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研究
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▪ 如何尋找研究題目？

▫ 由文獻中找

▫ 在自己的研究中

找

▪ 研究題目可行嗎?
▫ 我的研究題目重要嗎?
▫ 我能收到（足夠的）

資料嗎?
▫ 我有足夠的軟硬體設

備支援我的研究嗎?
▫ 我有足夠的時間完成

嗎?

▪ 如何把研究與課程結

合?
▫ 英語會話/聽講?
▫ 英語寫作?
▫ 研究方法?
▫ 外語教學?
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How do I get started?



Task Planning & SCMC

▪ An important research topic in TBLT
▫ It is still an important topic now.

However…

▪ One-on-one data collection
▫ Time-consuming 
▫ Difficult to schedule data collection 

sessions
▫ Speaking? Writing?

▪ Does not work for me now. 6



Voice Blogging & L2 Speaking

▪ Important & Feasible 
▫ A gap was identified in the 

literature
▫ The blogging project could be 

implemented in my 
listening/speaking class

▫ Data collection was possible
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Web-Based Collaborative L2 
Writing

▪ Important and Feasible
▫ Plenty of related papers can be 

found.
▫ A gap was identified.
▫ It was implemented in my junior 

composition class.
▫ Collaborative writing tasks were 

part of the writing assignments.
▫ Data were collected via wikis 

(Wikispace). 8



Task Complexity & Web-Based 
Collaborative L2 Writing

▪ Interaction patterns matter 

▪ Does task complexity affect peer 
interaction patterns?

9



Task Modality & Web-Based Collaborative L2 Writing

▪ Does task modality play a 
role?

▪ SCMC vs. Face-to-Face

▪ ACMC vs. SCMC
▫ SCMC > ACMC
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What’s Next?



Pretask Training & Web-Based Collaborative L2 Writing

▪ Will pretask training help?
▫ Yes
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投稿
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我應該投哪個期刊？

▪ Take time to explore the journals in your field, to choose 
the best fit for your research. Find a journal that serves 
the audience you’re trying to reach, and whose aim  and 
scope match your approach. 

▫ Start with the ones you are already familiar with and see 
whether they might be a good fit. 

▪ Do not submit to the wrong journal. This is the top 
reason editors give to reject articles.

Source: Taylor & Francis Author Service
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我應該投哪個期刊？(cont.)

▪ SSCI？

▪ Non SSCI?

▪ What if I get rejected?
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The Review Process

▪ It is a daunting process.

▪ But… peer review is also a 
very useful source of 
feedback, helping 
researchers to improve 
their paper before it’s 
published.

▪ How many reviewers do I 
usually get?
▫ 2, 3, or 4

▪ What kind of feedback do I 
get?
😭 😒 😉
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“
▪ The topic sounds interesting but there are major flaws as 

follows.

First, I could not find abstract in the manuscript.

Second, the sentence “Such comparisons are 

important” (Page 2 Line 17) could not convince me.

Third, I doubt originality of the research since it was 

similar to another published study by Wang (2019) to 

some extent. (Wang, L. (2019). The impact of computer-

mediated contexts on interaction pattern of ESL learners 

in collaborative writing, Technology, Pedagogy and 

Education, DOI:10.1080/1475939X.2019.1674183)

Fourth, the research only discussed the effect of task 

modality on interaction and attention to form, but the 

reason was not investigated. Thus its pedagogical 

implication was too limited.

Computer Assisted Language Learning 17



“
▪ The application of the task-based approach to 

asynchronous web-based collaborative writing is an 

interesting idea, but it seems highly questionable 

why the author adopted Robinson’s Cognition 

Hypothesis to asynchronous writing tasks. There 

are some concerns that worries me greatly and 

makes me hesitate to recommend this paper for 

publication, both in terms of theoretical framework 

and research design and analysis, which are elaborated 

below.
…The reason why the impact of task complexity on L2 

writing performance was analyzed along these features 

is because increased task complexity taxes on learners’ 

limited working memory capacity, and hence change the 

way they control over their L2 resources in real-time…

System 18



“
▪ One of the biggest problems of this manuscript 

is its weak literature review. Most studies in this 

section (2.1 Patterns of interaction and their 

influence on L2 collaborative texts) are only 

briefly mentioned but not really reviewed. This 

section needs a considerable amount of revision 

with more in-depth reviews and discussions.

