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     ABSTRACT 

  

 The importance of English Language teaching in Pakistan is gaining 

increasing popularity. Apart from the fact that there is a great dearth of research in 

ELT in Pakistan and that there are no studies existing in Pakistan about the use of 

process based method of teaching writing at undergraduates level, one importance of 

this study lies in the fact that without improving upon the pedagogical trends, the 

writing efficiency of the students can not be developed. This study was designed to 

explore the impact of process based teaching of writing on the writing performance 

of undergraduates of Shah Abdul Latif University, Khairpur. The study focused on 

the performance and perception of two classes of students at two different stages of 

the investigation. Participants of one class Experimental Class (EC) received the 

treatment in the form of new process based method of teaching writing and the other 

group Control Class (CC) was taught by the traditional method of teaching writing. 

The data collection tools used in this study was questionnaires, writing tests, 

document analysis and a checklist for classroom observation. The subjects of this 

study included 48 students from experimental class and 38 students from control 

class for perception data, and as subset of 20 participants from each group formed the 

sample for the product data. 10 teachers of English also took part in this study.  

 Being experimental and comparative in nature, simple statistical percentages 

for perception data and correlated t- test was used to analyze the perception and the 

product data respectively. The study revealed that there is highly significant 

difference between the writing performance of the participants in the experimental 

class and the control class. The results of control class showed that the students were 

very passive during the process of learning writing and teacher focused more on 

grammatical structures, reproduction and writing summaries than on actual writing.  
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Writing as a process was totally ignored in this class. Moreover, students of control 

class showed great dissatisfaction about teaching methodology and about their 

writing efficiency. But the experimental class in the post process teaching 

investigation showed great change in their perception and level of performance, 

which obviously indicated that the methodology used in the experimental group was 

more effective in addressing the needs and improving the efficiency of the students. 

They can write better paragraphs and essays than before. Moreover the classroom 

observation analysis supported the findings elicited from other data sets. The study 

found that there is great need for teachers to improve their teaching practice, keep 

themselves abreast with the latest techniques of teaching writing and extend learning 

freedom to students by ensuring their participation in the teaching and learning 

process. Finally, the study concludes that students’ writing skills can only be 

developed by enough classroom practice in writing and effective teaching 

methodology. 
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C H A P T E R   ONE 

Introduction to the Study  

1.1 Introduction 

The chapter discusses the background situation with a detailed analysis of 

the current English Language teaching scenario at tertiary level in Pakistan, the 

scope of teaching writing, the context of the study, the problem, a preview of 

research questions, the hypotheses, and an overall research design of the study. 

The chapter also explains the need for the research question. Lastly it presents a 

brief organization of the study.  

1.2 Importance and State of English Language Teaching in Pakistan   

Teaching of English in Pakistan has generally been fraught with many 

problems. Being a multilingual and multicultural society, the choice of a language 

for it as an official medium of instruction has never been an easy matter. 

Moreover, lack of political stability in the country has not led the past 

governments to adopt realistic and practical steps in this direction and as a result, 

educational standard has not achieved what it should have today, and therefore, 

students are facing numerous difficulties and problems especially in higher 

education. Despite inconsistent language policies in the past, English language is 

still considered to be a crucial factor in the success of not only educational and 

professional institutions but also individually in the life of many professionals. 

Most of the general as well as professional universities in Pakistan employ English 

as the medium of instruction. In the recent years, the revolution of science and 

technology and rapid increase in the public literacy programs have  made it 

compulsory for the students of various levels to master the communication skills 

so as to face the challenges of the of 21st Century, governed by globalization.  
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In the present fast moving world, Pakistan has not been so effectively 

strong as the other developing countries, and the sole reason is the declining 

standard of its educational system which does  not help catch up the advancements 

in the world of knowledge. English for many years have remained the official 

language of our country. In the National Education Policy of 1979, English was 

given its due place to be taught from class six, which states that the study of 

English as second language is necessary to keep in touch with modern knowledge. 

English will be taught as compulsory second language from class six to onwards 

in schools. More interesting point is that the present Government (Musharraf 

Regime) has gone down a step forward to make ‘English’ compulsory from class 

one. 

Generally the state of English Language Teaching in Pakistan is very 

conducive to pave the way for the development and promotion of ELT in all the 

institutions and at all levels. Particularly, the private sector is marching very 

efficiently in the development of English language teaching, in order to understand 

this international medium of communication and get   due benefits from the 

modern sciences. As Widdowson (1979) states that the aim of English language 

learning has been specified to take on an auxiliary role at the tertiary level of 

education which is to use language, to receive and to convey information 

associated with their specialist studies. English in Pakistan remains for all 

purposes the language of power (Rahman, 1995: 17), and another view is that 

English is also seen as a passport to success and prosperity as the best jobs in the 

Governmental and non-governmental and international bureaucracy are reserved 

for those who are fluent in English (Mansoor, 2004:56). Abbass (1998) observes 

that despite the massive inputs into the teaching of English, the national results are 

very discouraging and poor. At the tertiary level, the pass percentage is only 18-20 

per cent and since English is a compulsory subject, failure in English means 

failure in the entire university examination. At the secondary level the ratios are 
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almost the same. Abbass (1998) further found that the failure in English 

examinations is mainly due to flawed pedagogy and material design and concludes 

that perhaps the teaching of English is not necessary for all levels of the 

population. In   Pakistan, English is a compulsory language from Class VI to BA 

in all schools, the exception being Sindh and Punjab, where English is compulsory 

from Class I. This policy is already being implemented and recently the NWFP 

(province) government has also announced the introduction of English as a 

compulsory subject from Class I. At present, an emerging graduate has studied 

English for at least nine years; a 45 minute period is allocated daily to its teaching. 

The importance of English is apparent from the fact that English is a compulsory 

subject at the graduate level and Urdu is not. Malik (1996) pointed out a crisis in 

the form of inefficient state of  ELT in Pakistan. At higher levels the two major 

indicators are the lack of proficiency of the emerging BA graduate and the high 

rates of failure in the compulsory English examination of students at the 

intermediate and graduate levels. Malik (1996) supports this contention that the 

lack of proficiency of the emerging graduates has led to the declining standards of 

performance at the graduate and postgraduate levels and equivalent levels where 

English is the official medium of instruction and assessment. A graduate of today 

lacks competence in written and spoken English. Haque (1983), Rahman (1990), 

Abedi (1991), and Mansoor (1993) agree at the deteriorating standards in English 

of the present students at the graduate and postgraduate levels. Malik (1996) also 

pointed out that the high rate of failure affects students in two ways; it destroys 

their opportunities for white collared jobs in the country and also destroys their 

morale. 

A renowned Pakistan writer Lark (2005) on this subject observes the 

teaching of English scenario in the following words, 
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Attempts have been made by some institutions to replace the teaching of 
English literature particularly at places where English is taught as a foreign 
language. People feel that it is futile to pursue English literature and as such 
we ought to confine ourselves to the teaching of English   language. They 
forget that literature and language are complementary to each other and that 
there is no inherent contradiction between the two, since language cannot 
exist in a vacuum. He further says, stress on teaching the so-called 
functional language is unwarranted as is undue emphasis on teaching 
English for special purposes. When a student does not know how to use 
English for general purposes, how on earth can he or she harness it for a 
specific purpose?  The teaching of functional English presupposes adequate 
knowledge of general English, which is a rare phenomenon for most 
language students in Pakistan. English as a second language courses that 
purport to teach English in a natural way through the direct method, 
recreate and improvise on the conditions under which people learn their 
first language. (Daily Dawn, 26 March) 

From Asian perspective, Pennington (1996) links the declining standard 

with the teaching methodology. She argues that the practice of English language 

teaching in most Asian countries, however, usually employs a traditional product-

oriented, examination-centered approach, with a strong emphasis on grammar. 

This type of approach may to some extent represent a pragmatic response on the 

part of many teachers to the constraints of their situation, which is generally 

characterized by a heavy teaching and non-teaching workload, large classes, 

inadequate teacher preparation, and inadequate support for innovation. It may also 

represent the teachers' culturally determined adherence to a "transmission" or a 

"qualifications" view of education (Morris, 1985) in which process-centered 

instruction does not have any central or necessary role. 

Traditional teacher-centered, transmission-oriented instruction may also 

reflect the teachers' attempts to satisfy the needs and wishes of students whose 

main interest in language study is to prepare for highly competitive standardized 

examinations. In some countries of Asia where the medium of instruction is not 
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the students’ native language or dialect, such instruction may also be a reflection 

of the students’ low proficiency in the second language (Pennington, 1995 d). 

Dearth of suitable materials for English language teaching is also other area 

of great concern. According to Khan and Lindley (1993: 19), 'given the enduring 

status of the English language in Pakistan, the need for quality local publications 

cannot be overemphasized.' In Pakistan, both the private and the public sectors 

undertake publishing. Various government and autonomous bodies play important 

roles in this area. These include the National Book Council, the Curriculum Wing 

of the Ministry of Education, the four provincial textbook boards, the HEC, the 

Directorate of Libraries, and the Central Copyright Office. It must be noted, as 

Khan and Lindley (1993) point out that Pakistan is one of the region's lowest 

producers of books, even though it has a population exceeding a hundred million 

and is the ninth most populous country in the world. 

Most of the traditional universities in Pakistan offer English at the masters’ 

level. The courses mostly taught there, deal with literature from Chaucerian era to 

nineteenth century English, American, and in some cases European writers. There 

are also some universities who have recently introduced courses such as linguistics 

and ELT. The M.A course in English is of two years duration. Before this the 

students at undergraduate level (B.A. /B.Sc part (I and II) learn English as a 

compulsory-course of 200 marks for duration of two years comprising four 

semesters. All the 25 public sector universities have departments of English but 

most of them offer only M.A programs whereas almost half of the universities 

have introduced B.A honors programs of three years duration. The department of 

English, Shah Abdul Latif University Khairpur has also been running the M.A 

(English) program up till 2004 and has very recently introduced four years joint 

honors in English Language and Literature. 
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Teaching of English in Pakistan has been subjected to serious questions 

about its validity and implication to society. Though English enjoys the status of 

official language and medium of instruction in the higher education Institutions, it 

has not been taught so properly at all public sector institutions. English is taught as 

a subject, and is commonly called a second language but as analyzed by Rahman 

(2004) it is almost a first language for a very few highly anglicized Pakistanis; a 

second language for a somewhat larger number of affluent highly educated 

peoples; and a foreign language for all educated others. If seen from pedagogical 

perspectives, the state of ELT in academic institution in Pakistan is not so good 

and this is due to lack of professional training and research. Teachers, as found in 

the very recent survey (AKU 2005), are incapable to impart quality teaching based 

on modern methodologies and latest learning trends. However, the growing 

number of ELT professionals and English medium institutions- schools and 

colleges has led the government to think over the dismal state of   English 

language teaching, introduce reforms and associate ELT with research centers to 

be set up at different universities (NCE 2005).  

Mansoor (2004) observed and suggested that English which has been taught 

very well but only to small elite so far should now be taught, perhaps less well but 

to all students. The scope of English seems to be growing with the passing years 

and the English medium schools in particular are promoting more widely the 

teaching of English as a subject. While the language of employment in Pakistan 

need not be English it may remain the language of research, teaching at the 

universities, aviation and international interaction. Rahman (2004) suggested that 

instead of being almost a first language for a few Pakistanis English should 

become the most commonly known foreign language or a second language for all 

Pakistanis. In this new role English will not remain a stumbling block in the way 

of students and ordinary people of Pakistan. It must be supportive of the learning 

traditions found across the world.   
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The need for learning English effectively has always been emphasized by 

all the Public Service Commissions including the Federal Public Service 

Commission. The annual report (2003) of Sindh Public Service Commission 

Pakistan and the annual report (2001) published by Federal Public Service 

Commission of Pakistan (both bodies conduct competitive examination for jobs in 

civil services), endorsed this view that students   appearing for various jobs cannot 

speak fluently and write English effectively. 

It is for the last few years that people have begin to raise the voice against 

the poor quality of teaching English in Pakistan. Faiq (2005) observes the teaching 

of English in the following words. 

In most Pakistani secondary level institutions the so-called “grammar” 
translation’ method is used to teach English. Grammar – translation’ is a 
way of studying a language is expected to approach the language first 
through detailed analysis of its rules of grammar, followed by application 
of this knowledge to task of translating English sentences and texts into 
Sindhi or Urdu and vice versa. Great value is placed on the reading of 
English and its writing which is copying but no attention is given to 
speaking of proper teaching of writing. Grammar is taught deductively 
through presentation and study of its rules which are later practiced  mostly 
through translation or via fill in the blanks exercises. As a result, students 
learn all the grammatical rules of the language but not the language (Daily 
Dawn, 26 March). 

At secondary level most of our language teachers believe that the 

fundamental purpose of learning English is to be able to read English literature, 

rewrite some exercises from the textbooks and fill some blank spaces in exam 

papers. Fictional language is considered superior to original (real life) language. 

Their only goal of teaching English is to enable students to translate Urdu/Sindhi 

into English and vice versa. Furthermore, as the students are required to write an 

essay, application, letter and story in their annual examination, they are dictated 

specific stories like  Thirsty crow’, ‘Greedy dog, and ‘Union is strength’ by heir 
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teachers. They are also given notes on essay topics that come again and again in 

the exams like ‘A morning walk’, ‘My best teacher’, ‘The postman’. The students 

usually memorize these notes so as to reproduce them perfectly in an exam. 

Realizing the training needs of our teachers, the current minister of 

education Khurhro (2005) paints this grim picture in the following words: 

The main problem in our education system is lack of direction and well 
defined objectives. We need to ensure that education we give is relevant to 
our times and of good quality. Lack of training is also responsible for the 
poor English language skills of our students (Daily Dawn, 13 February, 
2005). 

The interesting point is that the present government over the last few years 

have come to realize that without developing students’ communication skills it 

cannot raise the standard of education in the country, therefore, lot of efforts are 

under way with Higher Education Commission of Pakistan and National 

Committee on English to change the curriculum, make it skill based and impart 

necessary training to all university teachers specially in ELT so that they may 

enhance the standard of ELT in all Government institutions. The plan of 

establishing centers of English Language and teaching research at all the 

governmental universities in Pakistan is very positive and highly significant step 

towards these directions. Additionally, the higher education commission of 

Pakistan has begun to introduce teacher trainings/workshops/courses/ 

programmes. It is, therefore, hoped that by the year 2015 the state of ELT and 

research in Pakistan would develop to a level of satisfaction.  This is for the first 

time in the history of Pakistan that a correlation between teaching and research is 

believed to be highly essential. This would greatly change the current picture and 

teachers as well as students would be motivated to reflect upon their practices and 

also develop insight fullness for introducing new ideas to teaching. 



 9

This study therefore, aims to look into one of the most important and 

specific areas in ELT i.e. teaching the writing of English. Although there is no 

significant body of research already done on this skill yet an attempt is being made 

to take into account what is felt and observed across the country and where it fits 

in the bigger picture. 

1.3 The Scope and Place of Writing in   English: a problem statement 

The place of writing English in all the syllabi prepared so for is very 

important. Enough content and time are spared to teach reading and writing 

(Appendix A). Despite this state of written efficiency of university students in 

Pakistan, in general is very bad, especially of the institutions located at the rural 

areas. Though this is the most difficult of all the four skills yet good efficiency in 

written English is essential criteria for eligibility to good employment 

opportunities. The students are therefore, expected to master this skill before they 

pass out their final degree at an academic institution. But due to lack of awareness 

of the modern teaching techniques, teachers always focus on the structural and 

grammatical aspect of writing rather then its compositional or functional aspects. 

Teachers teach sentences like active voice, passive voice, direct and indirect 

speech, degrees of comparison and sentence transformation. This, they suppose, 

will help them improve their writing efficiency. The current course is based on the 

reading and writing, and the students are explained some models of essays and 

mostly the teachers allocate number of titles/topics 1-10 out of which students 

have to be tested in the final examination. Thus the final examination tests three 

out of ten topics and all the students need, is to write their crammed essays, if they 

are so lucky. This is a very common practice at the universities of rural areas; 

however, the universities at the main cities offer courses which focus on English 

composition and writing is taught in a more organized way. This organized 

teaching of writing succeeds in developing the efficiency of urban students. Thus 
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when there is a writing competition (a sort of examination) the students of rural 

areas fail to qualify simply because their compositional skills were not well 

developed, FPSC report (2001).   

Faiq (2005) observes:  

 Writing is an important aspect of learning English. There is a very close 
relationship between writing and thinking. The students in our schools 
usually write for the teacher or an examiner. But not much thinking goes 
into their writing, which isn’t really their fault all that much because that is 
the way they have been taught. They copy from a textbook or the 
blackboard into their copy and submit it to the teacher. This practice of 
copying limits them to the ideas of the others and they never try to write 
formulate and write down their own original ideas. Besides, teacher also 
makes the mistake of asking students questions that mostly require a one 
sentence answer. 

Clearly, not much thinking or analysis goes into putting down on paper 
such an answer, and no wonder such questions test memory rather than any  
thinking or analytical skills on the part of the students. 

He further suggests that English should be the exclusive language of the 
classroom and there should be no need by a teacher to use the native 
language of the students to translate the meanings of English words. 
Communicative interactions encourage students to negotiate meanings of 
new words and facilitate the building of cooperative relationship among 
them. According to linguists, accuracy in a language comes from being 
fluent and those teaching methods that stress accuracy first actually hinder a 
learner form achieving fluency. Students need to be encouraged to speak as 
much as possible in English. Fun, Novelty and positive reinforcement are 
very important stimuli to motivate learners to take interest in such language 
learning (Daily Dawn, 26 March). 

Being a teacher of English at the college level for three years, and at 

university for the last 10 years, I strongly believe in the light of facts and 

experience, that the majority of our students fail to understand the lectures, can’t 

speak about their problems, writing remains always unclear and full of 

grammatical mistakes, and their reading efficiency is almost very poor. Although 
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all the skills are underdeveloped yet writing is the area where they need immediate 

guidance and support. As the current practices (traditional) have not fulfilled the 

needs of the students, there ought to be a shift from the existing practices to the 

ones which are more valid and capable of producing better results. This study 

therefore, is one of the practical steps to suggest the possibility of teaching writing 

by using a new approach and by highlighting the importance of writing as an 

independent skill backed by classroom research.  

1.4.  The Context of the Study  

  86 undergraduate students of English compulsory-course enrolled in B.A. 

(II) program are chosen to be the main population in this study. The department of 

English Shah Abdul Latif University Khairpur administers the classes for English 

Compulsory course which is ranked as English A (B.A-I) and English B (B.A.II). 

There are presently about 1700 students enrolled in various under graduate 

programs in this university. They take English as a minor compulsory whereas 

their majors are I.R., Economics, Physics, Chemistry, sciences and arts. The 

students study English as a compulsory subject of 200 marks in four semesters. At 

the end of each semester, the students are tested subjectively and graded according 

to their substance produced in the attempt. The students come from various 

backgrounds and from far off places such as Larkana, Jacobabad, Sukkur, Ghotki, 

Shikarpur, Khairpur and Noushehero Feroze districts. Representing to a big 

majority of population; they come here to study for various programs at graduate 

and postgraduate levels in Shah Abdul Latif University, Khairpur which is the 

only institution of its kind in the interior (rural) of the second biggest province of 

Pakistan. 

The key objective of learning English for these students is to communicate 

effectively in English that is to achieve the skills of writing, reading, speaking and 
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listening in English. Although the course designed for above purpose is not 

dynamic or neatly functional, it gives students opportunities in practicing only 

reading and writing - with a very traditional approach. As most of the teachers are 

not   trained, they teach in traditional Grammar Translation Method (GTM) with 

focus on sentence accuracy. As there are 3 credit hours allocated, therefore the 

teacher conducts three classes of an hourly duration per week. The classroom is 

mostly teacher-centered. The number of students is not so high, but due to lack of 

awareness and some administrative problems, the students during classes mostly 

remain, unmoved. The teacher comes, speaks, writes on board, takes attendance 

and leaves the class students (to my personal observation) in lot of confusion and 

embarrassment. The textbooks are either too old or unavailable in the market. The 

board of studies, though competent to decide the needful courses and books, has 

yet failed to deliver some thing other than confusion. 

These are the kind of students that have been selected in the current study 

plan, which is expected to address their problems. The writer, therefore, worked in 

the above context and tried all the possible resources to understand, identify and to 

recommend a solution on some concrete grounds. 
 

1.5. The Aims and Objectives of the Study 

 The study is intended to achieve the following aims and objectives are to: 

1. evaluate teaching and learning of the writing in English at SALU 

Khairpur 

2. evaluate   the writing performance of undergraduate students of the 

university 

3. find out the reasons for low-level of written proficiency in English 

4. introduce a new methodology – based on a process 

5. explore specifically the impact of this methodology by teaching 

the students with this new methodology 
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6. find out whether new methodology can improve the writing 

efficiency of the undergraduate students. 

1.6. The Hypotheses 

 The study starts off   with the two main hypotheses: 

1. That the standard of students’ writing suggests that the current 

teaching methodology (practice) is not effective (Null 

Hypothesis) 

 (This will be tested by questionnaire and evaluation of products) 

2. A process-based approach to the teaching of writing would 

produce better results. 

 (Alternative Hypothesis) 

 (This will be tested by teaching with the process approach and  

  assessing the output- writing) 

1.7 Research Questions 

Keeping in view the above hypotheses the following research questions 

 were designed: 

1. What are students’ views about the teaching of writing? 

 How do students perceive their teachers’ teaching of writing 

English? 

 Does this teaching methodology help solve students problems 

in writing? 

2. What are the teacher’s views about the teaching of writing?  

 What are their views about teaching methodology? 

 What are their views about students’ efficiency in written English?  

 What are the reasons for supposedly low level of written efficiency? 
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 What are their views about a new method of teaching writing? 

3. How do the students perform in a writing test? 

4. Can process based approach help improve students’ writing 

efficiency?  

 What can be the impact of process based teaching on the 

writing efficiency of undergraduate students? 

1.8.  Research Design and Methodology 

The design of any study is very important. Polio (2003) suggests that 

researcher should understand the current approaches to empirical research because 

it helps to decide the design and data collections issues or procedures. He 

therefore, determines five categories of approaches. These are experimental, co-

relational, causal comparative, survey and qualitative. My study in this line 

therefore, falls in the experimental category mainly. 

