college students. (S19)      
Some people think the children using the smartphone is good. (S17)                               
By the way, someone would say maybe the children could have their own smartphone in leisure time. (S18)                                                                                

      
3     
2     
1     

     
Supporting detail for CA                                                                
Their perspective are usually related to the influence the studies, coming home late or being exhausted after 

work. There are some people failing in school because of taking part time jobs or even dropped out of 
school. (S19)                                                         

They think they can search the information by the smartphone. It is really convenient. (S17)            
I think it’s not a bad thing but someone perhaps doesn’t’ think so. (S04)                            

      
3     
      
      

2     
1     

Rebuttal                                                                              
I think time management and distribution is vital on this point. (S19)                               
But I think school children don’t have much complex or important things to contact their family. (S03)    
But there is another way to instead using smartphones. (S17)                                    
But you can have a smartphone why not let your kid to have a phone? (S04)                         

      
3     
2     
1     
0     

Supporting detail for rebuttal                                                            
We can try to negotiate with the boss, reduce the time doing part time job. Also we can learn how to balance 

working and studying at the same time. (S19)                                         
The children can use the dictionary or they can ask the teacher for help. So they don’t need to use their 

smartphone. (S17)                                                                 
If you decide to take a part-time job, you need to take your schoolwork good. (S06)                   
However, taking a part-time job is not a bad thing. (S01)                                         

      
3     
      

2     
      

1     
0     

Conclusion                                                                            
To sum up, I agree with college students should take a part-time job. (Restate TS) (S19) 
No only to make money, reduce the pressure of parents, but also earn experience of working. (Restate main 

points) (S19)                                                                      
When I was a little child, I had a lot of fun with my friends. I learn my time control between studying and 

playing without phone. (Digression) (S18)                                                

      
2     
1     
      

0     
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Appendix C 

Rubrics for evaluating readability of essays adopted from College Entrance Examination 

Center of Taiwan 

Score 4-5 3 1-2 0 

Content Topic clearly 
addressed with 
concrete and full 
supporting details 

Topic partly 
addressed; some 
descriptions not 
fully developed.  

Topic not clear; 
descriptions 
mostly not 
developed or 
irrelevant to the 
topic.  

Irrelevant or blank 

Organization Main points well 
arranged; with 
introduction, 
development and 
conclusion; with unity 
and good use of 
transitional 
words/phrases.  

Main points not 
well arranged; 
inadequate use 
of transitional 
words/phrases.  

Main points not 
clearly stated; 
lacking in unity.  

Unorganized or 
not developed 
according to 
instructions 

Grammar; 

sentence 

structure 

Errors in grammar, 
format or 
punctuation rarely 
occur; showing 
variety in sentence 
structures.  

Some errors in 
grammar, 
format, or 
punctuation 
occur but not 
interfere with 
comprehension.  

Many errors in 
grammar, 
format, or 
punctuation 
occur and  
interfere with 
comprehension. 

Many serious 
errors in 
grammar, format, 
or punctuation 
occur, making the 
essay 
incomprehensible.  

Vocabulary; 

spelling  

Appropriate and 
precise word choice 
with rare errors in 
spelling or 
upper/lower cases. 

Monotonous and 
repeated word 
choice, 
sometimes 
inappropriate; 
some errors in 
spelling or 
upper/lower 
cases but not to 
hinder idea 
expression.  

Many errors in 
word choice, 
spelling and 
upper/lower case 
as to hinder 
expression of 
ideas 

Using limited 
words related to 
the topic 
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Appendix D 

Error codes used as written corrective feedback to mark students’ written texts 

D = Determiner S/PL = Singular/Plural 

SV = Subject-Verb agreement C/NC = Count/Noncount 

VF = Verb form ? = Meaning not clear 

Run = Run-on sentence AWK = Awkward wording 

inc = Incomplete sentence ~ = Word order 

VT = Verb tense P = Punctuation 

PP = Preposition C = Capitalization 

SPG = Spelling ^ = Something is missing 

WF = Word form --- = Omit 

WC = Word choice   
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Appendix E 

Error log for students to tally errors 
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Appendix F 

Picture prompts for students’ writing tasks 

 

 

  

Pre-test: Text 1 Dynamic WCF incorporation: Text 1 & Text 2 

Post-test: Text 3 
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Appendix G 

Student’s written texts prior to and after the multimodal composing task 

Student’s Text 1 

Student’s Text 2 
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Appendix H 

Students’ multimodal composing work_hyperlinked ppt presentation and script 
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Script:  
-This video is going to show how we will filmed and make our video in Summit Resort. 

-Our group members are Ann, Ada, Kathy, Joy, and Will. 

-In our video, we will separate it into three main parts. The first part is traffic information. The second 

part is Introduction of Spots. The final part is Review of the trip. In the second parts, we will describe 

seven main areas in the summit resort. 

-Moving on to the traffic information, we’ll show the audience how we get there, and some of the 

suggestions that they can follow if they want to visit the summit resort. 

-About the traffic information, we have two ways to get there, first way is to take a bus. You can take 

270,271,276, and 277 from the Yizhong Shopping district to the Summit Resort. It only takes you 40 

minutes to one hour to get there. 

-Second ways, is to drive a car. It only takes 37 minutes from Yizhong Shopping district to Summit 

Resort. 

-Lakeside Recreation Area: You can view the whole lake scene in this place, and you can feel the 

breeze and there is no sunlight here, so you won’t feel too hot. 

-If you want to take a rest in this place, then we suggest you can prepare some food or snacks for your 

lunch. 

-Green Trail: As you walk on this bridge, you can see the projection of sunlight, it’s not too bright, the 

branches blocked the sunlight just fine. 

-In addition, walking on this bridge can also see the broad and beautiful lake view, and you can take 

as many photos as you like. 

-Hexagonal Pavilion: There are several thatched pavilions beside the hexagonal pavilion, you can sit 
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here and take a rest. Walking upstairs to the top of the hexagonal pavilion, you can overlook the lake. 

Seeing the different faces of the lake. 

-Wine Chateau Restaurant: Are you hungry now? Don’t worry, we’re going to take you to have a 

decent meal. In Summit Resort, there is a place that you can have a delicious meal. There are plenty of 

delicate meal set options and many kinds of beverage to choose from. Furthermore, you can use the 

NT$100 coupon. 

-And here is the menu. You can see the price of the meal and the drinks are quite expensive, but you 

can have the meal and feel relaxed while enjoying the scenery in Summit Resort, so why not? 

-Roman Pillars and Fountain: This spot possesses medieval style architecture the best. You can see 

different views are reflected from the arch. Pillars are symmetry. In this place, you can take many 

photos here.  

-Castle: Castle is one of three main characteristics. Its towering Roman architecture is our spiritual 

fortress, leading the medieval atmosphere. 

-Arch Bridge: The final spot is the arch bridge. The arch bridge is made of stone bricks, it’s full of the 

sense of medieval classic. Besides, you can see the magnificent fountain view on the bridge, but be 

careful of the fountain steam.  

-Finally, for our review of the trip, we had shared our thoughts of this trip in our ultimate video, so 

please wait for that video and then you can know how did we feel about Summit Resort. But overall, 

we really enjoyed it.  

-This is our introduction video of Summit Resort, hope you enjoy it, thank you.    

 

 

Students’ YouTube vlog examples 

 

 

 

 

Summit Resort, Taichung City Chi-Mei Museum, Tainan City 

National Taichung Theater, Taichung City Houfeng Bike Way, Taichung City 
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