System
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“
▪ The reported study examined the effect of task 

complexity on interaction patterns and joint writing 

quality in the L2 collaborative writing task environment. 

The topic is of great interest to readers of System. This 

manuscript is generally well-written, and it is expected to 

contribute to the literature on L2 collaborative writing. 

However, this reviewer suggests that the author(s) 

further work on the data analysis and the discussion 

of patterns of interaction that occurred in this study. 

Please see the constructive feedback below.

System
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“
▪ I highly encourage the authors to consider other 

measurements for complexity. The ones used for this 

study (clauses per T-unit C/TU and modified type-token 

ratio) are limited in the information they provide and also 

oversimplify complexity. For syntactic complexity, see the 

work of Xiaofei Lu 

(http://www.personal.psu.edu/xxl13/downloads/l2sca.htm

l). For measuring vocabulary complexity and diversity, see 

the work of Scott Jarvis (2013). Using different 

measurement tools with these concepts might reveal 

more meaningful results. 

Language Learning & Technology
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“
▪ This manuscript introduces a very interesting study which 1) analyzed the nature of 

wiki-mediated collaboration and 2) examined its effect on the development of L2 

writing skills. Unlike the formal part of the findings (i.e., the nature of wiki-mediated 

collaboration), the latter part does not seem to be original but borrowed from the 

author’s forthcoming publication. Although the author said that the current study 

was follow-up research, the latter part of the results section says that the 

analysis (e.g., the t-test results) came from another study, which, however, 

constitutes a major part of the current manuscript (i.e., 2) the effect of wiki-

mediated collaboration on the development of L2 writing skills). If this study is 

to be made original, the overlapped parts (e.g., the effect) needs to be excluded 

from the results section and be introduced as a previous study in detail in the 

literature review section. Instead, it is rather necessary to focus on the micro-nature 

of wiki-mediated collaboration. For example, the author stated that there were 

more successful changes than unsuccessful changes but did not provide any 

statistical significance level (e.g., p < .05). The author thus needs to perform 

inferential statistics for the data collected rather than for the difference 

between the pre- and post-writing tasks. The author may also take into account 

the student/group variables (e.g., individual students’ English language proficiency 

levels and their combinations per group). Finally, the taxonomy for classifying the 

language-related changes needs to be more complex, including the use of the 

avoidance strategy (see the comments below). 

Computer Assisted Language Learning
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“
▪ Given the role of technology in this journal, more discussion on the 

affordances of technology and wikis to the collaborative writing 
process should be included. What about writing with wikis might 
help collaborative writers with their individual writing? There is 
some of this (e.g., writers can work outside of class together), but 
this important topic should be expanded…

▪ The authors are encouraged to review the LLT article by Bikowski & 
Vithanage (2016), given that that article reports on how web-based 
collaborative writing affects individual writing in the L2 (specifically 
since the authors state, “Relatively few studies (e.g. Wang, 2014) 
have reported on the effectiveness of wiki-mediated collaborative 
writing on L2 writing development.” on p. 2). Similarly, I would 
encourage them to more fully explore and relate their own study to 
the work by Elola & Oskoz (2010) in LLT, as it also investigated the 
potential impact of collaborative writing in web-based environments 
on individual writing. 

Language Learning & Technology
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How do I reply?
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Source: Taylor & Francis Author Service



How are papers scored?

▪ Language
▫ Errors. Clear & concise style. Scholarly writing.

▪ Research
▫ Context, rationale, objectives, methodology, steps, 

results, evaluation.

▪ Relevance
▫ Contribution to the field, originality, complementarity, 

interdisciplinarity, awareness of preceding research.

▪ Graphics
▫ Usefulness and quality of pictures and figures 

(if applicable) 26
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The Review Process (cont.)

Source: Taylor & Francis Author Service
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Thanks!
Any questions?