 Participants 

The participants in this research design as mentioned earlier, are 

categorized into two Classes: 

1. The Experimental Class 

2. The Control Class 
 

1. The Experimental Class 

The participants in this class formed a class of 56 undergraduate students of 

B.A.II Shah Abdul Latif University Khairpur, 48 were finally selected to be the 

part of this study. There were 12 female and 36 male students mainly coming from 

remote areas.  All of them pass an entry test exam before joining the regular 



 15

classroom learning on the campus. The age group varies from 18 to 22 years. 

Some of them are hostlers whereas the majority goes back to their homes daily. 

These are the students who were later taught writing by using a process approach 

and were pre and post tested. On random sampling basis 20 scripts at the pre- 

process teaching test stage, and 20 scripts at post process teaching stage. The 

holistic evaluation was carried out by three independent and partially trained 

raters/judges/teachers of the department. The experimental class (EC) actually 

forms a class where English is taught as a compulsory course. The objectives of 

the course are mentioned in appendix (A) 

As the pilot study suggested significant changes in the performance of 

students when they were taught with process approach, the study started with a 

class of 62 students on its roll but 56 students volunteered to take part in the 

questionnaire. The questionnaire was administered at the beginning of the fourth 

semester classes. The same questionnaire was administered at the end of the fourth 

semester classes, and 48 such participant who had taken part in both the stages of 

questionnaire administration were carefully taken out. The same questionnaire was 

also administered in the control class almost in the same way where 47 students 

took part in the pre stage and 42 students took part at the post teaching stage, 

hence 38 such participants were selected who took part in both the stages of the 

study. After one weeks time a writing test of 50 minutes duration was given to the 

whole class. (See writing prompt appendix-J). This was done with a view that how 

students perform before they are taught by the proposed approach and similar test, 

exactly in the same week, was given to the students in the controlled class where 

another teacher was  about to start teaching the same course using traditional 

approach. The data collected from both the classes was kept without any 

evaluation until the end of the semester when students in the experimental class 

had finished learning writing in a process environment for a period of four months, 

and were given a writing test (post process teaching test). Students’ scripts/tests at 



 16

pre process teaching and post process teaching stages were mixed and a list of 20 

such students was prepared who took part in all the four stages of data collection-  

questionnaire (Pre and post), pre and post test. The pre and post process teaching 

test scripts were muddled up, making the total scripts to 40. In order to maintain 

inter rater reliability, there needed three independent evaluators excluding myself. 

So two sets of photo copies were also arranged and the evaluation was made by 

three of my colleagues who were partially trained in the criterion of holistic 

evaluation.  The teachers who worked as judges gave one score on each script 

varying from 1 to 6 as is the design of a holistic scale recommended by weigh S.C 

(2002), P.I 12-13)   The reason for applying holistic rather than analytic rating was 

to understand in a short possible time the fairness of drafts and rank them to their 

merit developed in terms of grammar, content and organization simultaneously: 

For this the judges were requested that one reading might not provide sufficient 

basis for the evaluation, thus, the drafts may be read again and again to determine 

their categories/scales. The scripts were evaluated and scales given by the three 

independent raters to pre process teaching test and post process teaching test were 

compared to see the degree of difference, if any, after teaching a new 

methodology. Finally all the results were calculated by using correlated t-test. 

Moreover classroom observation was also carried out on five occasions in both the 

classes by an independent observer to support the findings of the other data sets. 

In addition to students, about 10 teachers of English also participated in this 

study. The teachers are teaching the same course, and are my colleagues in the 

department of English. Among these included 3 teachers who have received a very 

partial professional training, for example, one has done his Diploma in Teaching 

of English as a foreign language, the other has attended a three months Faculty 

development program recently, and the other has also done some short courses in 

ELT. The rest of the teachers are untrained but do have a considerable experience 
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of teaching English to NNS of English. The noteworthy aspect here is that all 

these are, but not writing teachers so specifically.   

2.  The Control Class 

The control class participants form another class of 50 students on its roll 

but the number of students who took part in the pre test and questionnaire was 47 

at the beginning of the semester classes, and at the end of the course post test 42 

students volunteered to sit in the second test and they also participated in the 

survey. The control class, like the (EC) formed a subset of such (20) twenty 

students who took part in both the tests. These students come from another class 

where the same course was being taught by another teacher. Similar tests with 

same writing prompts as in (EG) were given to these students. The tests were 

given at the beginning of the semester, and at the end of the semester. Their scripts 

were also evaluated on the same pattern by the same judges. The results of this 

class were then compared to the experimental class to mark the difference. The 

purpose for getting the data (tests) from the control class was to mainly 

demonstrate that improvement in EC, if any, is the result of using the new 

approach/method in the class rather than by the passing period of time.  

Data Collection Tools 

The following tools were used to collect data. This may be noted here that 

the terms the data set I and II refer to the pre and post questionnaire of the 

experimental class; the data set III and IV refer to the pre and post questionnaire 

of the control class; the data set V refers to the questionnaire of the teachers. In 

this way the product data is also termed accordingly the data set I and II refer to 

the pre and post writing tests of the experimental class; the data set III and IV 

refer to the pre and post writing tests of the control class. However the classroom 
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observation data is termed as observational data and is described in details in a 

separate heading. 

 Perception Data I and II: Students’ Questionnaire (pre and post 

process teaching) 

In order to collect students’ perception about current teaching and learning 

of writing practices a questionnaire was given to 56 students who took part in the 

initial phase of the study i.e. the beginning of the semester four. The questionnaire 

was piloted so as to refine it to the proper ease and understanding of the subjects. 

Though it consumed unexpected time in revising the items of the questionnaire yet 

it was finalized in a likert scale form. The total number of items listed in was 32. 

There were two parts of the questionnaire, one with 21 items, addressed the 

students’ opinions about their responses to the current teaching traditions/ 

practices and the second with 11 items described their problems in learning to 

write in English. 

The same questionnaire was administered after the students were taught 

with a process based methodology. The results of pre and post process teaching 

questionnaire were compared to see the degree of difference if any. 52 students 

took part in this questionnaire.48 questionnaires of such students who took part in 

all the four stages of the study were separated for final analysis and evaluation. 

  Perception Data III and IV: Control Class Students’ Questionnaire 

(pre and post teaching) 

 In order to collect students’ perception about current teaching and learning 

of writing practices same questionnaire was given to 48 students in the control 

class   took part in the initial phase of the study i.e. the beginning of the semester 

four.  The total number of items listed in was 32. There were two parts of the 

questionnaire, one with 21 items, addressed the students’ opinions about their 
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responses to the current teaching traditions/ practices and the second with 11 items 

described their problems in learning to write in English. 

The same questionnaire was administered after the students were taught 

with a traditional, product- based methodology. The results of pre and post   

teaching questionnaire were compared to see the degree of difference if any. 42 

students took part in this questionnaire. 

38 questionnaires of such students who took part in all stages of the study 

(the questionnaires and writing tests) were separated for final analysis and 

evaluation. 

  Perception Data V: Teachers’ Questionnaire 

In addition to 48 students, 10 teachers of English were also given 

questionnaires. These questions were designed to find answers reflecting upon the 

research question and hypotheses one and two, and as practitioners’ view what 

were the  teachers’ perception  regarding their teaching practices and experiences, 

students writing performance, and to the best of their belief and experience how 

new teaching techniques would help. 5 teachers of the department of English at the 

university, teaching the similar course at the same level responded very well. The 

teachers of my department were cooperative through out different phases of the 

study, such as, administration of the questionnaires, evaluation of the written tasks 

and observation of classrooms. 

  Product data I and II: A sub set -Pre and Post Process Teaching 

Writing Tests in Experimental Class (EC) 

The product data stem from the main population of 68 participants and 

forms a subset. A writing test of 50 minutes duration was given to both the classes 

(E.C) and (C.C) separately at the beginning and at the end of the semester four. 

Using similar prompts students wrote essays on topic of their choice in the given 



 20

prompts. After this class (EG) was given treatment and was taught by a process 

based methodology for four months, they were tested again at the end of the 

course.  20 scripts of such students were selected for evaluation who took part in 

both the pre & post process teaching tests. So the total number of scripts was 40. 

Three sets of scripts were arranged    for three external evaluators.  The tests were 

evaluated on holistic scale one (1) as lowest scale and six (6) as the highest scale. 

The scores received by each script at pre & post test stage were calculated. In 

order to see the difference or impact on the writing performance between the pre 

and post stages of the study, a correlated t- test was used.   

  Product Data-III and IV- a sub set of students’ writing tests Control 

Class (CC) 

Every thing was same in this control class as in the experimental class   but 

the only difference was of the teaching methodology, that the control class 

participants  were taught by another teacher of the English department. 41 students 

took part in the pre test and 35 students took part in the post test. 20 scripts of such 

students were selected for evaluation who took part in both the pre & post 

traditional teaching tests. So the total number of scripts was equally the same (40) 

as in the experimental class.  The evaluation procedure was also the same by the 

same raters. The scores received by each script at pre & post test stage were 

calculated. In order to see the difference in their writing performance between the 

pre and post stages of the study, a correlated t- test was used.  Finally, the scores 

earned by the participants of this class were compared with the experimental class 

to see the difference 

 Classroom Observation Data  

In order to support the findings of the above data sets, it was decided to 

include classroom observation as mandatory. For doing this both the classes were 

observed on five occasions with the help of a checklist. A trained independent 

classroom observer was requested to do this and then the checklists were analyzed 
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and elaborated. This study, therefore, looks into the current teaching practices and 

specifically the impact of a process based teaching methodology which is yet new 

in Pakistan and the kind of response students give. On the basis of the current 

teaching practices, students’ efficiency, theoretical and empirical review of the 

literature, this chapter concludes that there is a significant need to investigate the 

prevailing teaching practices of teachers at tertiary level in Pakistan and it is time 

for implementing the better ways of teaching all the skills of language particularly 

writing. 

1.9 Organization of the Study 

This introductory chapter is followed by six more chapters. The second chapter 

reviews literature on second language writing; research, theories and practices 

around the world. It also highlights the research done on ELT with special 

reference to teaching of writing in Pakistan. Chapter three describes in details the 

methodological framework of the study; the data collection, designing, 

administration, and analysis procedures. 

Chapter four presents the results, analysis and interpretation of the perception data 

elicited fro the questionnaires. Chapter five reports the results, analysis, discussion 

and interpretation of the product data drawn from the writing tests in both the 

classes. Chapter six deals with the classroom observation data: analysis, 

interpretation and discussion. Chapter seven deals with the conclusion; the 

limitations, major findings, implications for policy and practice, and suggestions 

for further research based on the findings of this study.   
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C H A P T E R   TWO 

An Overview of Relevant Literature 

2.1       Introduction 

The purpose of this chapter is to overview the literature which supports this 

study theoretically and empirically, and which is relevant to the main research 

questions discussed in the first chapter of this thesis. A literature review is 

traditionally a valuable part of the work presented in a particular area, and this 

study is no exception. The main areas of research discussed in this chapter are: 

research in the teaching of writing English L1 and L2, their relationship with 

regard to the underlying theories and practices; research in teaching of writing 

based on a process approach; some problems and prospects with process 

pedagogy; relevant studies from an empirical perspective; research in the teaching 

of writing in Pakistan, and finally I will give reasons for choosing process 

approach for improving the writing efficiency of Pakistani students in general and 

Shah Abdul Latif university students in particular. The chapter will conclude with 

Hyland’s (2003) writing process model with some adaptation to be used in this 

study.  

2.2    A Theoretical Overview of Research in the Writing of English as 
L1 and L2 

2.2.1 L1 Theories of Writing 

In the late 1970s, researchers like Zamel (1976) stated that “research in 

ESL composition is almost non-existent” (p. 67) and therefore, depended heavily 

on English writing research and theories. For the purpose of this research, this 

section will shed light on the research on English writing that has most 
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significantly influenced ESL instruction. In particular, the shift from product 

approach to process approach will be discussed. 

There is no doubt that Braddock et al’s report Research in Written 

Composition (1963) was the spark that initiated the need to reconsider the 

traditional product-oriented approach and made way for the arrival of the process 

approach in teaching writing. The report declared, “The teaching of formal 

grammar has a negligible or, because it usually displaces some instruction and 

practice in actual composition, even a harmful effect on the improvement of 

writing” (in Hillocks, 1986, p.15). Braddock et al., recommended that researchers 

study “what is involved in the act of writing and of what such skill consists” (p. 1) 

By the mid 1960s, a remarkable change in the research about writing or 

composition, and a shift from the product or traditional approach to the process 

approach had begun. Rohman’s model (1965) was the very first study that 

introduced the shift from the product to process. The model presented by Rohman 

involves three stages. Prewriting involves mainly thinking and any activity that 

precedes actual writing. Writing involves translating thoughts into writing. 

Rewriting is limited to checking spelling and punctuation. In other words, revision 

in the model is limited to the final stage. The importance of Rohman’s model 

comes from the fact that it introduced thinking as an essential feature of writing. 

This model suggests that thinking precedes and leads to writing. However, this 

model did not explain the complex nature of the writing process as well as later 

models. 

Searching for an alternative view to writing, Emig (1971) is considered as 

one of the pioneering researchers who investigated the ‘how’ in writing when she 

introduced “recursion” as the main feature of the writing process. Using case study 

and writing protocol methods, Emig found that prewriting activity is not limited to 
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the activities at the beginning of writing but continues to appear during the 

composing process. In other words, Emig identified the writer’s continuing 

attempt to discover what he/she wants to say as a main feature of the writing 

process. Emig’s conclusion was supported by findings of other researchers, such 

as Flower and Hayes (1981. 1983); Zamel (1982); and Raimes (1985), who 

concluded that composing is a recursive and exploratory process and not a linear 

activity as the traditionalists believed. As a result of this research, several serious 

attempts by Murray (1979, 1980) and Flower and Hayes (1981, 1983) to build a 

theoretical model of writing have emerged as a result of the many empirical 

studies in the area of L1 writing. These models tried to explain the complex nature 

of composition that student writers face. According to Faigley (1986) and Johns 

(1990), the process approach advocates can be divided into two major groups, the 

expressionists and cognitivists. The expressionists view writing as a creative act, 

which is personal. They consider product and process equally important. On the 

other hand, the cognitivists stress the importance of the mental process and view 

writing as problem solving. Works of researchers like Murray and Elbow are good 

representatives of the expressionist class and Flower and Hayes, Zamel and 

Raimes, are good representatives of the cognitivists’ class. 

Murray (1980) proposed a model for writing which views composing as a 

process of correlated interactions rather than a series of independent logical steps. 

According to Murray, because writing has its own meaning, unintended meanings 

may be discovered during the act of writing. Therefore, he proposed teaching 

students how to write by introducing the process the writers go through to 

students. Murray’s model consists of three stages during which four elements 

interact to influence the process: connecting, collecting, reading and writing. In 

these three stages, discovery of meaning begins at the rehearsal stage; writing 

starts to take on meaning at the drafting stage; then the writer moves from global 
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survey of the text by developing and reordering to detailed editing at the revising 

stage. 

Nevertheless, the first coherent theories of writing in modern contexts 

began to emerge in 1080s when Graves (1984) and Flower and Hayes (1981 and 

1983) proposed competing views of writing. They, as analyzed by Grabe (2001) 

particularly focused on writing processes. Latter, the work of Bereiter and 

Scardamalia (1987) produced a number of fundamental insights relevant to a 

theory about the construct of writing. In their work, they also proposed a model of 

writing processes, suggesting that differences among writing ability may be due to 

at least two qualitatively distinct sets of writing processes. They support this 

model with empirical research studies (both their own and those of others) that 

highlight the differences between skilled and less-skilled writers, the variable 

processing demands of writing the importance of coordinating strategic planning 

and processing; the need for planning that moves beyond content generation, and 

the need to foster in writers self-regulation, evaluative abilities and self-reflection. 

In the 1990s, research in L1 writing evolved and expanded ideas and 

concepts introduced over the previous 15 years. Flower (1994) took much more 

seriously the interaction of individual cognition and social context in writing, 

drawing in contextual factors that influence writing performance. Both Witte 

(1992) and Faigley (1992) expanded their views on writing to incorporate social 

context influences and theories of language knowledge as factors influencing the 

making of texts. Hayes (1996) and Kellogg (1994 and 1996) expanded their 

processing explanation for writing to incorporate motivational factors, learning-

theory concepts, and social context influences. In the former case, Hayes 

thoroughly revised the initial Flower and Hayes process model of writing. 
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Finally, L1 writing research began to ‘explore the role of genre knowledge 

in writing, both as a discourse construct and as a social context influence’ 

(Berkenkotter & Huckin, 1995, p.112; Swales, 1990, p.87). These works, 

incorporating ideas of social setting and task variability in advanced writing 

contexts, allowed for renewed discussions of the role of language as clues for 

discourse structuring and also raised issues of socializing practices (both in and 

out of class) as they influence writing development. 

2.2.2  L2 Theories of Writing 

Most of the theories on the nature of writing in L2 contexts have emerged 

from the fields of English for Specific Purposes (ESP), contrastive rhetoric, 

written discourse analysis, functional language use, and English for Academic 

Purposes (EAP). 

 During the 1970s and 1980s, L2 theories of writing followed closely on 

English L1 views of writing and theories of the writing process. At the same time, 

major independent contributions from L2 settings included the attention to 

language in writing production, the nature of organizational structuring in writing, 

and the influence of cross-cultural variation on writing. 

In the 1990s, the works of Swales, Johns, and Connor (1994), Grabe & 

Kaplan, (1996; and Johns, 1997) have been influential in generating theoretical 

perspectives on the nature of writing and writing instructor. In addition, a number 

of   research studies carried out in L2 contexts have provided us with a better 

understanding of L2 writing development and writing constraints (Belcher & 

Braine, 1995; Carrell & Connor, 1991; Silva, 1993; Silva, Leki, & Carson, 1997). 

Articles, by Leki and Carson (Leki, 1995; Leki & Carson, 1994, 1997), 

pointed out the problems that L2 students have had when they encounter the 
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academic curriculum beyond the ESL writing classroom. Although many 

advanced ESL students have good coping skills, there are a number of issues that 

specifically confront these L2 writers. Their ESL writing experiences are typically 

too easy, with too great an emphasis on success and security. Practice in writing 

often does not match up well with the writing demands that students must address 

in courses across the university curriculum. Thus L2 writers have less practice in 

the skills they need. 

Other differences between L1 and L2 writing involve the influences of L1 

rhetorical and cultural preferences for organizing information and structuring 

arguments (Connor, 1996, 1997; Leki, 1991, 1997). Students have many implicit 

frames for presenting information and arguments in their L1; these frames and 

formats may not transfer straightforwardly to many English L1 academic contexts. 

Johns (1997) makes the argument that a writer's knowledge of appropriate genres 

is constructed out of shared values at many different levels (shared communicative 

purpose, shared knowledge of roles, shared knowledge of formal features, and 

shared knowledge of register use. English L2 writers also are disadvantaged in a 

very basic way. It is easy to develop the argument that people improve in activities 

that they regularly practice, particularly in cases of complex processing activities 

such as writing. ESL writers, then, simply do not have nearly enough practice in 

writing the types of English that will benefit them most in a university 

environment. 

A number of recent studies, however, suggest that the processes of L2 

writing are in many ways distinct from those of L1 writing. Silva (1993) evaluated 

72 studies comparing L1 writing with L2 writing and found a number of salient 

differences between L1 and L2 writing with regard to both composing processes 

(and sub-processes: planning, transcribing, and reviewing) and features of written 

texts (fluency, accuracy, quality, and structure)  
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The writer’s relative proficiency in the target language is also claimed to be 

a source of differences between L1 and L2 writing (Bardovi-Harlig 1995; 

Cumming 1989), as is the writer’s knowledge of the target language genres and 

associated sociocultural expectations (Leki & Carson 1997; Silva 1997; Swales 

1990), and the interaction between the writer’s L1 experiences and the meaning of 

literacy in the target language culture ( Connor 1996). These differences clearly do 

exist between writers writing in their L1 and in their L2, and particularly for 

writers with low levels of proficiency in their L2 who often rely heavily on their 

first language resources. However, there is considerable variation among L2 

writers.   

Following on Silva (1993) and Krapels (1990), Zimmerman (2000) 

summarizes the findings of first- and second-language process-writing research in 

the following words: 

 General composing process patterns seem to be similar in L1 and L2 

 Skilled writers compose differently from novices 

 Skilled writers use more effective planning and revising strategies 

 L1 strategies may or may not be transferred to L2 contexts 

 L2 writers tend to plan less than L1 writers 

 L2 writers have more difficulty setting goals and generating material 

 L2 writers revise more but reflect less on their writing 

 L2 writers are less fluent, and produce less accurate and effective 

 texts 
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2.3     An Overview of Writing Processes and Process Pedagogies 

2.3.1  Understanding the meaning of Process 

The first mentions of process in L1 composition literature appeared in the 

early twentieth century, based on John Dewey’s idea that learning is a process 

(Berlin, 1987, pp. 50-51). Since then the term has appeared frequently in 

discussions of writing theory, research, and pedagogy, used in three different ways 

(Susser, B 1994): (a) to mean the act of writing itself, (b) to describe writing 

pedagogies, and (c) to designate a theory or theories of writing. Concerning the 

first usage, writing, the writing process, composing, and so on are synonyms; for 

example, if you look up writing in the subject index of Tale's (1987) Teaching 

Composition, a large bibliography of works on writing instruction, we find only 

the cross-reference “see composing process” (p. 414). This should not be a 

problem if we keep in mind that writing is multifarious; as Arlington (1986) says, 

“Today, our root-metaphor for composing is ‘process’, but we argue about the 

type of process' we are studying” (p. 326), reminding us that writing is not one but 

a variety of processes (Berlin, 1982, p. 777; Tarvers, 1992, p. 15). 

In its second sense, the term process is used as a shorthand for a variety of 

writing pedagogies (e.g. Dyson & Freedman, 1991. p. 759; Hairston, 1986), 

Hairston (1982) writes about “a process-centered theory of teaching writing” (p. 

77) and Berlin (1982) mentions “the process-centered approaches to writing 

instruction” (p. 777). However, “there seems to be confusion over exactly what a 

process approach is” (Freedman, Dyson. Flower, & Chafe, 1987. p.13). One 

reason for this confusion is that process pedagogies were associated with several 

writing theories, as we will see later. A second reason is that as process 

pedagogies became more popular, they were arrogated even by rhetorics that 

previously were antithetical to such pedagogies, such as classical rhetoric (Berlin, 

1987, p. 158; see also Gere, 1986, p. 44; Miller, 1992, p. 71; Welch. 1987, p. 272). 
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This appropriation came about in part because process pedagogies were not bound 

to any particular writing theory, and, unfortunately, in part because of textbook 

authors and publishers whose commitment to process pedagogy went no further 

than their titles (Raimes, l983c, p. 541; Zamel, 1983a. p. 167).   

A third reason for the confusion over process approaches has been the "gap 

between educational theory and educational practice" (Applebee. 1986. pp. 97-98; 

see also Miller, 1991. p. 105). As process teaching was mandated in the schools, 

school districts, teachers, and textbooks reduced it to a set of rules and tags (e.g. 

see Cochran-Smith, Paris, & Kahn. 1991. pp. 17. 90; Rose, 1981, p. 69). This 

breakdown of the writing process into stages not only violates what we know 

about the recursive nature of writing, it distorts a responsive pedagogy into a 

didactic one. In this situation, confusion over what process approaches really are is 

understandable. 

The main reason for this confusion is that process has been used incorrectly 

in a third sense, to refer to a theory or theories of writing. For example, Hairston 

(1982) refers to process as a new paradigm, which makes it sound very close to a 

theory of writing; she explicitly contrasts process to the current-traditional 

paradigm, which, at least in Berlin's (1987) typology, is a full-fledged rhetorical 

theory. Faigley (1986) refers to Berlin's rhetorical theories (i.e., expressive and 

cognitive) as "conceptions of writing as a process" (p. 527); he-specifically 

mentions "process theory and pedagogy" (p. 537). However, process is not the 

name of a writing theory, if we mean by theory of writing a rhetorical system 

"based on epistemological assumptions about the nature of reality, the nature of 

the knower, and the rules governing the discovery and communication of the 

known" (Berlin, 1987, p. 4), or if we mean a disciplinary paradigm with four 

components: axiology, procedure, pedagogy, and epistemology.  
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Berlin (1987) groups the many theories of writing into three categories: 

objective, subjective, and transactional (p. 6). These categories are "based on 

epistemological assumptions about the nature of reality, the nature of the knower, 

and the rules governing the discovery and communication of the known" (p. 4). 

Objective theories locate reality in the material, external world; subjective theories 

locate truth in the subject; and transactional theories place reality at the point 

where subject and object interact (p. 6). According to Berlin, process is not a 

theory of writing; rather, it has appeared as a component of most twentieth century 

writing theories. Process may be most closely associated with expressionist and 

cognitive theories, but Berlin's survey makes clear that process is a component of 

many different theories of writing. Moreover Berlin is not alone in this position. 

Fulkerson (1990) proposes quite a different definition of composition theory; even 

so, pedagogy is only one element of a theory, and the "process approach" but one 

example of pedagogy. Further, for Fulkerson as for Berlin, process pedagogy may 

be associated with several different writing theories. As Gere (1986) points out 

“The term 'writing process” does not describe a model so much as a way of 

proceeding within that model. Elements of the writing process...can be adapted to 

any model discussed here” (p. 44), Phelps (1988) explains it this way: “What I call 

'process theory' is not really a theory at all, but the common ground among many 

theories and practices that encompasses highly diverse and frequently conflicting 

emphases, beliefs, values, and treatment of texts” (p. 161).  

In the following discussion, I use the term writing process when process is 

a synonym for the act of writing, and process writing to refer to process-based 

writing pedagogies.  There are many kinds of writing (processes), and there are a 

variety of pedagogic designs and procedures that belong under the process writing 

rubric (e.g., Dyson & Freedman, 1991, p. 759; Hairston. 1986). 
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2.3.2  Process Writing Pedagogies 

Process writing pedagogies arose, as many researchers have agreed (e.g., 

Coe, 1987, pp. 13-14; Miller. 1991. p. 110), as a reaction against product-oriented 

pedagogies, described at their most dismal as “the English course based on 

rhetorical forms,  grammar exercises, and weekly assignments that pass in silence 

from students to teacher and back again—as in a sad little factory that produces 

only seconds” (Bogel & Hjortshoj. 1988, pp. 1-2). Process writing pedagogies 

have two essential components: awareness and intervention (e.g., see Kostelnick, 

1989. p. 271). A process approach helps make students aware that writing is a 

process, and that there are different processes for different kinds of writing. Many 

students believe that “composing is primarily -or essentially a matter of getting 

clearly in mind what we want to say, and then finding the words which will record 

those meanings and make them available to others” (Booth, 1986, p. 455;   

Krashen, 1984. p. 33; Shaughnessy, 1977. p. 79 & Smith, 1982. pp. 196-197). This 

misconception is reinforced by product-based pedagogies that use rivers of red ink 

to tell the students only if they got it ‘right’ or ‘wrong’.   A major element of 

process writing pedagogies is to make students aware that writing is often a 

process of discovery in which ideas are generated and not just transcribed. Faigley, 

Cherry, Jolliffe, and Skinner (1985), for example, have developed “process 

instruments” to help make students aware of their composing processes. Equally 

important, as Hairston (1986) has emphasized, is to make students aware that not 

all writing is the discovery of ideas; there are situations when writers do “have a 

carefully planned and fairly complete mental model of what they want to say 

before they begin writing” (Parkhurst, 1990, p. 172). Rhetorical forms, criticized 

by many process approach authors, are expressions of the discourse communities 

that “provide, prescribe, and prefer” (Coe, 1987, p. 19) them and can be taught 

within a process context (see Swales.1990, pp. 220-221). Even outlining, usually 
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associated with current-traditional theory, may suit some writers style or purpose 

(Reid, 1984b). 

The issue is not whether a given technique is consistent with the process 

approach or not.  The point is that students should become aware that writing by 

its nature is a process, so that even simple messages, which seem closest to the 

idea of writing as just encoding graphically words already in the mind, are the 

result of a writing process that includes choosing vocabulary, considering 

audience, and judging format. For this reason business students must study how to 

take telephone messages, and L2 students have to learn the conventions for filling 

out forms. Students who are aware of writing processes can then choose the 

process that suits their writing style and the particular writing task they face.   

The second pillar of process writing pedagogies is intervention, Emig’s 

(1967, p. 128) term for teaching of this type. This study directly relates with this 

concept. Flower and Hayes (1981), working from a cognitive perspective, see 

writing as a complex problem-solving process. This viewpoint provides a useful 

orientation to writing instruction. It could enable teachers to intervene at points in 

the writing process that could do writers the most good—as they are actually 

engaged in the act of writing. Thus, teachers could help writers to write, not just 

learn to repair the damage (p. 55).                                                              

In other words, process writing is a pedagogy in which the teacher is 

involved with the student during the writing process. In Zamel’s (1983a) words, 

"Intervening throughout the process sets up a dynamic relationship which gives 

writers the opportunity to tell their readers what they mean to say before these 

writers are told what they ought to have done” (p. 182). As Liebman-Kleine, 

(1987) argues “If processes differ, then the role of process teachers is not to 
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impose a process, but to perceive their students' differences and then assess each 

one's particular needs” (p. 105). 

Process writing teachers use procedures “designed to help students think 

through and organize their ideas before writing and to rethink and revise their 

initial drafts” (Applebee, 1986, p. 95). These include brainstorming, free writing, 

journal writing, small-class activities, teacher/student conferences, peer critiquing, 

revising, editing only the final draft, and some form of publishing (Applebee. 

1986. pp. 95-96). As this list suggests, intervention is not just the teacher’s 

prerogative. Peer review and related procedures encourage intervention by 

classmates; the goal is for students to internalize this intervention as they write and 

revise. In the end, a process writing pedagogy is an attitude more than a program; 

activities will vary with the type of writing, the writer's preferences, and other 

factors. 

2.3.3 Process Approaches to the Teaching of ESL/EFL Writing  

The concept of process approach in teaching of writing appeared gradually 

in the ESL/EFL literature from the late 1970s. In this section, I will describe how 

this concept has been explained and understood in the ESL/EFL profession and 

how the process approach has been understood by the ESL/EFL practioner. It also 

informs but briefly how much this approach actually has been used in the 

classroom. 

Process in ESL/EFL Writing Instruction 

Before I start reviewing ESL/EFL writing instruction, I would like to 

mention the interpretation of the terms ESL and EFL. While the term second-

language writing in theory includes any writing done in a language other than the 

writer's native language, a review of the literature on the subject reveals that most 

of what calls itself research or theory about second-language writing is, in fact, 
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about writing in English as a second or foreign language. (Homstad & Thorson. 

1994 and Hedgcock & Lefkowitz, 1994 and Reichelt, 1999). The handbooks and 

manuals on ESL/EFL writing instruction from the 1960s advocated audio-lingual 

principles and current-traditional rhetoric. This statement by Pincas (1962) is 

typical: “Since free composition relies on inventiveness, on creativeness; it is in 

direct opposition to the expressed ideals of scientific habit-forming teaching 

methods which strive to prevent error from occurring” (p. 185). Writing was seen 

as grammar instruction, with the emphasis on controlled composition, correction 

of the product, and correct form over expression of ideas. Many handbooks 

advocated controlled composition and grammar correction for elementary and 

intermediate learners and a current-traditional approach for advanced writers: 

“The major emphasis is on rhetorical organization on the paragraph level as well 

as on the overall composition level. This work includes rhetorical devices like 

transition words and parallelism, and outlining, note-taking, the writing of 

footnotes and bibliographical entries” (Paulston & Bruder, 1976, p. 205). Even so, 

“controlled composition has several advantages and we use it on all levels” 

(Paulston & Bruder. 1976, pp. 205-206); for free composition, “the students 

should be trained to work with a checklist for sentence level errors” (p. 231). 

Some influence of the L1 discussion of process writing can be found in the 

literature. Dyksira (1973) complained about using models for teaching writing: “It 

is the product—not the process—of writing that is observed” (p. vii). Arapoff 

(1975) denounced audio-lingual writing instruction: “It is more than likely that the 

habit-forming process so essential to the student of oral English and grammar 

actually interferes with the process of learning to write well” (p. 233) and insisted 

that writing is a process (pp. 233-234). Raimes (1976) argued for more freedom 

for the student writer. 

Zamel is frequently praised (or blamed) for introducing process writing to 

the ESL field in 1976 (e.g., Krapels, 1990, p. 38). Zamel (1976) made the first 
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major call for the application of L1 composition research to ESL composition and 

argued that “the primary emphasis [of writing instruction] should be upon the 

expressive and creative process of writing” (p. 74), criticizing the prevailing 

conception that “writing entails grammatical proficiency” (p. 69). On the other 

hand, she did not mention specifically any process writing tenets. Even so, by the 

late 1970s handbooks were more willing to advise teachers to concentrate on 

context and misleading expressions and not penalize students for surface 

inaccuracy (e.g.. Rivers & Temperley, 1978, p. 321). Gorman (1979) criticized the 

use of models and encouraged process writing techniques such as collaboration 

and peer correction. 

The first explicit discussion in the ESL literature of L1 process writing 

pedagogies (that I have found) was in a brief article by Kroll (1978), who drew 

from the L1 literature the idea that “while product methods emphasize conforming 

to specified algorithms, process methods place more emphasis on such 

Aristotelian considerations as discovery and invention” (p. 179). Raimes (1979) 

said it clearly: “We do the writer harm if we are interested solely in the product 

and not in the process of writing” (p. 4). By the time Taylor (1981) published the 

first full discussion of L1 process research and pedagogy in the ESL literature, the 

main themes had been articulated. ESL professionals like many in L1composition 

and rhetoric, associated process pedagogy with the expressionist theory of writing, 

and often saw it as incompatible with language instruction that inevitably focuses 

on the product. 

The 1980s saw the gradual introduction of process writing pedagogies into 

the ESL/EFL profession. Raimes (e.g., 1983a. 1983b. 1985. 1987a. 1987b) and 

Zamel (e.g.. 1982, 1983a, 1984b. 1985. 1987) were among the strongest voices 

calling for process writing, but there were many others. McKay (1982) focused on 

prewriting strategies, Spack and Sadow (1983) advocated the use of journals. 
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Spack (1984) argued for teaching invention techniques, and Krashen (1984) 

stressed that “feedback is useful when it is done during the writing process, i.e., 

between drafts, it is not useful when done at the end” (p. 11). 

Other elements of process pedagogies appeared in Johns’ (1986) with 

emphasis on rewriting based on self-monitoring and peer critiques. Shin’s (1986) 

critique of courses based on rhetorical modes, Spack’s (1988) pedagogy for 

research papers “with students employing appropriate inquiry strategies, planning, 

drafting, consulting, revising, and editing” (p. 45), and Reid's (1989) emphasis on 

intervention for academic writing tasks. Other articles advocating elements of 

process pedagogy included Chenoweth (1987) on rewriting, Liebman-Kleine’s 

(1987) use of invention, and Keh’s (1990) discussion of feedback.  

Acceptance of process pedagogies was not universal. Many ESL/EFL 

methodology texts all but ignored process writing, although sometimes they used 

language derived from the process literature (e.g., Bowen. Madsen. & Hilferty. 

1985; Byrne, 1988; Cantoni-Harvey. 1987. pp. 94-104; Finocchiaro, 1989, pp. 

121-130; Grant, 1987, pp. 115-116; Pincas, 1982; Rivers, 1981; White, 1983,  

1987). In some cases this omission reflected the authors' commitment to audio-

lingual principles or current-traditional rhetoric. Other teacher trainers were 

sympathetic to the assumptions behind process writing but were concerned that 

process pedagogies would emphasize fluency at the expense of accuracy (e.g., 

Widdowson. 1983, pp. 41-44). 

In 1986 Horowitz denounced the process approach in two frequently cited 

articles (1986a, 1986b), arguing that “a basic dogma of process-oriented teaching 

is that good writing is ‘involved’ writing” (1986a, p. 142) and that a process 

approach has an “almost exclusive concern with psycholinguistic, cognitive, and 

affective variables” (1986b, p. 446). Both of these assumptions are false, and yet 
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this association of process writing pedagogy with the expressionist theory of 

writing is understandable because the L1 scholarship who advocated process 

writing belonged to the expressionist school (e.g.. Peter Elbow, Donald Murray), 

and many advocates of process writing in ESL (e.g., Zamel,1982) used 

expressionist terminology in discussing process writing. 

Hughey, Wormuth, Hartfiel, and Jacobs (1983) insisted that all writing 

must be taught as “creative because of the creative processes that make any and all 

writing possible” (p. 40). Further, the expressionist principle that writing is a 

process of making meaning was compatible with the emphasis on meaning 

characteristic of communicative language teaching, then the new methodology. 

Process writing pedagogies emphasized meaning over form as a reaction against 

current-traditional pedagogy, paralleling the new emphasis on meaning as foreign 

language teaching rejected audiolingualism. 

Even so, as I have explained previously, process pedagogies were a 

component of many theories of writing, not just the expressionist. More important, 

there is no contradiction between process pedagogy and academic writing 

(Zamel.1983b): “a process approach is by its very nature concerned with product” 

(Zamel 1984a, p. 154; see also Hamp-Lyons, 1986; Liebman-Klcme, 1986). Blue 

(1988), Brookes and Grundy (1988), Canseco and Byrd (1989) and Goldstein 

(1993), have shown how process techniques are useful for teaching ESL students 

how to write academic reports, and Lynch (1988) used process instruction to 

prepare such students to write exam answers. 

By the early 1990s process writing pedagogies had reached the mainstream 

of ESL writing instruction. Hedge's (1988) Writing was the first book-length 

teacher's manual to adopt a full-fledged process pedagogy, also seen in White 

(1988), Cohen (1990), Richards (1990), Nelson (1991. pp. 3-9), Nunan (1991), 
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Kroll (1991), White and Arndt (1991), Scarcella and Oxford (1992) and Reid 

(1993b). These drew on the L1 process literature and advocated process writing 

procedures for ESL/EFL writing classrooms. 

2.3.4  Process Approaches: Prospects and Problems 

Today, many ESL/EFL writing teachers accept that process approach to the 

teaching of writing can be used with a variety of writing theories, are applicable to 

both academic and personal writing, and are concerned with final products as well 

as students’ writing processes. Further, as Raimes (1991) points out, there are 

parallels between process writing and recent trends in second language instruction. 

There is widespread acceptance of the notion that language teachers need to 

know about and to take into account the process of how learners learn a language 

and how writers produce a written product. Such a notion of process underlies a 

great deal of current communicative, task-based, and collaborative instruction and 

curriculum development. The process approach more than any other seems to be 

providing unifying theoretical and methodological principles, (p. 422; see also 

Zamel. 1988, pp, 186-189; Zamel, 1991, p. 15). 

The process approach to composition instruction is consistent with the 

process syllabus for language instruction, defined as “a syllabus which focuses on 

the means by which communicative skills will be brought about” (Nunan, 1988, p. 

159). The process-oriented language learning classroom provides learners with 

opportunities to become aware of their learning processes and allows the teacher 

occasions to intervene constructively ( Legutke & Thomas, 1991, pp. 202-210). 

On the other hand, process pedagogies still face two serious problems. The 

first is on the level of practice. It is well-known in the language teaching field that 

teachers who are trained in and tend to use a certain approach in the classroom 



 40

may not do so in actual fact (e.g. Legutke & Thomas, 1991. p. 6; Nunan, 1987, p. 

141; Ross. 1992. pp. 169-170). Likewise, several ethnographic studies have shown 

that even writing teachers who have been trained in or consider themselves 

adherents of process writing tend to violate process writing principles in practice, 

sending conflicting signals to their students about what they expect (e.g., 

Courtland & Welsh, 1990; Courtland. Welsh, & Kennedy, l987;Inghilleri. 

1989;Zamel, 1985.1990; and Winer. 1992). Many experts doubt that process 

writing pedagogies have made much headway in either L1 or L2 writing 

classrooms (Applebee. 1986, p. 101; Miller, 1992, pp. 70-71; Roen, 1989. p. 193; 

Silva. 1990, pp. 14-15; Zamel, 1987. pp. 699-701). This problem can be solved 

only by better teacher education. 

The second problem, unfortunately, lies in teacher education on writing 

instruction. The ESL/EFL process literature as mentioned above contains a subtext 

that frequently compromises its message. Intervention, which should be concerned 

with the making or expression of meaning, becomes confused with correction of 

mechanical errors on the sentence level. For example, Hughey (1983), despite 

their very strong call for a process approach, devoted much consideration to 

‘shaping’ (pp. 22-27), which is really editing and concerns with forms and 

grammar. In the end they relied on their “ESL composition profile,” which is 

assessment more than pedagogy, and emphasized the product more than the 

process (pp. 139). A decade later, Reid (l993b) simply ignored the potential 

conflict between process writing pedagogies and grammar instruction and 

correction (pp. 33. 225. 242-243). This lack of consistency in the teacher 

education literature is important because as Berlin (1982) said, writing teachers 

must become more aware of the full significance of their pedagogical strategies. 

Not doing so can have disastrous consequences, ranging from momentarily 

confusing students to sending them away with faulty and even harmful 

information. The dismay students display about writing is at least occasionally the 
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result of teachers unconsciously offering contradictory advice about composing 

guidance grounded in assumptions that simply do not square with each other. 

Interestingly and certainly there seems no theoretical conflict between 

process pedagogies, based on the principles of awareness and intervention, and 

applied through invention activities, peer review, and so on, and instruction in 

grammatical and rhetorical forms. The problem here, as observed by Susser 

(1994), is how to offer a consistent pedagogy that will not send mixed signals to 

learners. Our dilemma he argues, as language teachers, is not different in kind 

from that of L1 writing teachers who also have to deal with their students' 

grammar problems and unfamiliarity with academic discourse. Donald McQuade 

(1992) has offered an interesting recommendation in this respect that may resolve 

this dilemma; he suggests that composition teachers respond to student writing as 

they do to literature because “literary study is informed by an enormously 

important assumption: no one does it wrong”(p. 516). Without denying that “some 

writers are more accomplished than others,” he suggests that in literature “right 

and wrong are not as important as the sustained ability of a writer's performance 

with language” (p. 516). This attitude   seems to have helped later in providing 

consistent, comprehensive process pedagogy for ESL/EFL writing instruction. The 

works of White (1991), Williams J. (2005), Pennington (1997), Hyland (2002), 

and many others are increasingly gaining popularity with EFL/ESL teachers of 

Writing. 

A very strong sense of evidence in favour of process pedagogy comes from 

the scholarship of most modern times. For example Matsuda (2003) observed that 

the contemporary process movement has been the most successful in the history of 

pedagogical reforms in the history of teaching of Writing. Schafer (2001) has also 

argued that to day many researchers in U.S institutions are continuing to discover 

process pedagogy as the best practice. 



 42

Although the end of 20th century saw the rise of post process era (Matasuda 

2003), a term often referred to post process pedagogy on the one hand, on the 

other hand we see that the elements of process movement are widely embraced by 

the composition teachers around the world. The ESL theorists have come to add 

the social factor to its expressive and cognitive composition and we see the birth 

of genre approaches to the teaching of L1 and L2 writing. This is because of 

latter’s systemic functional orientation as introduced by Halliday (1973). 

Nevertheless, the appearance of an article (Badger and White 2000) suggests the 

wide acceptability and validity of process approach which has recently been 

complemented by genre approaches.  

2.4 An Overview of Relevant Research 

There is a lot of research about process writing pedagogies from 1980s to 

late 1990s  when it reached to the main stream of EFL/ESL instruction and is 

widely discussed  in the works of Hedge (1988) “Writing” was the first book-

length teacher’s manual to adopt a full-fledged process pedagogy, also seen in 

White (1988), Cohen (1990), Richards (1990), Nelson (1991, pp. 3-9), Nunan 

(1991), Kroll (1991), White and Arndt (1991), Scaracella and oxford (1992) and 

Reid (1993b). These all advocated the process writing procedures for the ESL/EFL 

writing classrooms.  

From empirical perspective, however, the following studies in general and 

Process Writing Project (Penington.1996) in particular,   were the main sources of 

stimulation for carrying out the current study in this area.   

2.4.1   The Process Writing Project   

Penington (1996) introduced and worked out on a process writing project. 

In this project, process approach to the EFL writing was introduced in the 8 



 43

classrooms of Cantoneese Speaking students in a secondary school in Hong Kong. 

The purpose of this project was to see the students’ response to process based 

writing. Answers to a questionnaire revealed a variable reaction to writing based 

on a process approach. The teachers taught writing in classrooms are 35 + size, 

using the process approach in a product dominant culture for a period of six 

months. The data in this study comprised of observation notes, pre and post 

process teaching questionnaire and interviews of teachers. The results of this study 

informed that students response in two classes were very positive, in two classes 

as negative and in four other classes the response was mixed positive and negative. 

The study further analyzed that the classes where the response came negative was 

mainly because the teachers using this approach were not trained as in case of 

other classes where teachers were not only trained but were very much willing to 

apply this new approach. Whereas the 04 classes where the response was mixed, 

the teachers focused on traditional language exercise and grammatical accuracy, 

and process approach element were not well integrated into the teachers’ 

instructions. The results therefore, demonstrated that process approach to 

EFL/ESL writing can be successful in product oriented environment, if the 

teachers are trained in the new methodology. 

2.4.2 Caudry’s Study 

Caudry (1995) conducted a process approach survey on internet. The 

purpose of this study was to see how many teachers were actually using this 

approach in their classrooms after 20 years of its evaluation. The survey was 

aimed for all the writing teachers having subscription to TESL-L. Though this 

survey with its serious limitations about the nature of respondent who may or may 

not have been potential respondents using process approach but may be only 

writing teachers. The survey, therefore, did not rely on the response rate to a 

network questionnaire in terms of percentage. Nevertheless the number of 
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respondents was low and against the expectation, may be many people do not 

bother to reply. The total number of subscribers at that time was 2000 which 

included EFL teachers, ESL teachers and teachers of writing. The total number of 

respondents thus was 49. 27 teachers who said that they were using this approach 

in their classrooms successfully and their focus was on planning, generating the 

text and revising it. 12 teachers said they were using some elements of process 

approach like revising again and again. 10 of the respondents plainly told that they 

were not using this approach due to work load, time constraints and because lot of 

activity is involved in the process of teaching and developing writing. This study, 

with all its limitations that there are still teachers who are using this approach in 

their classrooms which suggests the positive effect of this approach on the 

development of the writing skill. However, the teachers who reported that they do 

not use this because of constraints which is also a valid finding because in most of 

the EFL/ESL contexts, heavy work loads and shortage of time prove to be serious 

challenges that the teachers are encountering with.   

2.4.3  Dougans’ Study  

Dougans’ (1993) conducted a study on the subject of teaching methodology 

The purpose of this study was to determine if there were any differences in the 

writing of fifth-grade students taught by teachers using either the five-steps 

process approach or a method of their own choosing called traditional, as 

measured by holistic scoring of four prompts over a three-month period. 

Identifiable differences in teaching procedures of the two methods were compared 

after discussions with teachers. Of the 25 participants, 20 teachers elected to use 

the process approach to writing while five teachers used the traditional method. 

For purposes of analysis, a sub-sample of the total group was used to give equal 

representation to each writing approach. The five classes using the traditional 

approach were matched with five classes using the process approach. The two 
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groups were paired based on their school’s percentile rank of the mean scores in 

reading/language arts at the local and national level for fifth grade. All the students 

were tested initially by responding to a writing prompt on a given topic (a series of 

ideas and questions to stimulate thought were provided). Students responded to the 

prompts for 45 minutes on each of two days. Three different additional prompts 

were given a four week intervals. Experienced teachers of English scored the 

writing holistically.  A representative sampling of 43 students were chosen from 

each of the two groups. The four different writing tests were given over time and 

the analysis used was a repeated measures. In all of the tests, the means of the two 

groups were close in value and the difference between the means did not reach 

statistical significance. The study concluded that standardized curriculum, the 

pacing schedule, and the mandatory writing workshops in all classes were the 

contributing factors in the similarity of test scores. This study therefore suggests 

that if a traditional methodology has a good curriculum backed by classroom 

activities (workshops) can be as effective as writing in a process environment is. 

2.4.4  Finke’s Study 

The main focus of Finke’s (1993) study was to evaluate the pedagogical 

relation between a process writing teacher and a process writing student in a 

process writing classroom. 02 teachers and 03 students from each classroom 

participated in this study and the research technique applied here was based on 

observations and conversations. The study indicated that teachers experienced 

tension in a process writing classroom mainly because of covering their 

curriculum (which was not supporting to process learning), meeting the standard 

of evaluation and preparing the students as independent writers and critical 

thinkers. Outside the class teachers often received criticism from and competition 

with their colleagues. Fink’s study therefore, suggests significantly that on the one 

hand teaching writing as a process produces independent writers and critical 
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thinkers, on the other hand teachers need to be broad enough to embrace all the 

kinds of situations like tensions of course completion, as also, found in early 

studies,time constraints are one of the measure impediments in implementing 

process writing methodology. 

2.4.5  Yeung’s Study  

Yeung (1994) conducted a study to investigate the effect of using model 

essays to teach schematic structure to a group of low proficiency L2 tertiary 

students in a process approach writing program. Thirty-four students of the year 

one enrolled in an English Foundation Programme at the Hong Kong City 

Polytechnic participated in the study. 

The subjects were randomly assigned to two groups in an eight to ten-hour 

process approach writing programme, with one group receiving the treatment of 

analysis of three model essays during the process of the course. Each subject wrote 

two expository essays during the writing programme. 

The data collected indicated that in comparison with their pre-test results, 

the group that analyzed model essays made significant improvement in the 

schematic structure of their essays- The group that did not analyze model essays 

made slight improvement in the schematic structure of the first essay, and made no 

improvement in the second essay, which was on a more difficult topic than the 

first one. The findings of the study indicated that these low-proficiency   tertiary   

students   lacked knowledge of the schematic structure of expository writing, and 

the use of model essays can be profitably incorporated into a process approach 

writing programme to help students with low-proficiency to improve the 

schematic structure of their academic writing. 
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2.4.6   Abigial’s Study 

Abigail (2004) conducted another study to see the facts of using a process 

based approach in a grammar based curriculum class. This is a qualitative inquiry 

which begins by researching the six traits of writing and the process based 

approach to teaching writing, in particular writers workshop. This study explores 

the benefits, these have on students as developing writers. The study investigates 

how best to implement the 06 traits of writing and a process based approach to 

teaching writing along with a rigorous grammar curriculum. Data was collected 

through observations, notes, surveys and writing samples. The findings of this 

study reveal that the process approach along with the six traits of writing (ideas, 

organization, voice, words choice, sentence fluency and conventions) were 

beneficial for students as writers. 

2.4.7   Hassan’s Study   

 Hassan’s (2002) study is the second study on writing done in 

Pakistan. Hassan’s focus was to study the modalities in the teaching of writing in 

Pakistan. He looked into the situation of higher education in Pakistan by sampling 

the students of post graduate level (M.A).His purpose was to see if any remedial 

measures can be taken within the context of this society. He used both qualitative 

and quantitative data collection tools to find if any thing can be done to improve 

the situation. Above all he seems to have depended more heavily on his own 

experience (40 years) of teaching English. As his thesis was not accessible, so I 

have to contact the author through e-mail. He admitted the fact that he was not 

able to find any relevant research particularly on the teaching of writing in 

Pakistan, therefore depended on his own experiences, and gave many 

recommendations to be implemented in the post graduate classes.  
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He seems to have very wide range of considerations in his study and this is 

obvious from his own words which I quote: 

“I made a rather large number of recommendations at the end. I tried to 
 make them practical, capable of implementation within the education 
 environment of this country”. 

From these ideas, it is evident that he may have taken a large sample to 

represent the whole country and therefore tried to broaden his recommendations. 

How has he done that, or what was actually his sample and the research design he 

applied, are not known. It was basically the HEC (Higher Education 

Commissions) website that mentions his name as a Ph.D Supervisor in English 

Language and Literature.       

2.4.8  Zaki’s Study   

Zaki (2001) integrated process and product approaches to teach creative 

writing to the students at secondary level. Her research focus was to develop a 

strategy to teach creative writing through reading. In her quasi-experimental 

research design, she formed a sample of two groups of students (experimental and 

control).The each sample size was 30 students, both took pre and post writing 

tests. The experiment went on for 03 three months. Here criteria for final 

evaluation were accuracy, fluency, Flexibility, and novelty. She used different 

reading texts and comprehension exercises. She concluded her study with the 

findings that the new strategy or method developed better creative writing skills, 

and a high correlation was found among the four observable criterion. This study 

was basically conducted in Karachi, the biggest city of Pakistan where students 

come from different and sounder academic backgrounds. Although her study 

aimed at developing creative writing abilities of secondary students in the public 

schools of Karachi, it clearly suggests that process approach developed better 

creative writing skills. It therefore, can also be inferred as an encouraging and 
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positive indication that in rural areas such as the context of this study, process 

approach may also have very positive impact. 

2.4.9 Ahsan’s Study 

Using a questionnaire technique, Ahsan (2004) investigated the attitudes 

and perceptions of tertiary level Pakistani teachers and students of English. The 

purpose of her study was to see how the teachers and the students view the 

importance of teacher training in higher educational institutions in Pakistan. The 

teachers in this survey included lecturers, assistant professors, associate 

professors, professors and chairmen. 52.2 percent of the teachers realized that the 

teachers at universities need training and that they regard effective teaching as an 

outcome of professional training whereas the rest of the participants gave mixed 

responses. Students’ responses, on the other hand were very interesting as 92 

percent of the students in this survey perceived the need of teacher training.  The 

reasons they gave are: 

 it would be in the favour of students; 

 it is a government institution and the practical instructors are not 

 trained to meet their requirements; 

 some teachers have good knowledge but they are not able to transfer 

 it to students (weak and intelligent); 

 most/some of them are inexperienced. The teacher must be 

 proficient in the language which he or she uses to teach. If he or she 

 does not know English then why should he or she teach in English; 

 it is better for them and the students also; 

 teaching is an art not to be known by everyone; 
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 if the teachers are trained they can teach and clear their points more 

 effectively; 

 teachers must guide students in a proper way; 

 teaching techniques are necessary for every teacher. 

Ahsan’s above findings suggest that there is a growing need for teacher 

training in EFL/ESL methodology and those teachers are not as yet effective 

instructors. This study further found that students at tertiary level are aware of the 

language deficiency of their teachers and this could lead to a lot of frustration 

among teachers and students. I therefore, take into account this study also as an 

additional evidence to suppose that improved teaching methodology would greatly 

help in solving our students long standing problems which hinder the development 

of their writing abilities. 

In addition to the above studies an empirical review of further relevant 

studies is made as suggested by Polio (2003). Polio categorizes ESL writing 

research in the following main areas:  

 research  Studies that focus on writers text: The written products 

 they compose 

 studies that focus on writer’s process: That is how writers produce 

 their text 

 studies that focus on participants in the learning & teaching process 

 studies that focus on the context of l2 writing both inside & out side 

 the classroom. 
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Similarly Hyland (2002) lists these areas into following 03 categories. 

The first is concerned with the nature of texts, the ways they are constructed, the 

purposes they serve, and how they are related to other texts and to text users. 

The second concerns what it is that writers do when they write, and how various 

types of interventions may help improve these processes or the products that result 

from them. 

The third is concerned with audience and the ways that writing either seeks to 

engage with, or is influenced by, the communities within which texts are 

produced. 

While there are obvious overlaps and research in one area can clearly 

illuminate another, this is once again a useful way of exploring approaches to 

understanding writing. In this respect, Polio (2003) suggests that researcher should 

understand the current approaches to empirical research because it helps to decide 

the design and data collections issues or procedures. He therefore, determines five 

categories of approaches. These are experimental, co-relational, causal 

comparative, survey and qualitative. 

My study therefore, as mentioned in chapter one, falls in the experimental 

category. With some touch of qualitative paradigm.  Following on the pattern of 

reviewing the empirical research studies in a tabular form as suggested by Polio 

(2003), I am briefly enlisting all further relevant studies in the following table 

which seems to me if not completely, nearly relevant to the kind of inquiry made 

in this study. The table has five columns, the first column is about the main focus 

of the study, the second column is about the author, the third column is about the 

specific research question, the fourth column is about the technique used  in that 

particular study, and the fifth column is about the kind of approach used in that 

study. 
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Table 

Main 
Focus 

Study Research Question Technique 
used 

Approach 

Overall 
quality of 
writing  

Engber, 
1995  

How does an overall writing 
quality correlate with other 
characteristics of a text?  

Holistic 
scale 

Correlational 

----- Tange, 
1996  

How does a particular program 
of writing instruction affect 
overall writing quality?  

Analytic 
scale 

Experimental

Linguistic 
accuracy 

Hamp-
lyons & 
ennin1991 

How can various writing traits 
be reliably and validly measured 
? 

Holistic 
scale 

Correlational

 Fluency  
Henry, 
1996 

How do L2 writers’ texts change 
over time ? 

Counting of 
words 

Causal- 
comparative 

Mechanics Tsange,1996 How does a particular program 
of writing instruction affect 
overall writing quality?  

Holistic scale Experimental 

General 
process 

Bosher,1998 Do two group of writers have 
different writing processes? 

Stimulated  
recall  

Qualitative 

= Zamel,198
3 

How do advanced ESL writers 
write ? 

Interviews/d
oc. analysis 
observation  

Qualitative 

= Penningto
n and So, 
1993 

Do writers in L1 and L2 have 
similar writing process? 

Interviews/ 
doc. 
analysis 

Qualitative 

= Whalen 
and  
Menard,1
995 

What kind of knowledge writers 
use, when they plan, revise and 
evaluate their writing? 

 Talk aloud   Causal- 
comparative 

Process/ 
Genre 
Teaching  

Afrodisi, K 
1997   

A Critical Evaluation of the 
Process and Genre Approach to 
Writing  

Documents 
Analysis  

Qualitative  

Teaching 
Writing  

Fitzpatrick
, F1997  

Using Genre Analysis in the 
Teaching of Writing Skills  

Documents Experimental 

Process-
based 
Writing  

Yeung, S 
1994  

How to use Model Essays in a 
Process-based Writing 
Programme and their Effects on 
Schematic Structure? 

Analytic  Experimental 

=  
Silva,1994  

What are the issues involved in 
writing instruction for ESL 
graduates?  

Analytic  Experimental 
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Teaching 
Pedagogy 

Cumming, 
1992 

What instructional routines are 
common experienced ESL 
teachers? 

Multiple case 
study 

Qualitative 

= Winer, 
1992 

How do pre-service teachers’ 
awareness of the writing process 
change during a practicum? 

Questionnai
re 

Qualitative 

= Pennington 
et al. , 
1997   

How different and similar are the 
practices of ESL/EFL teachers in 
Asia region? 

Interviews/ 
Questionnaire 

Qualitative 

= Shi & 
Cumming, 
1995 

What are ESL teachers’ 
conceptions about L2 writing 
instruction and how do they 
respond to a pedagogical 
innovation? 

Multiple case 
study 

Qualitative 

= Benesch, 
1996 

How can teachers help students 
meet demands of an academic 
writing Course? 

Critical 
theory 

Qualitative 

 
= 
 

Atkinson & 
Ramanath
an, 1995 

What are the program level 
attitudes to wards teaching 
writing in an L1 and L2 
program? 

Ethnography Qualitative 

Teaching 
Process 
Writing 

Basil. S  
2005.Ph.D  

Teaching of process writing: a 
case study of undergraduates 
learning  to write in English at a  
university in Gaza  

document 
analysis 

Qualitative  

 

2.5 Research in the Teaching of   Writing English in Pakistan 

As mentioned in the chapter one that all the universities in Pakistan right 

from its existence 1947, have been offering M.A English literature degree 

programmes; it is only very recently that some of the universities have started M.A 

linguistic programme and it is from the year 2003 that on the directives of Higher 

Education Commission of Pakistan B.A/B.S (honors) linguistics and literature has 

been started.  Since most of the teachers of English working in the colleges or 

universities come from the literature background, they all excluding a few, opt for 

literature when given so rare opportunities of research at doctorate level. 
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Generally, there has never been an encouraging culture of research in the Pakistani 

institutions. 

However, there is a very small and pervasive body of research known very 

recently but the number of research studies (Ph.D level) in Pakistan as posted on 

HEC website (www.hec.gov.pk.com) is not more than twenty five. Out of which 

only seven are Ph.Ds in Linguistic and in Applied Linguistics the number of Ph.D 

studies is even low. 

  As there is no additional online availability of doctoral dissertations 

or research journals, I have to depend on my own sources of information (e-mail 

contacts) a very small body of research has   been traced on the teaching of writing 

skill at tertiary level in Pakistan. Zaki (2002) in her study focused on the teaching 

of creating   writing skills to children at elementary level, and Hassan (2001) on 

the modalities of teaching   writing at advanced level are worth mentioning. A 

brief review of all research journals (language and literature) published in Pakistan 

does not show any article published on the teaching of writing except one by the 

researcher (Mashori, G.M. 2003 a, 2003b). 

 The study therefore, is second in Pakistan and   first of its kind that 

investigates the impact of teaching   writing by a process approach at tertiary level 

students in Pakistan, and more importantly what happens if students at 

undergraduate students are taught by a process-based approach. Process approach, 

as has enjoyed wide popularity and unprecedented success in different countries of 

the world the U.S.A, China, Hong Kong and etc, it is hypothesized that if 

implemented properly this approach will also improve the writing efficiency of the 

students at  Shah Abdul Latif university. 

The results of the students then can be generalized to a wider community of 

ELT practitioners in Pakistan particularly to the universities which are located in 
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the similar contexts. Nevertheless the findings can be encouraging to all the 

teachers of writing at all levels in Pakistan. This study therefore, may not change 

the whole perception of teachers’ adherence to traditional and examination 

oriented approaches but may provide a spark or an insight for their future research 

and classroom practice.  

2.6  Justification as to why this approach will be successful in my 
context 

 Teaching of writing English has been subject to many changing trends as 

for as the pedagogy is concerned. In different countries teachers keep awareness 

and keep themselves abreast with the new innovations. Like teachers in the west 

may well be familiar from teaching of writing based on product, process, genre 

and process genre approaches but in Pakistan where lack of professional 

awareness among tertiary level   teachers is viewed as a main cause of decline in 

the standard of English Language Learning, the question of methodologies seems 

to be very crucial. The reason for this is that most of the teaching is examination 

oriented and no particular reward is given to those who are well trained. But as 

mentioned earlier the recent few years have signaled highly encouraging prospects 

for those teachers who tend to develop their proficiency and keep themselves 

aware of the new tendencies in teaching and research.  

The universities, therefore, have realized that without improving upon the 

current methodologies or practices in all disciplines the standard of teaching and 

learning cannot be raised.  

Given this background, and 15 years of my experience as an ELT 

practitioner, I realize that without practicing valid and effective teaching 

techniques, we cannot solve the long standing problems of students. My earlier 

study (Mashori,G.M. 2002) proved that training of teachers has a pivotal role in 
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the development of the ELT in Pakistan. Now in the current study, in addition to a 

very encouraging support from literature survey, which suggests that process 

approach is a valuable tool to improve ESL writing and despite its constraints, and 

that it is enormously successful across the ELT world, I have based my choice of 

testing the impact of process approach on the following few amongst many other 

reasons/grounds.  

1. Pilot study response which encouraged expanding this study.  

2. Literature suggests that process approach is more effective where ESL 

students of the same age and group level with varying abilities in writing. 

Process writing in such context will assist the students with whatever 

ability level they have; their writing will improve (Daniel, J. Jarvis 2002).  

3. Once an ESL student understands the process and trusts that the teacher 

will accept and approve of his invented symbols and spellings, the ability to 

write improves dramatically. The key to learning to write is feeling 

confident in your abilities. Many students do not enjoy writing because they 

are afraid of mistakes. Learning to write, like to learning to do many other 

things requires practice and time. My understanding is that all students are 

capable to become excellent writers, given enough practice and techniques. 

The process writing method values the talents and growth of individual 

writers and makes them wish to continue writing because they feel good 

about their abilities. The process writing method is an approach which has 

developed many youngsters and adults into wonderful writers in the 

different countries of the world.  

There have been numerous approaches to the teaching of writing in the 

history of English language teaching. These have evolved with the development of 

different approaches to teaching in general, which have in turn contributed to the 

changing role and status of writing within English language syllabuses and the 
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English as a Foreign Language classrooms. Despite methodological changes 

writing, however, continues to be one of the most difficult areas for the teachers 

and learners of English to tackle. 

Traditionally, writing was viewed mainly as a tool for the practice and 

reinforcement of specific grammatical and lexical patterns, a fairly one-

dimensional activity, in which accuracy was all-important but content and self-

expression virtual non-priorities. As observes Tribble (1996), students were purely 

'writing to learn' as opposed to 'learning to write'. Even in more recent 

communicative approaches to language teaching, writing can often still be seen by 

teachers as something embarrassing & threatening to detract valuable classroom 

time from the development of oral communication skills. 

However, with an increasing attention to students' practical needs, born out 

of functional/notional approaches and further developed in the various areas of 

English for Specific Purposes, the importance of the writing  as a skill, learners 

might need to develop has gradually come to the fore. This gradual increase in the 

status of writing as a skill, along with the development of a more discoursal rather 

than purely grammatically-based approach to language teaching, has altered the 

teacher's perspective on both the needs of and the problems faced by language 

learners. Whereas traditionally, in the words of Raimes (1983a), teachers have 

'trapped our students within the sentence' and 'respond to the piece of writing as 

item checkers not as real readers, we are now beginning to develop a more top-

down and student-centered, approach to the teaching of writing, whereby issues of 

content, genre and discourse have been assigned greater importance. 

We discuss here what the process writing actually is. Tribble defines the 

'process approach' as 'an approach to the teaching of writing which stresses the 

creativity of the individual writer, and which pays attention to the development of 
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good writing practices rather than the imitation of models (Tribble, 1996, p.160). 

Thus, the focus shifts from the final product itself to the different stages the writer 

goes through in order to create this product, by breaking down the task as a whole 

into its constituent parts, writing can seem greatly less daunting and more 

manageable to the EFL student. 

Various headings have been given to the different stages in the writing 

process, possibly the most exhaustive being White and Arndt's ‘generating ideas, 

focusing, structuring, drafting, evaluating and re-viewing’ (White and Arndt, 

1991, p 4). These stages generally involve different forms of brainstorming, 

selecting and ordering ideas, planning, drafting, redrafting and revising and 

editing. Furthermore, as Raimes comments, the process is 'not linear at all' but 

'recursive' (Raimes, 1985, p.229 as, in Tribble's words, 'at any point in the 

preparation of a text, writers can loop backwards or forwards to whichever of the 

activities involved in text composition they may find useful' Tribble, 1996, p. 59). 

This not only provides the student writer and the teacher with a practical and 

manageable framework within which to work through the writing process, but also 

allows for great flexibility, depending on each individual task and the personality 

and preferences of each individual writer. 

The more a writing activity can engage the learner as a person, the more it 

will capture his/her imagination and spark his/her motivation. This involves a 

consideration both of what our students might need to write outside the classroom 

and of what they are interested in, as highlighted by White and Arndt (1991,        

p. 49), and befits quite well with the shift in primary focus inherent in the process 

writing approach from language, to ideas and content. As Raimes comments, 

students have traditionally had 'no intellectual or emotional investment in what 

they are writing about. They are saying something that nobody cares about in 

order to practice something else'. (Raimes, 1983a p.74). Advocates of process 
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writing approaches have attempted to remedy this, in the provision of interesting 

and stimulating topics to write about, the development of activities which engage 

the students' interest in these topics and help them to express and develop their 

ideas on them and in the attempt to develop tasks where students have a more 

genuine purpose to write and a stronger sense of the audience for whom they are 

writing. This is the problem in our context also. Writing is always aimed for one 

proxy audience-teacher, which greatly hinders the creativity and development of 

the young writers. 

Although it is advantageous to provide students with a genuine audience for 

whom to write, it is not always possible. However, Tribble (1996) suggests that 

the simple incorporation of peer-conferencing sessions into a writing lesson, a 

typical feature of the process writing approach can achieve similar motivational 

effects on the written text: ‘Knowing that your peers will be evaluating your work, 

provides a more motivating context in which to write than writing for an entirely 

fictitious reader’ (Tribble, 1996, p.107). 

While a process approach may ignore the context in which writing happens, 

this is unusual. For example Hedge (1988) identifies four elements of the context 

that pre-writing activities should focus on: the audience, the generation of ideas, 

the organization of the text, and its purpose. These definitely play a pivotal role in 

the developmental process.  

Writing in process approaches is seen as predominantly to do with 

linguistic skills, such as planning and drafting, and there is much less emphasis on 

linguistic knowledge, such as knowledge about grammar and text structure. 

There are different views about the stages that writers go through in 

producing a piece of writing, but a typical model identifies four stages; prewriting; 

composing/drafting; revising; and editing (Tribble 1996, p.39).  This is a cyclical 



 60

process in which writers may return to pre-writing activities, for example, after 

doing some editing or revising. 

A typical prewriting activity in the process approach would be for learners 

to brainstorm on the topic of houses. At the composing/drafting stage, they would 

select and structure the result of the brainstorming session to provide a plan of a 

description of a house. This would guide the first draft of a description of a 

particular house. After discussion learners might revise the first draft working 

individually or in group. Finally, the learners would edit or proof-read the text 

(Tribble. 1996, p.104). 

Subsequently, we can say that process approaches see writing primarily as 

the exercise of linguistic skills, and writing development as an unconscious 

process, which happens when teachers facilitate the exercise of writing skills. 

Nunan (1999) clearly states how very different this 'process' approach is 

from the traditional product-oriented approach. Whereas the product approach 

focuses on writing tasks in which the learner imitates, copies and transforms 

teacher supplied models, the process approach focuses on the steps involved in 

creating a piece of work. The primary goal of product writing is an error-free 

coherent text. Process writing allows for the fact that no text can be perfect, but 

that a writer will get closer to perfection by producing, reflecting on, discussing 

and reworking successive drafts of a text.  

Jordan (1997) acknowledges that process writing evolved as a reaction to 

the product approach, in that it met the need to match the writing processes 

inherent in writing in one's mother tongue, and consequently allow learners to 

express themselves better as individuals. This is not to say, however, that the 

product approach no longer exists, nor that it has no practical applications. Indeed, 

the process approach can still contain elements of product-based writing. Nunan 
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(1999) reaffirms this by stating that there is no reason why a writing program 

should not contain elements of both approaches.  

A report of the U.S department of education (NAEP 1996) demonstrates 

that the process approach to teaching writing has been successful since the late 

1970s and the curriculum guides in most states include some statement about 

teaching of writing as a process.  

The approaches to the teaching of writing that basically grown out of the 

North American context such as the process approaches, genre-based approach, 

and writing for academic purposes approach, gradually permeated non-English-

dominant countries and areas. They have become so prevalent worldwide that, for 

example, Cumming (1992) found "writing processes" and "genres" to be two 

major concepts in the conceptualizations of English writing curricula among 17 

experienced writing instructors from Hong Kong, Thailand, Japan, and Quebec.                        

When writing teachers in non-English-dominant countries adopt these new 

approaches, often they have to make some adjustments in order for the approaches 

to accommodate local needs and constraints. Bradley and Orleans (1989), Erbaugh 

(1990), Leki (2001), Muncie (2002), Sampson (1984), and Sapp (2001) suggested 

that when applying western writing approaches for local use, writing teachers need 

to heighten their consciousness of the literary practices, educational tradition, 

student needs, and instructional constraints in the local context. Local adaptations 

of the western imports have been reported from various locales- For example, 

Bradley and Orleans made technological and cultural adjustments when using 

peer-reviewing activities in classrooms in China and Japan. In light of Arndt's 

(1993) finding that Chinese students prefer peer comments to be given in written 

form in the revision stage, Li (1994) experimented with success using annotations 

instead of oral feedback in a process-centered writing classroom in Hong Kong.   
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In a Turkish university, the process centered approach and rhetorical approach to 

academic writing were put into practice, though with various reservations due to 

Turkish teachers' conflicting attitudes toward western approaches (Clachar, 2000). 

In Ukraine, the process approach was implemented with both failure and success 

(Tarnopolsky, 2000). 

 In the globalization of the western writing theories and pedagogies most of 

the eastern countries like China, Japan, Hong Kong, Taiwan were the greatest 

beneficiaries. Pakistan in this respect is one of the countries where lack of research 

facilities, sub-standard education and slow pace of growth in information 

technology caused great impediment in acquiring and implementing the 

knowledge generated by the west. Now there seems a tendency of well coming 

and adopting the innovations in the teaching and learning English as a foreign 

language. 

2.7 A Model of  Process Writing to be Applied 

 Selection of topic: by teacher and/or students 

 Prewriting: brainstorming, generating ideas, note taking, outlining   

 Composing: getting ideas down on paper/ drafting / developing  

 Response to draft: teacher/ peers respond to ideas organization and style 

 Revising: reorganizing, style, adjusting to readers, refining ideas 

 Response to revisions: teacher/ peers respond to ideas organization and 

 style 

 Editing: checking and correcting the form, layout, other mistakes 

 Follow-up tasks:   addressing the weaknesses by the teacher (Hyland K. 

 2003, 11) 
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Keeping in mind the above model, a lesson plan (format) as in appendix–(L) was 

prepared which was used by the researcher in the experimental class.   

2.8 Conclusion 

From the discussion in this chapter, it can be concluded that process 

pedagogy is informed by the expressionist, cognitivists and systemic functional 

views of writing. Moreover, the L2 writing research seems greatly influenced by 

the L1 writing research. The research in L2 and L1 writing moved from focusing 

on the product or the final writing to the process writing and thus paving the way 

for how teachers can more effectively teach it. On the other hand, L2 writing 

research was parallel, though not simultaneous to L1 writing research in the shift 

from product to process. During the 1980s and 1990s, L2 writing research, mainly 

in ESL, stressed the importance of studying the process of ESL writing as an 

essential means to ease learning; how to write in an L2 context. However, L2 

writing research took two paths in this matter. Some early research called for 

treating L2 writers as native writers while others, later, research asserted that L2 

writers are different from Ll writers and, therefore, they should be taught 

differently. Nevertheless, in research studies it is evident that process pedagogy is 

still dominating in terms of classroom practice in different parts of the world, 

particularly in the eastern countries. 

Finally, it is backed by my personal conviction that writing as found by 

Zamel (1983) and Raimes (1985), is a highly recursive rather then linear process. 

It is an improved methodology that can help students walk through different and 

complicated stages of writing. Moreover, as suggested by various findings and 

reports mentioned earlier, teaching practices of English language professionals in 

Pakistan have not delivered a substantial progress in the students’ level of 

competence at various levels. At tertiary level, it is more important that teachers 

should change their traditional bent of mind and apply whatever works best in the 
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class. Ahsan’s (2004) is very significant study in this context. I, however strongly 

presume that this new methodology, backed by some professional awareness, 

would greatly befit the needs of all students at the public sector universities of 

Pakistan, and particularly in the similar contexts where I am working.  
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C H A P T E R   THREE 

Data Collection and Analysis Procedure 

3.1  Introduction 

This is one of the few most important chapters of this thesis. The chapter 

presents   the data collection and analysis procedure. As mentioned in the last 

chapter, this is an experimental study and mainly based on quantitative paradigm 

but has the blend of qualitative paradigm in the form of classroom observation. 

The data therefore, consists of three kinds; first, perception data which is drawn by 

the questionnaires, (I, II, III, IV and V) second is the product data which come 

from writing tests, (Product data I, II, II and IV). This data basically form the main 

data and the third data set is classroom observation. The term product data refers 

to the writing out put or writing tests given to students in the two classes at pre 

process teaching and post process teaching stages. Similar tests were also given to 

the other sample- class of students that formed the control class at the beginning 

and at the end of the semester four. 

In addition to the review of relevant literature as and when required, I have 

described the details of the perception data (questionnaire); construction, 

administration and analysis procedure; the product data (writing tests); designing 

of tests, administration evaluation and analysis procedures. 

 I would start with Hyland’s explanation for the kind of inquiry I am going 

to conduct. Hyland (2002) gives a highly convincing explanation to an 

experimental design of research. He says, I quote: 
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 “Experimental methods are often used to investigate the language 
behaviour of sample group under controlled conditions. While experiments 
have largely fallen from grace in writing research in favour of more 
qualitative, natural, and dicker' data-collection techniques, there are 
contexts in which they may be more appropriate. Experimental techniques 
explore the strength of a relationship between two variable features of a 
situation such as test scores, proficiency, instruction, and so on. The 
researcher seeks to discover if one variable influences another by holding 
other factors constant and varying the treatment given to two groups. The 
experiment is set up so that data is collected to minimize threats to the 
reliability and validity of the research. Statistical tests are then carried out 
on the data to find out if differences between the control and the 
experimental group are significant”. (Hyland, K.2002, pp.170) 

Data in any research occupy a central place because all other components 

of research directly depend on it. A serious and careful attempt is therefore, made 

to decide the nature of data that is going to be investigated, and then which tools 

would be more effective in answering the research questions based on that data. 

This is what, actually constitutes the validity and reliability which ultimately 

affects the findings of a study. This chapter therefore, explains in details how data 

collection tools such as, student questionnaires, teacher questionnaire,  writing 

tests and a checklist were constructed and used to find answers to the research 

questions asked in chapter one. Here also I refer my research questions as they 

arise.   

3.2 Perception Data I, II, III, IV and V: The Questionnaire: 
 construction, and  administration procedure. 

One questionnaire   was designed to be administered at pre and post stages 

of the study for participants in both the classes and one questionnaire for teachers 

was designed to be administered only once. The questionnaires were intended to 

answer the following research questions. The data elicited from the questionnaires 

is termed as perception data as suggested by Bryman (2004) 
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The other procedures were also used to validate the data reported in the 

questionnaires:-  

3.2.1.   Research Questions & Research Methods 

This section will introduce my research questions and perception data 

collection instruments which are the questionnaires (for students and teachers). I 

will also discuss the importance, design, advantages and disadvantages of these 

research instruments which will be followed by the justification of the 

construction and administration of the questionnaires. 

My main (MRQ) and sub research questions (SRQ) for this section are: 

1. What are students’ views about the teaching of writing? (MRQ)  

 1.1  How do students perceive their teachers’ teaching of writing  

 English? (SRQ)  

1.2  Does this teaching methodology help solve students’ problems in 

 writing? (SRQ) 

2. What are the teacher’s views about the teaching of writing?   

 (MRQ) 

2.1.  What are their views about teaching methodology? (SRQ) 

2.2 . What are their views about students’ efficiency in written English?  

  (SRQ) 

2.3.  What are the reasons for supposedly low level of written efficiency? 

(SRQ) 

2.4. What are their views about a new method of teaching writing?  

  (SRQ) 
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3. What are the teaching and learning processes in the 
 classrooms? 

Exploring the answers to the above questions, and as a convenient starting 

point, I selected a questionnaire-based data collection method which was then 

complemented by other kinds of data such as writing tests and classroom 

observation. 

A questionnaire is defined by Richards et al., (1992) as “a set of questions 

on a topic or group of topics designed to be answered by a respondent” (p.303). 

Questionnaire survey is a very commonly used research method for data collection 

in educational contexts. It is mostly used when the information to be collected 

and/or elicited is confidential and sensitive. Questionnaire also gives the subjects 

or participants enough time to think about and consider their answers. Although it 

has the merit of increasing the generality of the data and the veracity in the 

subjects’ answers (Mason and Bramble 1979), there is the danger that the subjects 

might give false answers if they feel threatened or in order to please the 

researchers. Assurances of confidentiality are, therefore, very important, as well as 

explanation of how the data collected will be used. The need for an honest opinion 

must be stressed in the instructions. 

A questionnaire survey has a number of advantages (Oppenheim 1992: 102) 

1.  It is cheaper than other means of data collection: e.g. tape recording 

an interview or observation. 

2.  It facilitates the inclusion of a larger body of subjects. 

3.  It ensures the anonymity of the subjects if their names are not   

  elicited. 

4.  Participating subjects are exposed to the same set of questions and  

  instructions. 
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5.  Compared to interviews, the interviewer's bias is avoided. 

The main advantage of using questionnaires to collect data is that it allows 

for a larger sample, and therefore, the gathering of more data in a shorter period of 

time. As Thurlow (2001) states, the practical considerations of conducting  a class-

based research, which clearly has only very limited access to research participants, 

requires a time-efficient method such as this questionnaire. Wray. (1998) also 

comment that "At their most tightly controlled, questionnaires can allow data to be 

collected in the same, replicable way from a large number of informants. This 

makes comparison of results easier and conclusions clearer" (p.167). They 

continue to say, "Although questionnaires can be used with any number of 

subjects, their true usefulness is with large numbers. A large sample will be more 

representative and can lend greater weight to your claims" (Wray.1998 p.168). In 

this study, I had chosen two classes; one of 56 students and the other of 47 

students. 

 Of course, there are limitations in the use of questionnaires to collect data. 

Dusek (1987) suggests the disadvantages of questionnaires are that they generate 

largely descriptive data, revealing very little information about the kinds of cause 

and effect relationship explored in more closely controlled experimental 

conditions. 

Some other disadvantages are; first, the researcher cannot be sure which of 

his/her subjects have answered the questionnaire items fully and which have not. 

Second, there is the possibility of a low response rate especially if the subjects 

have no interest in the content of the questionnaire. Third, questionnaires provide 

no opportunity for extra clarification when needed. 

Infact many linguists feel that questionnaires are best used in association 

with other types of data elicitation methods (1987, p.10; Saville- Troike, 1989, 

p.129; Wray.1998, p.167). Because a fuller picture of data can be accessed if it is 
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approached from more than one angle. In this study therefore the perception data 

(questionnaires) is complemented by product data (writing tests). 

3.2.2 Perception Data Set-I and II Construction of the Student   
Questionnaire (Pre and Post) for the Experimental Class 

As mentioned in the last section, I expected that an appropriate design of 

the student questionnaire would enable me to use a time effective way to present 

all the question items in the questionnaire and help explore the perceptions of the 

participants at the two stages (pre and post in both the classes). 

In this section therefore, I discuss the construction/design and 

administration procedures of the questionnaire. Before this I would explain from 

literature the design of a questionnaire. 

Moore (1987) observes the most commonly used types of questionnaires 

are closed, structured, and open questionnaires. In a closed questionnaire, the 

subjects are provided with a set of answers to each question item and are required 

to circle or tick an answer after reading each question. This type of questionnaire 

produces uniformity among the subjects with regard to the matter under 

investigation. It also requires no writing on the part of the subjects (Oppenhiem 

1992). 

Closed questionnaires, however, have some drawbacks. For example, they 

restrict the subjects' answers to the answers provided by the researcher thus 

limiting the contribution of other valuable information by the subjects. Moreover, 

some subjects may decide not to answer some question items when they think they 

have different views from the views offered in the form of the answers listed by 

the researcher. 
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Another type of questionnaire is the open questionnaire where the subjects 

are expected to provide and note down their answers to a set of questions drawn 

up by the researcher. Although this type of questionnaire can yield some detailed 

answers and valuable information about the matter being investigated and gives 

the subjects an opportunity to express themselves more freely and in their own 

words, the researcher can end up with a lot of information that can sometimes be 

difficult to categorize and analyze. Moreover, it requires subjects to put more 

effort into answering questions that may be boring for them and can result in some 

question items being left unanswered. 

Taking into account the advantages and disadvantages of both types of 

questionnaire, the researcher of this study decided to use the closed questionnaire 

type. To overcome the limitations of this type of questionnaire, the researcher 

included some open-ended questions at the end of each section in the teachers’ 

questionnaire to allow them to feel that they can contribute more individual points 

of view and detailed information than is elicited in closed questions. However 

student questionnaire was tightly structured and this was decided that as the 

students writing efficiency is assumed not so good it is better to keep the 

questionnaire closed. The concept of this questionnaire, which is mostly close 

ended, is finally an out come of personal experiences, informal talk with teachers 

of English language and literature, and the relevant literature review. 

The construction process of students’ questionnaire took a lot of time 

because students wanted to have more and more simple language to understand the 

items. It created lot of problems in understanding the items, yet it was in a 

consistent process of revision until the final and highly focused version as in 

appendix (B).In order to ensure the content validity it was frequently translated in 

their L1. The revisions were intended to incorporate not only a sense of simplicity 

but also to take on board all the relevant questions that truly represent and support 
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the main research question. Initially, it was constructed on ‘yes’, ‘no’ and multiple 

choice formats but later as suggested by the piloting phase it was decided to 

employ a  five point likert scale. These scales offered 5 rankings (strongly 

disagree, disagree, do not know, agree, and strongly agree,). With this version 

students felt more comfortable. The questionnaires basically comprised three parts 

with 32 items. This excluded the background information as a part I. Part II 

addressed students’ response to current teaching methodology / practices. This 

part describes 21 statements which the participants were instructed to agree or 

disagree in five rankings. All the statements were organized in such a way so that I 

could understand and identify students opinions about what teachers normally do 

when they go to an undergraduate class intended for teaching of writing. This part 

encompassed statements of methodology to statements about students’ activities 

and processes of learning writing and their views about teaching materials as well. 

 The part III was about the problems in writing, though this does not 

directly represent the research questions, it aimed to look into the nature of 

problems students were encountering. This was done with a view to support the 

idea that the students cannot write efficiently due to reasons which are directly or 

in directly associated with a teaching methodology/practice. Moreover it aimed to 

see any change in participants’ perception about their problems at both the stages 

of the study. There were 11 items in this part. All the statements focused closely 

on students problems regarding their being unable to write efficiently. 



 73

3.2.3 Administration Procedure of the Questionnaire in the 
Experimental Class  

Pre process teaching stage: The questionnaire was administered at the 

beginning and at the end of semester four. The administration of the questionnaire 

was not troublesome because advance permission was obtained from the head of 

the department; moreover, the other teacher who taught this class in the previous 

semester was very cooperative and spared his time to help me administer the 

questionnaire. Although there were clear instructions about the study and 

questionnaire on page no.1, the participants were also told these instructions in 

their native language (L1). They were also guided in their L1, whenever, they 

were confused about any item during the responding period. As there was no time 

limit, the majority of the students finished in 40 minutes time and when we 

collected the final questionnaire there were still 10 minutes remaining. Due to the 

assistant teacher of English compulsory participants cooperated so as to organize 

smooth administration of the questionnaire. Participants in this questionnaire were 

52   of B.A. (H) Part. II, - fourth semester. The total number of students on the roll 

was 56 but 52   students took part in this very first stage of the study. 

 Post process teaching stage: The same questionnaire was again 

administered after a period of four months in the experimental class and after the 

students of this class (E.C) had finished learning to write by a process method. 

This was the end of the semester four in a class of B.A.P.II. I did not feel any 

difficulty here because the students were aware of this practice and because I was 

their teacher who taught them the course of writing for one semester. There may 

be some other reasons but I found the students at this stage more comfortable and 

cooperative than in the beginning of the semester. The time consumed at this stage 

was only 35 minutes. The total number of participants at this stage was 52 against 

the total class strength which was 65. 
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3.2.4         Perception Data Set-III and IV: Construction of the Student   
         Questionnaire (Pre and Post) for the Control Class 

 This is the same questionnaire as has been discussed in the last section 

(3.2.2). This has   such a design to seek students’ response on both the aspects that 

is ‘How & what’ was taught?  And how and what was not taught?  

The first aspect focused on what usually teachers do (1–8 items), the 

second aspect reflected statements which were more driven by a process based 

methodology then a traditional methodology. The items (9-17) describe these 

ideas. While designing the questionnaire in the first phase of the study, it was 

decided that the same questionnaire has to be re- employed after the treatment is 

given to the target class; therefore it has to be of such a design so that it could 

reflect upon current and proposed methodologies and problems respectively. 

Moreover, the similarity of items asked at the pre teaching stage and at the post 

teaching stage would help easily determine the change in students’ perception, if 

any, caused by teaching them with the traditional methodology. Although there 

was another technique to determine students improved performance, it was felt 

that the questionnaire at this stage would also strengthen the product (the writing 

test) findings. 

3.2.5   The Administration Procedure of the Questionnaire in the   
   Control Class  

 Pre traditional teaching  

This questionnaire was administered in the beginning of the semester four. 

During the administration of the questionnaire in this class, same procedure was 

repeated as in the experimental class, and advance permission was obtained from 

the head of this department also, moreover, the teacher who was assigned to teach 

this class, was very cooperative and spared his whole class for 50 minutes time to 
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help me administer the questionnaire.  All the instructions about the study were 

very clear on page no.1of the questionnaire, the participants were also told these 

instructions in their native language (L1). They were also guided in their L1, 

whenever, they were confused about any item during the responding period. As 

there was no time limit, majority of the students finished in 40 minutes time and 

when we collected the final questionnaire there were still 10 minutes remaining. 

Due to the assistance and the cooperation of the class teacher, we smoothly 

completed the entire process. Although there were 52 students enrolled in this 

class but 47 students took part in this first phase of the investigation in the control 

class. 

 Post traditional teaching 

 The same questionnaire was again administered after a period of four 

months in the control class and after the students of this class   had finished 

learning to write by a traditional product based method. This was the end of the 

semester four in a class of B.A. Part. (II). I felt less difficulty this time. I did it in 

the presence and with the assistance of their teacher who taught them the course of 

writing for one semester. There may be some other reasons but I found the 

students at this stage more comfortable and cooperative then in at the pre stage of 

the study. The time consumed at this stage was only 45 minutes. The total number 

of participants at this stage was 42 against the total class strength which was 52. 
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3.2.6      Perception Data Set-V :Teacher’s Questionnaire; the 
construction and administration 

3.2.6.1  The Construction  

The construction of teachers’ questionnaire was a crucial job. While 

designing this questionnaire, I had to keep in mind many things such as teacher’s 

temperament; their knowledge and their honestly responding to questions that 

directly expose their classroom practices. Before constructing the questionnaire, I 

had several informal discussions with teachers about the standard of writing 

English in Pakistani universities in general and universities of rural areas like Shah 

Abdul Latif University in particular.  

This was intended to motivate the teachers to discuss an issue, which they 

were a part of and experiencing it for many years. This was necessary because all 

the teachers told that they had never been asked to fill in a questionnaire and 

therefore they were quite inexperienced to such a kind of inquiry; so all the 10 

(Ten) teachers were personally motivated to cooperate in this study in which we 

were trying to see how a new teaching methodology can help us improve students 

written efficiency. During this period, I found that the majority of the teachers 

were of the opinion that students writing efficiency is very low. This was the 

observation that made me ask the teachers several questions about the possible 

reasons for low level of writing efficiency. Moreover identifying the problems 

from teachers’ point of view would let me realize the need and the suitability of a 

new methodology which can indirectly minimize these problems. This is 

noteworthy here that conducting a research in a non research oriented environment 

(rural areas in Pakistan) has its own beauty and excitement but all this is very 

painful too, simply because one is doing a thing which is never done before in that 

context at least. 
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 This questionnaire after pilot testing was amended on several occasions so 

as to focus the big picture. The final form of the questionnaire as appears at 

appendix- (I) consisted of four parts and 23 items. Part one deals with the 

background information part. II focuses on teacher’s current teaching practices or 

methodology, part. III deals with teacher’s opinions about students’ efficiency in 

written English and part. IV reflects upon teacher’s perception about a new 

methodology. The total number of items (questions) in the questionnaire was 23 

with 19 sub items. Most of the questions in this questionnaire were close ended 

except one open ended question was included in the end in part II and part III 

sections. This was done with a view to give freedom to teachers to write what ever 

they feel relevant to that section. The questionnaire begins with background 

information in part-I which is fill in the blanks and in part II, there are multiple 

choices given to each question till item number 5 in which the teachers are asked 

to rank the importance of knowing the teaching methods. From item No. 6 to item 

No.19, a likert scale containing four ranks 1 to 4 was used. Items from 7 to17 dealt 

with what actually teachers do when teaching writing, in a sense they were 

required to reflect upon their classroom practice. Item number 18 was open ended 

where teachers were asked to add any thing else they do in class. One for strongly 

disagree to four for strong agree. There was no fifth scale like “do not know” it 

was deliberately left out so that teachers might be urged to rank their opinions.  

In part III and IV, most of the questions were also based on four point likert 

scale, except a few questions on multiple choice pattern in part. III. The last part 

ended with an open ended question which was set to get a more qualitative view of 

teachers regarding their teaching, students’ efficiency, and proposed methodology.   



 78

3.2.6.2 Administration Procedure 

 As mentioned earlier the teachers of English were motivated in advance to 

cooperate in questionnaire administration process. All the teachers very candidly 

received the questionnaire but they filled it at their respective homes for two 

reasons, first, because they did not have enough time on campus due to heavy 

workload of assessment and teaching, second they wanted to give themselves 

enough time to study the questions and think about the answers. Unlike student 

questionnaire, for this I did not obtain any official permission as it was not 

necessary. But in my personal meetings with these teachers I motivated them to be 

the part of this study.  All the 10 teachers were teaching the same course at same 

level in the University. After a few days my colleagues brought the dully filled in 

questionnaire.   

3.3   Perception Data Set I,II,III IV and V  Analysis Procedure    

3.3.1 Perception Data I and II: Student Questionnaire (pre and   

 post); analysis procedure of the experimental class 

After the administration of the first questionnaire at the beginning of the 

semester IV, the questionnaire was analyzed on the basis of percentages-simple 

statistics, and presented in the form of bars. 

Data that elicited from this questionnaire helped to design the questionnaire 

for teachers, moreover, this data after its analysis was kept intact until the end of 

semester four, when the same students received the treatment and were given 

similar questionnaire again. The data was analyzed with the help of statistics, 

percentages, bars and tables as deemed necessary.  The data was analyzed by 

using simple statistical percentages and their frequency. The analysis and 

interpretation of the perception data were made item by item with the help of 
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statistics, alternatives and bars. We will see in the next chapter, there are six bars 

with three colors for each item. Three bars represent the pre teaching perception of 

the participants and three bars represent post teaching perception of the same 

participants. This is important to note that the responses (1+2) which means 

strongly disagree and disagree were combined under one column of disagreement 

and column (3+4) agree and strongly agree were combined under the title of 

agreement. This method has been used by various researchers (Zhoa, S.2005 and 

Alnofal, A; 2003). The data derived from this questionnaire (Post process 

teaching) was also analyzed, and the findings were compared with the findings of 

first questionnaire (Pre-process teaching questionnaire). The ‘do not know’ 

responses were presumed to be undecided or incapable of understanding the 

questionnaire items, hence were left out considering their shortest number and 

therefore in significant. 

3.3.2   Student Questionnaire-III and IV; Analysis Procedure of   

  the Control Class 

The data of the participants in this class were also analyzed by using simple 

statistical percentages and their frequency. The analysis and interpretation of the 

perception data was   made item by item with the help of statistics, alternatives and 

bars. There are six bars with three colors for each item. This may be  noted that the 

responses (1+2) which means strongly disagree and disagree were combined under 

one column of disagreement and column (3+4) agree and strongly agree were 

combined under the title of agreement. This method has been used by various 

researchers (Zhoa, 2005 and Alnofal, 2003). The ‘do not know’ responses as 

mentioned earlier, were presumed to be undecided or incapable of understanding 

the questionnaire items, hence were left out considering their shortest number and 

therefore in significant. 
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3.3.3  Perception Data Set V: Teacher’s Questionnaire; analysis   

  procedure 

This data was also analyzed by using simple statistical percentages and 

their frequency. The procedure was almost the same as in the analysis of the 

student questionnaires. The responses (1+2) which means strongly disagree and 

disagree were combined under one column of disagreement and column (3+4) 

agree and strongly agree were combined under the title of agreement. Some items 

responses for the   question were combined as (a) + (b)   and   (c) + (d). Item # 19 

the responses were merged in the three categories (a) (b)   and   (c) Poor, fair and 

good respectively. Seven sub items of question # 22 were also merged as (1) for 

not at all effective, with (2) for slightly effective, and (3) fairly effective with (4) 

very effective. The table looked like Not Effective (1+2) Effective (3+4). 

3.4  Product Data Sets I.II.III and IV: Design, administration, collection 

 and analysis procedure 

In this section I will discuss the designing issues in product data such as 

writing tests, collection and analysis procedures. I will try to get maximum support 

from relevant literature. I therefore, start off with the designing of the writing tests. 

The tests were designed to answer the following research questions. 

3.4.1  Research questions 

1. How do students perform in a writing test before and after the 

process based teaching of writing? (Experimental Class) 

2. How do students perform in a writing test before and after   the 

traditional teaching of writing? (Control Class) 
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3.4.2   Designing the Writing Test 

In designing a writing test, the logical place to begin with is by considering 

what we plan to use the test for. Or in the words of Bachman and Palmer (1996), 

what is the purpose of the test? They have mentioned two main purposes of 

designing a writing test. The primary purpose is to make inferences about the 

language ability and the secondary purpose is to make decisions based on those 

inferences. Weigle (2002) and Douglas (2000) suggest three types of inferences, 

which we can make on the basis of a language test: proficiency, diagnosis and 

achievement. Of these three, inferences about achievement or the degree to which 

individuals or groups of students have met specific instructional goals – are used 

to make decisions about grading and promotion on the individual level and about 

modification of instruction on the classroom level (Weighe, 2002). So the purpose 

of this test is to see students’ ability in writing in terms of their achievement at 

different levels. In other words how students perform in a writing task. It is worth 

mentioning the notion of performance assessment given by Bachman and Palmer 

(1996) and Mc Namara (1996). They have provided a very simple view of 

performance assessment by making out two senses. One, a ‘weak sense’ and the 

other, as a ‘strong sense’ of the term ‘performance assessment’. In the strong sense 

of the term the focus is on a successful completion of task or the function that a 

particular form of writing (letter / report/essay) is expected to fulfill. In the weak 

sense of the term, on the other hand, the focus of the assessment is on the 

‘language used’ not on the ‘fulfillment of the task’. Tasks used here may relate 

real life situations but their purpose is to display language proficiency, not to 

persuade or apologize, (Weigle, 2002: p.47).  

In the light of above explanation Mc Namara (1996) agrees that most of the 

tests fall some where between these two ends of the continum. Bachman and 

Palmer (1996) maintain that the most important consideration in designing a test is 
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the ‘use’ for which it is intended which means its usefulness. They define test 

usefulness in terms of six qualities, its reliability, construct validity, authenticity, 

interactiveness, impact, and practicality. Although it is not possible for test 

designers to maximize all these qualities because of contextual variations yet a test 

developer should try to determine an appropriate balance among these qualities for 

the specific situation. Bachman and Palmer (1996) therefore, suggest at least three 

guiding principles for usefulness in test construction. First, it is the overall 

usefulness of the test rather than the individual qualities that affect the usefulness. 

Second; the individual test qualities must be evaluated by combining them with 

the overall effect of the test. Third, test usefulness and appropriate balance among 

the different qualities cannot be prescribed in general, but must be determined for 

each specific testing situation.    

Weigle (2002) found that an evaluation task in which test takers actually 

produce a sample of writing, often referred to as a 'direct' test of writing, is 

probably the most common method for testing writing in both first- and second 

language contexts. Hamp-Lyons (1991) gave five characteristics of such 'direct' 

test of writing. Candidates must write at least one piece of continuous text; test 

takers are given a set of instructions or 'prompt' but have considerable freedom in 

responding to the prompt; each test is read by at least one, and normally two or 

more, trained raters; judgments are tied to a common yardstick, such as a set of 

sample responses or one or more rating scales; and judgments are expressed as 

numbers. Two additional characteristics of most such writing tests are the fact that 

texts are written in a limited time frame, generally between thirty minutes and two 

hours and the topic is unknown to the test takers in advance.  

White (1994) suggests four minimum requirements for designing a test. 

These are clarity, validity, reliability and interest. By clarity he means that the test 

should be so easy and simple that the test taker can understand quickly, by validity 
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he means the potential of the prompt which allows the weak and strong students at 

their own respective levels equally to perform their best. By reliability he refers to 

the consistency of the scoring criteria, moreover, reliability is the function of rater 

training, and the development of clear and concise scoring rubric. Finally the task 

must be interesting for the test takers and the test readers, so that the writer can say 

any thing he/she likes and the readers to enjoy evaluation. 

Alderson (1995) pointed out the usefulness of test specifications which may 

take different forms and vary from situation to situation like some may need 

general information about the test and some may look for a detailed specification. 

Bachman and Palmer (1996) and Alderson. (1995) suggested numbers of formats 

for specification at the level of whole test. They suggest specifications should 

include at minimum the following: 

 A descriptions of the test content, organization and time allotment 

 The criteria for correctness 

 Sample task/items 

A slightly different approach is advocated by Butler et al., (1996). They are 

of the view that in writing test specifications; an introductory page is included 

which contains a general description that is applicable to the test. 

After reviewing the above literatures the writing test was prepared. This 

writing test which I am referring as “ a writing prompt” contains all the qualities, 

specifications with regard to its being useful and maintaining the construct as well 

as the content validity. The format in this study contained four pages. The page   

one mentioned the rubrics or instructions for students followed by three choices, 

and three pages to write on. 
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3.4.2.1 Prompt Choice 

 Although, there is a considerable debate on whether or not to give more 

than one choice, the literature tells us that one specific area of test taker behavior, 

that has been investigated is test takers’ choice of prompts. In a study of prompt 

choice Polio and Glew (1996) found that the most frequently cited reason for 

choosing particular prompt was perceived familiarity with the topic (Weigle, 

2002:75) Other reasons given were the level of generality or specificity of the 

prompt, the perceived rhetorical structure elicited by the prompt, interest in the 

prompt, and knowledge of appropriate English vocabulary. Polio and Glew also 

found that students did not feel that choosing a topic took up an inordinate amount 

of time, and they overwhelmingly agreed that there should be a choice of topic on 

a writing test. Similar results were found by Weigle et al., (2000) in a study of 

prompt choice in a university writing test for non-native speakers of English. 

However, Weigle et al., also found that reasons for choosing specific prompts 

differed according to whether the prompts were personal or on-personal, with 

familiarity being more important for personal prompts and perceived ability to 

organize and develop a topic being more of a factor for non-personal prompts. In 

the light of above literature review I decided to give three choices. In addition, to 

the above reviews regarding prompt choice I also devised the prompt wording 

carefully. 

3.4.2.2 Prompt Wording 

 Rhetorical specification, as defined by Brossell (1984, 1986), concerns 

the extent to which the writing prompt specifies for the writer the purpose, 

audience, speaker, and subject of a writing task. Brossell (1983), working with 

school-aged L1 writers, tested the hypothesis that writing prompts with full 

rhetorical specification would elicit higher quality essays than writing prompts 

with less specification However, he found that prompts that had a medium level of 
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information load produced higher quality compositions than those, with either full 

specification or no specification. Brossell hypothesized that the moderate-load 

prompt helped to focus students more than the low-load prompt, but the high-load 

prompt repeated unnecessary information and may thus have wasted examiners' 

time that could have been spent in writing. The wording of essay prompts may, 

therefore, also have an effect on the scores, but this too has not been conclusively 

demonstrated. Brossell and Ash (1984), and Hoetker and Brossell (1989) found no 

significant differences in scores due to difference in prompt wording. The studies 

were done with L1 writers; it may well be the case that differences in the wording 

of essay prompts have a greater effect on writers, but this has not been 

demonstrated empirically, apart from anecdotes of ESL, students 

misunderstanding culture-specific terms such as ‘blind date’ in writing prompts 

(Kroll and Reid, 1994). 

The above literature therefore provides enough evidence to provide students 

more than one choice so that they can display the best of their abilities. Moreover 

as suggested by literature the (prompts) topics were worded very short and simple 

for easy understanding of the students.  

3.4.2.3 The Nature of Topics in the Test 

  This issue has been well addressed in research over the last few years. 

That what topics the test takers should write about and what should be avoided. 

The most important consideration here is accessibility to all test takers. Weighle 

(2002) suggests that it is not difficult to find topics that every one can write. How 

ever, controversy is seen in academic writing where the test takers need to 

demonstrate the ability to write a well organized essay on topics relying on 

‘personal experience’ to more ‘general’ topics. Wolcott (1998) gives the 

advantages and disadvantages of these two general categories of topics. Personal 

topics, in which test takers write about their own experiences, have the advantage 
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that test takers will become more engaged in the topic and may thus perform better 

than they otherwise would. Personal topics also do not require any specialized 

background knowledge and are thus accessible to most, if not all, test takers. In 

addition, personal topics tend to elicit a great variety of responses, which may help 

to sustain raters' interest which is an important consideration, particularly in large-

scale testing when raters may be asked to read large numbers of essays. 

On the other hand, some students, particularly those from cultures in which 

self-expression is not valued in writing, may have difficulties with personal topics. 

Another disadvantage is that test takers may become emotionally involved in 

responding to personal topics, which can result in the writing becoming more of a 

release of strong emotion and a reliving of experience, with the writing process 

itself becoming of secondary importance. In the same way, scoring essays on 

personal topics can become problematic if students reveal painful personal details. 

Perhaps the most serious problem with personal topics in terms of construct 

validity, however, is the fact that personal writing is of limited relevance in many 

TLU (Target Language Use) situations, such as vocational and professional 

settings. General (i.e. non-personal) topics may be problematic as well, even if 

they avoid some of the pitfalls of personal topics. Since these topics require test 

takers to write about something other than their own, experience, there is a danger 

that test takers may not have the appropriate background knowledge to write with 

confidence on some topics. However, if the topic is sufficiently general for all test 

takers to have relevant knowledge, the responses may be mechanical, and raters 

may have a difficult time distinguishing between essays that are similar in form 

and content. Weigle (2002) suggests that topics that are controversial, such as 

capital punishment or abortion, may arouse strong emotions and can interfere with 

the writing process, therefore should be avoided. 
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 Keeping in view these advantages and disadvantages we selected such 

topics which are a blend of personal experiences and non personal i.e descriptive 

and expository nature. This is also in conformity with IELTS Hand book 

(1999,p.84). 

 Considering these guidelines and the local context, writing prompt   as at      

appendix (J) for pre and as at appendix (K) for post tests were developed 

respectively. 

 The topics used in the first phase of study were: 

1. Describe the Role of Education in our Life. 

2. Describe the Best or Worst Experiences you have had in the Last  

  one year. 

3. A Comparison between College and University life 

The prompts used for pre tests stage were same in experimental class as 

well as in the control class, but topics given at the post  teaching stage for both the 

classes were changed hence the following topics were given. 

1. My Favorite Book 

2. Advantages and Disadvantages of Co-education 

3. A Comparison between Village and City Life. 

3.4.2.4 Time Allotment 

 Specifications of time occupy serious attention by the scholars in L1 

& L2 writing assessment. It is very important to decide how much time will be 

given to the test takers. Powers and Fowles (1999) reported that students 

performed better on a writing task-in grammar oriented instruction contexts, when 

given 60 minutes, than when they were given 40 minutes. But they noted that in 
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their literature review they did not find any uniformity. This suggests that 

allotment of time is subject to contexts, hence it varies. In this study, therefore the 

time limit fixed was 50 minutes in all the four tests respectively. 

3.4.2.5 Instructions (Rubric)  

 Setting clear instructions for test takers is obviously an important 

aspect of designing a valid test. Some research has shown that the amount of detail 

provided in instructions for writing tests can have an effect on test scores. 

Bachman and Palmer (1996) provide three guidelines for instructions: (1) they 

should be simple enough for test takers to understand, (2) they should be short 

enough not to take up too much of the test administration time and they should be 

sufficiently detailed for test takers to know exactly what is expected of them. For a 

writing task, instructions should include, at a minimum, a specification of the 

audience and purpose of the writing, some indications of how long the response 

should be. Carson (2000) suggests that length should be specified in terms of 

pages (one, two or three pages) Driven by these views an effective and easy   

instructions were set in the rubric as in the following figure. 

Figure- 2 

Rubric  

Date:………  Time:………….   Venue…                      Class………. 

 Instructions:  
 

1. You will see three topics followed by these instructions. Choose one of 

 the three to write your essay on. You will have 50 minutes. 

2.  Try to write as much as you can. If you wish you may make an outline. 

 You may revise or correct your writing but make sure that your hand 

 writing is readable. 
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3. You will be evaluated on the basis of a general impression driven by 

 content organization and language. 

4. You have three pages/papers attached. Do not write on the backside of 

 the paper. 

5. Please be honest and serious. Your essays are going to contribute to a 

 study which may help improve your writing efficiency. 

6. Please make sure that your essays will remain a secret. 

ESSAY PROMPTS (Pre Test in both classes in the beginning of the 

 semester) 

1. Describe the Role of Education in our Life.  

2.  A Comparison between College Life and University life 

3. Describe the Best or worst Experiences you have had in the Last  

  one year 

ESSAY PROMPTS (Post Test in both classes at the end of the semester) 

1. My Favorite Book 

2. Advantages and disadvantages of Co-education. 

3.  A Comparison between Village life and City Life. 

3.5 Administration 

The administration of writing tests took place on two occasions one at the 

beginning and the other at the end of the fourth semester. The writing test after its 

pre testing (piloting) was administered in the beginning and at the end of the 

fourth semester of the students in both the classes (Experimental class and Control 

class). 
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3.6 Raters (Judges)  

  The selection of raters (judges) for this study was very curial because all 

of my colleagues were inexperienced in rating or assessing writing on a holistic 

scale. Literature on the other hand presents an incomplete picture of how 

experienced and inexperienced raters affect the evaluation process and the out 

come.   The study of rater variables in writing assessment has taken two main foci: 

a consideration of what attributes of compositions raters focus on while evaluating 

writing, and the investigation of background rater characteristics and their effects 

of the process of reading compositions and ultimately on the scores that raters use. 

In this respect Weigle (2002) maintains that verbal protocol analysis has been used 

to investigate the process of composition rating and to determine what aspects of 

writing are attended to by the raters, frequently as a means of investigating 

differences between expert and novice raters. Huot (1988)  found that both expert 

and novice raters attended primarily to content in rating L1 essays, although the 

expert raters had more coherent rating strategies than the novice raters. In studies 

of raters of L2 writing, both Cumming (1989) and Connor and Carrell (1991) 

reported similar findings, which means that raters tended to devote the majority of 

their attention to content, or the gist. 

Vaughan (l992) also looking at raters of L2 writing, tentatively identified 

several approaches to holistic assessment, such as the 'First impression dominates 

approach' or the 'grammar-oriented rater.' Vaughan suggests that while raters can 

agree on many essays based on the guidelines for holistic assessment, they may 

fall back on their individual rating style for essays that do not clearly fit the 

descriptors of the scale.  

In recent years, researchers have focused on the attributes of raters that may 

affect their ratings. Of these, composition teaching or rating experiences are the 

variables that have received the most attention. Ruth and Murphy (1988) report on 
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a study by Keech and McNelly (1982), who compared the holistic ratings of high 

school students, novice researchers, and expert teachers on 114 L1 student essays, 

and found that student ratings were significantly lower than expert teacher ratings, 

with novice teacher ratings in between the two classes. On the other hand, 

Sweedler-Brown (1985) found that rater trainers were harsher in their ratings of 

L2 writing than less experienced readers. Similar results were reported by 

Cumming (1990) in L2 and Breland and Jones (1994) in L1. 

Weigle (1994, 1999) compared the rating patterns of inexperienced and 

experienced raters of ESL composition both before and after training across two 

prompt types: one that involved making and defending a choice based on 

information presented in a table or chart (the Choice prompt), and one that 

required test takers to describe trends in a graph and make predictions based on the 

information presented in the graph (the graph prompt). While both classes of raters 

graded the choice essays equally severely before training, the inexperienced 

untrained raters were significantly more severe in their rating of the ‘Graph 

essays’ than the experienced raters. An analysis of raters' think-aloud protocols 

suggested several factors that might account for these results. The choice prompt 

tended to elicit traditional five-paragraph essays that were similar in form to one 

another, while the Graph prompt could be approached from several rhetorical 

angles. Inexperienced raters found the scoring guide descriptors-which mentioned 

qualities of the introduction, body, and conclusion-easier to apply to the choice 

essays and were thus able to apply the scoring criteria appropriately to these 

essays even without training. These raters tended to penalize the Graph essay for 

not following the traditional five-paragraph format. Experienced raters, on the 

other hand, tended to reward Graph essays that did not approach the topics in the 

original way. Weigle’s (1994, 1999) findings thus support the idea that even 

inexperienced raters can perform valid evaluation. 
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After reviewing the above literature, we can conclude that there is a good 

possibility to get the job of evaluation (assessment) done from the inexperienced 

raters and that they can maintain a very good sense of inter rater reliability. 

Moreover, there was no other choice. In this way three teachers who had very 

good experience of traditional assessment were requested to carry out the job. 

Infact they were provided a descriptor of the holistic scale for an advanced reading 

which was followed by 40 minutes sitting of all the three raters and the researcher. 

The sitting (meeting) discussed in detail each scale 1–6, its complete criteria and 

specifications and the sitting concluded with a good sense of satisfaction of raters 

in terms of their understanding the scales. They all also agreed   to have a sort of 

piloting practice (a training session) to set the samples before, they sit for the final 

evaluation of the anonymous scripts. 

3.7 Selection of Rating Scale for Evaluation  

The purpose of evaluation was to know students’ ability and in order to 

obtain valid results, upon which to determine the impact of new teaching method, 

the choice of evaluation instrument becomes more significant. Although Gamaroff 

( 2000) states that language testing is not in an ‘abyss of ignorance’ , the choice of 

the ‘right’ essay writing evaluation criteria in many programs remains problematic 

as often those chosen are inappropriate for the purpose (Bacha. 2001).  

As McNamara (1996) argues that, the scale that is used in assessing 

performance tasks such as writing tests represents, implicitly or explicitly, the 

theoretical basis upon which the test is founded; that is, it embodies the test (or 

scale) developer's notion of what skills or abilities are being measured by the test. 

For this reason the development of a scale (or set of scales) and the descriptors for 

each scale level are of critical importance for the validity of the assessment. 
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There are different types of rating scales and one of the first decisions to be 

made in determining a system for scoring is what type of rating scale will be used: 

that is, should a single score be given to each script, or will each script be scored 

on several different features? This issue has been the subject of a great deal of 

research and discussion over the past three decades. In the composition literature, 

three main types of rating scales are discussed: primary trait scales, holistic scales, 

and analytic scales. In recent second-language literature, a fourth type of scale, 

called a multiple-trait scale, is also frequently referred to (Hamp-Lyons, 1990; 

Cohen, 1994). However, many of the characteristics described to multiple-trait 

scales have to do more with procedures for developing and using the scales, rather 

than with the description of the scales themselves.  

In evaluating essay writing either holistically or analytically, teachers have 

had to take care of a number of concerns that have been found in the research to 

affect the assigning of a final score to a writing product. Some of these concerns 

have included |the need to attain valid and reliable scores, set relevant tasks, give 

sufficient writing time, set clear essay-prompts, and choose appropriate rhetorical 

modes. These issues are of particular concern and often require different 

consideration when evaluating non-native student essays in English (Jacobs et al., 

1981; Hump-Lyons, 1986a, b, 1990, 1991, 1995; Horowitz, 1986a, b; Lloyd-

Jones, 1987; Kroll, 1990a, b; Tedick, 1990; Pere-Woodley, 1991; Reid, 1993; 

Cushing-Weigle, 1994; Douglas, 1995; Shohamy, 1995; Upshur and Turner, 1995; 

Kunnan, 1998).'However, two main related concerns in both L1 and L2 essay 

evaluation literature are the appropriateness of the scoring criteria and the standard 

required (Gamaroff, 2000). Kroll (1990a) emphasizes the complexity in setting 

criteria and standards by which to evaluate student writing. In this study, I am 

referring ‘evaluation’ as a term used to assigning a score to a direct writing 

product based on predefined criteria. Bacha (2001) argues that there is no single 

written standard that can be said to represent the 'ideal' written product in English. 
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Therefore, we cannot easily establish procedures for evaluating ESL writing in 

terms of adherence to some model of native-speaker writing. Even narrowing the 

discussion to a focus on academic writing is fraught with complexity (p.141).This 

difficulty, however, is best solved by identifying the purpose of the essay writing 

in EFL programs prior to adopting any criteria. Once the purpose is determined, 

two important   aspects to be considered are the content and construct validity of 

the essay task. 

A writing evaluation instrument is said to have content validity when “it 

evaluates writers' performance on the kind of writing tasks they are normally 

required to do in the classroom" (Jacobs et al., 1981, p. 74). Construct validity, the 

second but equally important issue, is the degree to which the scoring instrument 

is able to distinguish among abilities in what it sets out to measure, and is usually 

referred to in theoretical terms; in this case, the theoretical instruct is "essay 

writing ability" which the instrument aims to measure. 

Holistic scales are mainly used for impressionistic evaluation that could be 

in the form of a letter grade, a percentage, or a number on a preconceived ordinal 

scale which corresponds to a set of descriptive criteria (e.g. The Test of Written 

English as part of the Test of English as a Foreign Language (TOEFL) has a 1-6 

scale. Benchmark papers (sample papers drawn from students' work which 

represent the different levels) are chosen as guides for the three independent raters, 

each of whom scores the essays without knowing the score(s) assigned by the 

other raters (blind evaluation). The final grade is usually the average of the two 

raters' scores. If there is a score discrepancy, to be determined by those concerned, 

a third and sometimes a fourth reader is required and the two or three closest 

scores or all four scores are counted. In more explicit holistic scoring, grading 

criteria are detailed for each of the levels which "...establish the standards for 

criterion-referenced evaluation..." (Reid, 1993, p.239) rather than norm-referenced 
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(evaluating students in comparison with each other); then papers can be evaluated 

across groups. Bacha (2001), Reid, (1993), Weigle, (1994) and Douglas, (1995) 

thus support the use of holistic evaluation in EFL/ESL contexts due to the reasons 

that in addition to the above two kinds of validity, holistic evaluation saves time, 

money and is efficient enough to achieve desirable purpose. Thus for the purposes 

of this study holistic scale was believed to be more suitable than others. 

3.7.1 Holistic Evaluation  

 Before I review or set evaluation criteria, I repeat here the purpose of 

this evaluation was to see how students perform or what is their current language 

ability? And what is their ability after they are taught writing in a process 

environment? Hence the aim is to decide whether students’ ability after receiving 

different teaching instructions has changed / improved or not? Thus the purpose of 

evaluation is to determine impact/improvement, if any has happened (positive or 

negative). For this purpose, many assessment programs rely on holistic scoring, or 

the assigning of a single score to a script based on the overall impression of the 

script. In a typical holistic scoring session, each script is read quickly and then 

judged against a rating scale, or scoring rubric, that outlines the scoring criteria. 

The existence of a scoring rubric distinguishes holistic scoring from its earlier, less 

reliable predecessor, general impression marking, in which criteria are never 

explicitly stated. Here the rubric is complemented by a set of anchor or benchmark 

scripts at each level that are intended to exemplify the criteria for that level, and 

raters are carefully trained to adhere to the rubric when scoring scripts. It is 

important, however, that the existence of a rubric, benchmark scripts, and rater 

training is not limited to holistic scoring but on the contrary, these features are 

recognized as good practice in writing assessment, regardless of the type of scale 

used. A well-known example of a holistic scoring rubric in ESL is the scale used 

for the TOFEL Writing Test, formerly known as the Test of Written English 
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(TWE). As can be seen in the following figure (3.), the scale contains descriptors 

of the syntactic and rhetoric qualities of six levels of writing proficiency. Holistic 

scoring has become widely used in writing assessment over the past 25 years and 

has a number of positive features. From a practical standpoint, it is faster (and 

therefore less expensive) to read a script once and assign single score than to read 

it several times as in analytic and each time focusing on a different aspect of the 

writing. However, as White (1984, 1985), one of the leading proponents of holistic 

scoring, notes that there are also other advantages to holistic scoring. White 

maintains that holistic scoring is intended to focus the reader's attention on the 

strengths of the writing, not on its deficiencies, so that writers are rewarded for 

doing well. Holistic scoring rubrics can be designed to focus readers' attention on 

certain aspects of writing, depending on what is deemed most essential in the 

context, and thus can provide important information about those aspects in an 

efficient manner. White also argues that holistic scoring is more valid than 

analytic scoring methods because it reflects more closely the authentic, personal 

reaction of a reader to a text, and   in analytic scoring methods, too much attention 

to the parts is likely to obscure the meaning of the whole' (White,1984; p.409) 

3.7.2 Scoring Procedure Guide (Figure-3) 

 The model of holistic grading as recommended by Weighle, S.C  (2002) 

  

6.       An essay at this Level 

 effectively addresses the writing task, is well organized and well 

developed 

 uses clearly appropriate details to support a thesis or illustrates ideas 

 demonstrates syntactic variety and appropriate word choice, though it 

may have occasional errors 
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5.    An essay at this Level 

 may address some parts of the task more effectively than others, is 

 generally well organized and developed, uses details to support a thesis 

 or illustrate an idea 

 demonstrates some syntactic variety and range of vocabulary, though it 

 will probably have occasional errors 

4.   An essay at this Level 

 addresses the writing topic adequately but may slight parts of the task 

 is adequately organized and developed 

 uses some details to support a thesis or illustrates an idea  

 demonstrates adequate but possibly inconsistent facility with syntax 

 may contain some errors that occasionally obscure meaning 
 

3.   An essay at this Level may reveal one or more of the following 

 weaknesses 

 inadequate organization or development  

 inappropriate or insufficient details to support or illustrate 

 generalizations 

 a noticeably inappropriate choice of words or word forms 

 an accumulation of errors in sentences structure and/or usage 

2.   An essay at this Level is seriously flawed by one or more of the 

 following 

 serious disorganization or underdevelopment  

 little or no detail, or irrelevant specifics 

 serious and frequent errors in sentence structure or usage 

 serious problems with focus 
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1.   An essay at this Level 

 may be incoherent 

 may be undeveloped 

 may contain severe and persistent writing errors (p.113) 

          

3.7.3 Training Session for Raters (Judges)  

   In order to train the raters (judges) for holistic evaluation of writing 

scripts, and preparing bench mark scripts, two sessions were arranged in one of 

rooms (committee room). The room was very comfortable as it had one long table, 

chairs and a soothing air conditioner. Three teachers of the department were   

requested right from the beginning to cooperate and accept to work as raters 

(judges). It was planned that these teachers will spare one hour each day for two 

consecutive days to sit in the two training sessions. It was agreed that the last days 

of the week would be suitable as there was less teaching load in these days. The 

first scheduled training session was attended by all the four members including the 

researcher. The role of researcher in these sessions was of a trainer and other 

teachers as trainees. In this way, we all the four sat in this session. In the First 

session, I explained to them the importance, purpose and nature of holistic 

evaluation. I provided them with the copies of rubric and some notes on how to 

conduct evaluation. I explained to them all the rating scale 1-6 as suggested in the 

last section. In response they asked several questions about how accurately a 

single score can be matched with a script. We therefore discussed in length all the 

relevant issues. The first session took longer as all the raters needed to read many 

things in details. Finally, after 90 minutes, we ended the session with the view that 

in the next session on the next day, we would discuss and design a (sample) bench 

mark and that will ease the rating procedure further.  
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The next day again we met on the same place and same time. The purpose 

of this session was to design samples representing each score which could work as 

bench marks or anchors, and also to make an attempt to develop a sense of 

agreement on a single score on each script. I had brought with me this time four 

packets each containing scripts in it. These scripts were of 15 such students who 

are not included in the two groups of students in this study they were in the main 

population but not the subset data. As the raters already knew the rubrics, prompts 

and the assessment criteria, they were asked to read quickly and fairly to assign a 

single score on the script. As a researcher or trainer my job was also of a chief 

reader. All the scripts were ordered alphabetically so that every time we all the 

raters take the same script for evaluation. I asked the other raters to read 

effectively and form an overall impression of the essay by keeping in mind the 

prompt instructions and the criteria. I initially asked them to read the first script 

more than once without giving it a score. In this way we all assigned a score to 

each script and then checked up or tally the score with each other. Many times I 

found a lot of difference in scores given by each rater. For example one rater gave 

an essay the score of a 4 and the other a 2, or one gave the score a 3 and other gave 

a 5. In order to overcome this disagreement, we again discussed the criteria for 

each scale and the instructions for holistic evaluation. I told them that we should 

try to follow very strictly the criteria and meet on a single score or at least near to 

the average score that the partner has given. And that the only possibility of 

consensus is to keep a clear picture of the criteria for each score in mind. In this 

way, we proceeded and finalized   bench marks which were expected to be used as 

the examples at the time of main evaluation. This time we started reading more 

carefully and assigned a score on each script. But before assigning the score each 

one discussed to defend the score with a view to develop an agreement for the 

final score to be used as a bench mark. I didn’t proceed until we all agree on a 

single score. In this way we evaluated all the 15 essays, of which I selected six 

essays to serve the purpose of benchmark samples for six scales respectively. This 
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session which was actually planned for one hour, extended to two hours.  Finally 

the raters agreed and committed to do a better and more useful job of main 

evaluation in the last two days of each coming week.  

3.7.4 Limitations 

 While we were going through the evaluation process of scripts, I 

realized a sense of difficulty in various respects. I found that the raters little in 

consistent and were not as confident as they were claiming to be– may be due to 

lack of experience, and I could realize the danger of disagreement in terms of 

assigning the score to the scripts. It would have been better if the raters could 

spare more time in practicing this process. How ever given the context in rural 

Pakistan, I was at complete loss to look for other teachers (raters) to spare time for 

training and become a part of the study at a later stage, and then ending up with 

similar results. I had, therefore no choice and had to work with them. But above 

all, I was satisfied that through all this process the inter rater reliability was one of 

most important things to have been maintained. 

3.7.5  Coding of Scripts 

 There were 40 (20 from pre test and 20 from post test) scripts of 

experimental class and 40 scripts of control class. As we decided to evaluate the 

40 scripts of experimental class first, hence I had to code all 40 scripts which were 

planned to be mixed up, and not giving the idea to the raters that which test was a 

pretest and which was a post test or who the writer was (a blind evaluation). In 

order to maintain confidentiality, the coding scheme after lot of deliberations was 

decided as under: 

All the (20) scripts of pretest level were given in an alphabetic order from 

(A-I) The code fixed for pretest script was (I) and for the  post test it was (II), 
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therefore, all the letters followed by I, symbolized pre-test script. All the scripts at 

post test stage were hence coded as (II).The code was written on the first and 

second page. The first page mentioned a rubric, prompts, personal information and 

a code. The same code was written on two places (the first and the second page) so 

that the same could be matched with the original page after its evaluation. The first 

page which contained the name and code was separated before evaluation and 

handed over to the raters, it was then after evaluation reattached with the original 

script. All the raters were given a sample of rubric page. Though this was the 

simplest coding procedure yet I was sure it worked in this context fairly well. 

The above procedure was repeated similarly in the control class  

Table-1 Coding Scheme Table 

Serial 
Number 

Pre test Code Serial No Post test code 

1 A-I 21 A-II 

2 = 22  

3  23  

4  24  

5  25  

61  26  

7  27  

8  28  

 9              29  

10  30  

11  31  

12  32  

13  33  
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14  34  

15  35  

16  36  

17  37  

18  38  

19  39  

20  40  

    

3.7.6 Mixing procedure: Scripts of first ten students were mixed with the 

last ten students and scripts of second ten students were mixed with third ten 

students in the above serial order. 

3.7.7 Evaluation Procedure 

To form a sub set of the main data, pre and post scripts of such 20 

participants were taken out who participated in all the four stages of the study (pre 

& post questionnaire and pre & post test) and once, all the scripts of experimental 

class (EC) at pre and post stages were collected. These scripts were coded and 

then mixed up. First ten scripts of pre test stage were mixed with last ten scripts of 

the post test stage, and the last ten scripts of students at pre test stage were mixed 

up with first ten scripts of students at post test stage.   

This procedure was also applied to the participants of the control class 

exactly in the same way. 

For example 

 Pre Test   Post Test last ten 

 1 –10     Mixed with………31– 40 = 20 

 11-20        =   …………….. - 30      = 20 

                            -----------------     =40 
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 In this way   the total of 40 scripts were made ready for final 

evaluation. The 40 scripts were photo copied with the best possible results and 

three packets were prepared. Each packet contained the following material. 

1 –40 scripts (each with three pages the first page was removed  

 temporarily. 

2 –A copy of criteria TOFEL (1-6). 

3 - Sample papers (benchmarks) 

4 – Prompt / Rubric format  

5 – Instruction manual about holistic evaluation. 

6 – Six empty envelopes each titled with a scale 

 The Raters were told in the instruction manual that the six envelopes 

indicate six scales (1-6). Once they read a script, then without writing any thing on 

the script, put that script in the envelope which represents the score/scale for that 

script.  

 Use of  Six Envelopes 

   6–(Six) empty envelopes each titled with a scale. The Raters were told in 

the instruction manual that the six envelopes indicate six scales (1-6) once they 

read a script, then without writing any thing on the script, put that script in the 

envelope which represents the score/scale for that script.  
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  Scoring Tables 

 There were six scoring tables, three for the experimental class tests 

and three for the test scores of control class participants.  

Scoring Table format-1     Post Teaching Test Score   

S. no. of 

Student/script 

Score on Pre- Test Total score 

Rater-1 Rater- 2 Rater- 3 

 

Table one consisted four columns and 21 rows, column one is the script 

number, column two is about the three   raters (judge). As there were three raters, 

so the column titles varied in three lists as Rater I, Rater II and Rater III, and the 

last column was about the score given by each rater on each script. This list 

comprised of one page only.  

 Scoring Table Format-II 

The second table consisted of 5 main columns and eight sub columns   with 

21 rows. Column one shows the serial No as well as the script number (after 

decoding), column two three and four shows the scores given by the raters on each 

script) and column five shows the total of scores given by the three judges on 

scripts of pretest stage. It may be noted here that all the above formats of lists were 

also applied / used for the evaluations of controlled students’ scripts. 
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Post Teaching Test Score   

Table format-II 

 

Table format- III  Total of the Score at Pre and Post tests   

 

Third table was about the overall total of scores and difference in both test 

scores. There were four columns and twenty one rows. The first column showed 

all the scores given by each rater and a total score against each script at pre test, 

the third column about the total of post test scores against the same script and the 

fourth column showed the difference. 

3.8 Evaluation Schedule  

It was decided unanimously by the raters that they would spare two hours 

for each last two days of the week (Fridays & Saturdays) so the same teachers’ 

committee room was reserved for 2 hours on these days for four weeks. Which is 

eight two hourly sessions. It was also agreed that in each two hourly session, only 

10 scripts would be evaluated. In this way, we held four sessions to evaluate 40 

S. no. of 

Student/script 

Score on Post- Test 
Total score 

Rater-1 Rater- 2 Rater- 3 

1.  2 3 2 7 

Student/Script no. Pre-Test Score Post-Test Score Difference 
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scripts of Experimental Class (EC) students and other four sessions for evaluating 

40 scripts of Control Class (CC) students. 

After the evaluation was complete, I sorted out & separated pre test scripts 

from post test scripts and attached the detached first page with the scripts and then 

started counting the scores given by each rater on each script.  After I finished all 

the counting, I put them in another table which showed the totals and difference.   

Finally I applied correlated t–test to measure the difference if any between the 

scores on pre process test and post process test. The results are discussed in the 

next chapter.  

3.9 Classroom Observation Data: Design, administration, collection   
and analysis procedure 

3.9.1   Introduction 

     In this section I will explain the purpose, the design administration and 

analysis procedure used in eliciting information from the classroom observation 

data. The purpose of the classroom observation was to note and describe the inside 

picture of teaching and learning process and behaviors in both the classes with a 

view to support the impact of teaching method in one class and compare it with 

the other classroom and finding out the difference between the inside environment. 

Observation is considered as a major data collection tool in qualitative as 

well as in quantitative research in classrooms (Allwright and Bailey 1991).The 

main purpose of adding classroom observation data was to support the other data 

sets. We used it qualitatively as well as quantitively because we wanted to study 

any relevant language learning and teaching processes in the classroom and 

relevant teacher’s and students’ behaviors, no matter how rarely they occurred. 

We were interested in the impact of the teaching of writing on the writing 

performance of the students. We used classroom observation, in addition to other 
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methods of data-collection, as a means of getting as much information as possible 

on how teachers teach and practice writing inside the classroom, and to discover 

what kind of interaction takes place between teachers and students when teaching 

and learning writing in both the classes. Three classroom observation parameters 

were carefully considered: the observer, the goals and the procedures of the 

observation (McDonough, J and McDonough, S 1997).  

Usually the observer is the researcher himself but in this context as I was 

myself one of the two teachers to be observed so I had to rely on another 

observers’ observation so that I may call it as an independent observation. The 

observer is a trained ELT practioner working in another university so he very 

kindly volunteered to come and observe the classes as per given schedule.  The 

goal, of course, was to use the classroom window to find out more about   teaching 

and learning processes, and to help us validate other data collected through 

questionnaires and writing tests, thus contributing to the triangulation approach. 

The procedure, the third parameter, was a checklist designed in advance by the 

researcher.   

As the aim was to observe teaching and learning practices inside both the 

classrooms, we concerned ourselves with observable instances of teaching and 

learning and more specifically activities if any were performed in both the classes.  

The following checklist was prepared: 
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3.9.2 Design of the Checklist 

      The checklist included: 

1. General 

S.No. Items 
Observation /comments 

Experimental  
Class 

Control Class 

01 The medium of instruction 
in the class…… 

  

02 The organization of the 
class ……… 

  

 

2  Time spent on each of the following skills in each class by the 
 teacher and students 

An average time consumed by each skill in 31 classes of teaching. 

Experimental Class Control Class Total 

Time 

B
y 

   
  T

ea
ch

er
 Listening Speaking Reading Writing Listening Speaking Reading Writing 

        

B
y 

S
tu

d
en

t         
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3. Teaching methodology 

S.No. Items Observation /Comments 
Experimental Class Control Class 

1 
Topic selection (by teacher, by 
student, by both) 

  

2 
Forms of writing (sentence/ 
paragraph/essay)…… 

  

3 Brain storming (generating ideas)   

4 
Practice of writing in the 
classroom……. 

  

5 
Revision or corrections (by 
teacher by students) 

  

6 
Teaching of grammar items 
(Yes/No) if yes what……? 

  

7 
Teacher’s interaction with the 
class ( one to one/ one to group/ 
one to class) 

  

 

4. Teaching materials/resources/ aids used in the class: 

S.No. Items Observation /comments 
Experimental 

Class 
Control Class 

1 OHP…………………………   
2 White Board ………………   
3 Hand outs for reading (model 

essays)……… 
  

4 Students own books…………   
5 Any thing else…………………   
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5. Learners’ Behavior 

S.No. Items 

Observation /comments (yes/No etc) 

Experimental 
Class 

Control Class 

1 Learners were reading
materials……… 

2 Learners were engaged in group/ pair
work….. 

3 Learners were intercepted by the
teacher………………. 

4 Learners’ nature of participation
(active/passive) 

 

The above checklist consisted of five items mainly followed by sub items. 

Item No. 1 was intended to seek and observe the general information about 

the medium of instruction used in classrooms and the organization of the class. 

Item No. 2 aimed to see how much time is consumed by each skill with special 

focus on writing. Item No. 3 observed the teaching methodology used and 

practiced by the teacher in each class. This item, as shown above, has seven sub 

items or aspects.   Item No.4 focused on the teaching materials and aids used in 

each class whereas item No.5 noted the behavior of learners during the teaching 

and learning process.  

3.9.3     Number of Classes (Periods) Observed 

   Ideally classrooms are observed on the bases of lessons taught in the 

classes but in this context the teacher of enjoys lot of freedom in choosing the 

topic of his choice from the given list (syllabus). At times, he even selects topic 

out of the prescribed books. It was therefore considering the variation of lessons / 

topics in both the classes, decided to observe classes on five times respectively. It 
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was also felt that the presence of the observer for a longer period of time may 

cause resentment in the teachers and the students so setting aside the 

considerations of lessons/ (nature of topics) taught in the class, other important 

factors relevant to the main research questions and the hypothesis were given more 

attention in the 5 five periods observed in each class. 

3.9.4 Collection and Analysis Procedure  

 As is the case with every other instrument used for data collection, 

classroom observation has a number of drawbacks. The presence of the observer 

inside the classroom may create bias that may affect the researcher’s objectivity. It 

can also alter the behavior of the subjects being observed, be they teachers or 

students. We, therefore, decided to tell our subjects like in other data collection 

tools, at the start of the data collection, that we were observing English language 

teaching in general in the university. We planned to tell our subjects that we were 

observing teaching and learning process behaviors and activities in particular only 

after the observation was over. The justification for this was that we did not want 

to affect the way the teachers conducted their classes. Since the periods of English 

compulsory were on the same days but in different times, the observer could 

probably observe both the classes on his one visit. He was also told that 

observations should be once a week which means it was to be finished by the end 

of fifth week. The observer handed overall the checklists to the researcher for 

necessary analysis. 

We did not audiotape or videotape the classes because it was felt that it 

would distract the students and create disruption for both the observer and the 

teachers, every time the instruments needed to be set-up and removed. This 

procedure would also waste class time, which we wanted to avoid as much as 

possible. It was also of great importance for the observer to keep a low profile 

while in class to avoid disturbing the teacher and the students or interrupting class 
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activities. For this reason the observer was told always to enter the class prior to 

the t sit at the back. 

 3ng oyIn addition to piloting all the data tools before their final administration, a 

small scale study was conducted in a class during the first year of the study. This 

study depended on 10 students of a class who volunteered to take part in “learning 

to write “sessions A 30 minute test was given to these students on simple 

descriptive prompts of writing based on a process approach. Using three lessons 

from the prescribed course, students were taught to generate ideas, outline, 

develop drafts and then revise what they had written. Students were engaged in 

pair and class discussion and I had been guiding them, before, during, and after the 

activities. This procedure was quite new to students they liked it very much. In this 

way a five session pilot plan ended with students being given similar writing test 

but this time a small scale survey was also conducted to see students’ views about 

this kind of learning. 

The ten students’ scripts at the end of post process teaching session were 

compared with the tests given at the beginning of the pilot session. The results 

from the tests and questionnaires suggested highly significant difference and in 

learning aptitudes and level of performance. More interestingly, 99% of the 

students in this survey told that they would love to learn writing in similar 

environment.  

3.10 The Piloting of the Study 

In addition to piloting all the data tools before their final administration, a 

small scale study was conducted in a class during the first year of the study. This 

study depended on 10 students of a class who volunteered to take part in “learning 

to write “sessions. A 30 minute test was given to these students on simple 

descriptive prompts of writing based on a process approach. Using three lessons 
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from the prescribed course, students were taught to generate ideas, outline, 

develop drafts and then revise what they had written. Students were engaged in 

pair and class discussion and I had been guiding them, before, during, and after the 

activities. This procedure was quite new to students they liked it very much. In this 

way a five session pilot plan ended with students being given similar writing test 

but this time a small scale survey was also conducted to see students’ views about 

this kind of learning. 

The ten students’ scripts at the end of post process teaching session were 

compared with the tests given at the beginning of the pilot session. The results 

from the tests and questionnaires suggested highly significant difference and in 

learning aptitudes and level of performance. More interestingly, 99% of the 

students in this survey told that they would love to learn writing in similar 

environment.  

3.11 Conclusion 

 The chapter has explained the procedure that was used to design, 

administer and collect data. Lot of emphasis was given to maintain the reliability 

and validity in designing and evaluating the tests for both the classes in this study. 

Tests therefore, form a very important part of this study. The other data comes 

from survey, which comprised two questionnaires, one for the participants to be 

administered two times in each class and the other one for the teachers. The 

student questionnaire was given to the experimental class at pre and the post 

process teaching stages and to the control class also at the pre and post teaching 

stages of the study. The other questionnaire was given to the teachers. Data 

elicited from these questionnaires really helped in understanding students’ 

problems and incorporating their perception in experimental stage of the study. 

However, the performance showed by the experimental class students in the tests 

forms the main basis where to determine the difference, which is the students’ 
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achievement level after receiving the treatment. The formation of a control class 

on the other hand helps to strengthen the findings of the (EC), asserting that the 

improvement in the experimental class (EC) students’ performance is not the 

result of a time period spent but of the methodology. The data elicited from the 

five classroom observations in both the classes would greatly support the findings 

of other data collection tools. The findings of this study as reported in the next 

chapter (4, 5 and 6) are expected to demonstrate this difference with statistical 

details and descriptive analysis quantitively and qualitatively.  
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C H A P T E R   FOUR  

Perception Data: Results, Analysis and Interpretation 

4.1.  Introduction 

The chapter reports the results of the students’ perception based on their 

responses at pre-teaching stage and the post-teaching stage of the study. The data 

to be analyzed in this chapter come from the questionnaires, and as mentioned in 

the last chapter, the student questionnaire format used at all the stages of 

investigation was same. The questionnaire was administered four times, two times 

before and after the process teaching in the experimental class, and two times in 

the control class where it was administered before and after the traditional 

teaching. This is intended to be a comparative analysis. I will then also compare 

the results of the students in both the classes at pre & post stages respectively. The 

other data which come from writing tests and classroom observation will be 

analyzed and discussed in the next chapters. In order to explore the impact of new 

methodology it was essential to note, observe and analysis students perception 

about the teaching practices they had been experiencing for more than seven years. 

And then after undergoing three semesters of grammar based reading and writing 

in English and one semester of intensive writing course on the campus how do 

they improve, and how do they perceive the teaching practices of teachers of 

writing in particular. In this respect, I will first analyze the results of the 

questionnaires given to the experimental class students. As mentioned in the last 

chapter the questionnaire of such 48 respondents were sorted out, who took part in 

all the four stages of the study (pre and post teaching survey and pre and post 

writing tests)  
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4.2 Analysis of the Pre & Post teaching perception data: the 

Experimental class 

This section will present a detailed analysis and interpretation of the 

perception data item by item with the help of statistics, alternatives and bars. 

There are six bars with different patterns for each item. This is important to note 

that the responses (1+2) which means strongly disagree and disagree were 

combined under one column of disagreement and column (3+4) agree and strongly 

agree were combined under the title of agreement. This method has been used by 

various researchers (Zhoa, S.2005 and, Alnofal A, 2003) 

First three bars represent the data of the questionnaire which was 

administered in the beginning that is pre-process teaching stage of the study and is 

termed as pre process teaching   perception data. The other three bars indicate the 

responses-data of the same students after they finished learning writing in a 

process based environment. This is termed as post process teaching perception 

data. This data in a tabular form is also available on appendix (C, D and E). 

4.2.1  Background Information (Part-I) 

The questionnaire had three parts. Part one was about the background 

information which is put in the following table. 

Age 18 to 22 years 

Gender 12 females and 36 males 

Class  B.A (II) 

Department at the university (Major) International Relations  

Your period of study at this university Three semesters ( one and half years) 
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4.2.2  Teaching Methodology (Part-II) 

The purpose of this part is to see students’ perception about their teachers 

of writing and to find out, if any substantial change has happened in the students’ 

perception about the teaching methodology, moreover which are the core areas of 

difference in their opinions after a period of four months of teaching by process 

method. 

With 21 items, this part of the questionnaire is about how students’ 

perceive their teachers i.e. about the teaching methodology used in the classroom. 

In other words what does the teacher do when he is in the class of teaching writing 

in English? Students’ responses to each statement are presented in the following 

bars showing the difference at both the stages respectively. The grey color (first 

bar) shows the disagreement levels, the light grey (second bar) shows the ‘do not 

know’ or undecided and the darkest one shows the agreement level of the 

respondents. 
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Item-1 

 

Analysis: In the above bars it is clear that. There is a significant change 

in students’ perception about teacher’s preparation. Initially in pre teaching 

response a majority of the students (49.09%) disagreed, but in their post response 

the disagreement (25.00%) level has significantly decreased. The agreement level 

(70.83%), on the other, hand has increased quite significantly which indicates that 

the  students in this experimental class have perceived the difference or change in 

their teacher of first three semesters and the last one semester. On the basis of 

students agreement level at post process teaching stage, it can be implied that the 

change is very positive and this maybe some thing that students notice and feel 

very seriously. 

 

49.9

8.33

41.66

25.00

4.16

70.83

Pre-teaching Response in % Post-teaching Response in %

1. The teacher comes well prepared in the class (EC).

Disagreement (1+2) 

Donot Know (3)

Agreement (4+5)
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Item-2 

 

Analysis: In response to teachers use of model essays in class, a 

majority of subjects (64.58%) have agreed in pre teaching stage whereas this 

agreement level has dropped to (43.75%), at post teaching stage. This can also be 

interpreted that before process teaching experiment the students were taught by 

using models which is one of the elements of the product based teaching of writing 

but responses at post teaching stage indicate that this tendency has reduced. 

29.16

6.25

64.58

50.00

2.08

43.75

Pre-teaching Response in % Post-teaching Response in %

2.The teacher discusses  model essays in class (EC).

Disagreement (1+2) 

Donot Know (3)

Agreement (4+5)
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Itme-3 

  

Analysis: From the percentage statistics shown in the above bars, it is 

obvious that a big majority (81.25%) of the subjects agreed to this item at pre 

stage, which means they were given topics in advanced and were asked to learn 

them by heart for their final exam. This response also indicates that instead of 

teaching how to write on a new topic, the teachers used to assign topics which I 

mentioned in the profile (10 topics). We, however, see a significant change in 

students’ agreement response at the post teaching stage which is 22.91 percent. 

This percentage suggests that the students were least exposed to the use of model 

essays in the process based class. Moreover this could also be one of the reasons 

for students’ presumably low level of written efficiency if they performed better in 

the post process writing test. 

 

18.75

0.0

81.25
77.08

0.0

22.91

Pre-teaching Response in % Post-teaching Response in %

3. The teacher gives topics to be remembered for final exam (EC).

Disagreement (1+2) 

Donot Know (3)

Agreement (4+5)
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Item-4 

 

Analysis:  In response to this item, the subjects do not show great 

variation, however we can see in the above bar that the students’ disagreement 

level (52.08%)  has reduced to (54.00%) whereas their agreement level in post-

response (54.16%)  is bit higher than the pre test response which is (52.08%) 22 

students.  

 This little variation in students’ response indicates that writing has 

been taught mostly as an independent skill and there are no significant differences 

in pre & post teaching questionnaire response. 

  

 

52.08

4.2

45.83
50.00

0.00

54.16

Pre-teaching Response in % Post-teaching Response in %

4. Writing is taught as a separate skill (CE).

Disagreement (1+2) 

Donot Know  (3)

Agreement (4+5)
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Item-5 

 

Analysis: In comparison to item 4, we see great variation in item 5. In 

students’ level of response on the integration of writing with reading, the highest 

response is (56.52%) who showed their agreement at pre teaching stage and this 

dropped to (45.83%) at the post teaching stage.  This can be therefore implied that 

the students reading for the purpose of writing has reduced during the course of 

teaching which is an indication that there may have been discussion (pairs) or 

thinking (creating ideas) activities done in the class instead of long reading 

sessions. 

 

 

 

36.95

6.52

56.52

50.00

4.16

45.83

Pre-teaching Response in % Post-teaching Response in %

5. Learning of writing is integrated with reading (EC).

Disagreement (1+2) 

Donot Know (3)

Agreement (4+5)
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Item-6 

 

Analysis: A majority of respondents (66.66%) as shown above in the 

pre-teaching stage agreed that they were taught sentences whereas at the post 

teaching stage nearly same percentage of respondents (64.58%) disagreed which 

can be implied that before the experimental teaching the majority perceived as 

sentence teaching being focused but the disagreement of a majority of the same 

respondents (64.58%) in the post stage suggests that it was not sentence always 

but some thing more than a sentence, may be paragraph or other forms of 

composition. 

 

 

 

31.25

2.08

66.66 64.58

0.00

35.41

Pre-teaching Response in % Post-teaching Response in %

6. The teacher has taught sentences (EC).

Disagreement (1+2) 

Donot Know (3)

Agreement (4+5)
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Item-7 

 

Analysis: The most interesting point to note here is that a big change 

has occurred in students’ perception after being taught by a process based 

methodology. As shown above the disagreement levels vary significantly from pre 

to post stage respondents, and the agreement percentage (72.91%) at post teaching 

stage is higher than the pre teaching stage which is (41.66%). This suggests that 

the majority of the students now understand that their teacher has taught them 

paragraphs which can be interpreted that the activities mostly the students were 

engaged in had a paragraph form of composition. 

50.00

8.33

41.66

22.91

4.16

72.91

Pre-teaching Response in % Post-teaching Response in %

7.The teacher has taught paragraphs (EC).

Disagreement (1+2) 

Donot Know (3)

Agreement (4+5)
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Item-8  

 

Analysis:  The response of this item is very important as this is the form of 

composition which is prescribed in the syllabus. There is an obvious variation in 

students’ perception. For example the disagreement percentage has considerably 

varied form pre to post stage (56.25% to 31.81%). This indicates that at the pre 

stage of the study more than 50% of the students were taught essays, but a 

significant change in seen their opinions as a big majority (68.18%) of the 

respondents perceived that they have been taught essays. Now if we compare item 

6, 7 and 8 in the pre & post stages the highest number of respondents agree with 

paragraphs and the second higher number is in favour of essays whereas, this is 

quite otherwise in the pre teaching stage where the majority of the respondents 

agreed with the teaching of sentences only. This can be interpreted that the 

students during their pre experimental teaching days were taught with more focus 

on sentences only. Which indicates the elements of grammar translations 

methodology, where sentence is always the basic unit of discussion. On the other 

hand, the post teaching responses suggest that the teacher has focused significantly 

beyond the sentences which are paragraphs and essays. This changed perception 

can be concluded as very encouraging. 

56.25

10.41

33.33 31.81

0.00

68.18

Pre-teaching Response in
%

Post-teaching Response in
%

8. The teacher has taught essays (EC).

Disagreement (1+2) 

Donot Know (3)

Agreement (4+5)
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Item-9     

 

Analysis: This is another important item which aims to reflect teachers’ 

methodology. It is obvious in the above bars the highest number of respondent 

(77.08%) disagreed at the pre teaching stage but with a very significant change in 

their perception, we see that a big majority (79.16%) of the same respondents have 

agreed to the statement and say that they now have been taught how to generate 

(create) ideas. This is a very interesting perception response. 

 

 

 

77.08

8.33

14.58
18.75

2.08

79.16

Pre-teaching Response in % Post-teaching Response in %

9. I have been taught to generate (create)  ideas (EC).

Disagreement (1+2) 

Donot Know (3)
Agreement (4+5)
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Item-10 

 

Analysis: In response to this item, 68.75% of the students at pre 

teaching stage agreed that their teacher taught them writing by preparing only one 

draft, whereas at the post stage we see that a big majority of the students (72.91%) 

think that they were not taught to prepare only one draft. This suggests that they 

may have been taught to prepare more than one draft on each topic. This is what 

we can also see in the following bars. 

25.00

6.25

68.75
72.91

4.16

22.91

Pre-teaching Response in % Post-teaching Response in %

10. I prepare only one draft (EC).

Disagreement (1+2) 

Donot Know  (3)

Agreement (4+5)
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Item-11 

 

Analysis: In the above bars it is obvious that the majority of the 

respondents (70.83%) at pre teaching stage did not prepare more than one draft but 

at the post stage they (68.75%) have agreed that they prepared more than one draft 

on a topic that was given to them. However, 29.16% of the students at this stage 

also have shown this disagreement which is a reasonable number. It may be that 

some of the students remain irregular or they may even not have properly 

understood the meaning of more than one draft. Despite this the high percentage of 

the respondents who understand the statement and prepare more than one draft, is 

highly significant indicator. 

 

70.83

10.41

18.75

29.16

2.08

68.75

Pre-teaching Response in % Post-teaching Response in %

11. I prepare more than one draft (EC).

Disagreement (1+2) 

Donot Know (3)

Agreement (4+5)
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Item-12 

 

Analysis: A percentage (60.41%) of the respondents in pre stage 

showed their disagreement about individual practice which means only 33% of the 

students say that they practice writing individually but at post stage a big majority 

of the respondents (77.08%) have agreed that they practice writing individually. In 

this respect, the following two items will more clarify students’ perceptions about 

their practice in writing English in their classrooms. 

60.41

6.25

33.33

20.83

2.08

77.08

Pre- teaching Response in % Post-teaching Response in
%

12. I am engaged alone in lot of practice in class (EC).

Disagreement (1+2) 

Donot Know  (3)

Agreement (4+5)
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Items-13  

 

Analysis: This item is about pair practice or doing practice of writing in 

pairs. The above bars mark a highly significant difference in results of both stages. 

81percent of the students say they did not practice writing in pairs but at the post 

teaching stage (83.33%) of the students agreed that they did practice writing in 

pairs. The other responses are not big enough to be compared with the ones 

mentioned above. The remarkable variation from students’ disagreement to 

agreement indicates that students’ behaviors have also changed quite significantly. 

Moreover, no practice of pair writing at pre stage, also reflects the contemporary 

approach of teachers towards teaching writing.    

81.25

4.16

14.58 14.58

2.08

83.33

Pre-teaching Response in % Post-teaching Response in %

13. I practice writing in class in pair (EC).

Disagreement (1+2) 

Donot Know  (3)

Agreement (4+5)
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Item-14 

 

Analysis: Again we see a huge difference between the disagreement and 

agreement levels of students’ responses at pre teaching stage. Here 93.75% of the 

respondents say that they did not practice writing in groups whereas 70.83% of the 

respondents at the post teaching stage say that they practiced writing in groups. 

Now the items,12,13,14 clearly indicate that there has not been a good tendency of 

practicing writing at the pre-process teaching stage, which means that the students 

in their earlier years of education were not provided opportunities for enough 

practice of learning writing. This may be one of the reasons for their low level of 

writing efficiency. However, at post stage a majority of the students in all three 

items mentioned above responded positively agreeing that they did practice 

writing individually, in pairs and in groups. 

 

93.75

0.00
6.25

25.00

4.16

70.83

Pre-teaching Response in % Post-teaching Response in %

14. I practice writing in class in group (EC).

Disagreement (1+2) 

Donot Know  (3)

Agreement (4+5)
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Item-15 

 

Analysis: The above bars clearly show the difference in students’ 

perception at both the stages. The interesting point to note here is that a majority 

(83.33%) of the respondents at the post teaching stage believe that their partners 

helped them in their process of writing. This is a very positive indicator which did 

not exist before because 78.72% of the students in pre teaching response 

disagreed. However, 16.66% of the respondents also disagreed to the fact that they 

received any help. One of the reasons for such disagreement might be of these 

students’ background or their approaches to sharing their writing with partners. 

The literature also supports the contention that students’ shyness or hesitation also 

impairs their learning. Since the majority has changed their opinions hence it can 

be interpreted as a positive and encouraging change in the perception of the 

students.  

78.72

4.25

17.02 16.66

0.00

83.33

Pre-teaching Response in
%

Post- teaching Response
in %

15. My partner in the pair helps me in writing (EC).

Disagreement (1+2) 

Donot Know  (3)

Agreement (4+5)
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Item-16   

 

Analysis: This item is about the guidance of teacher during the process 

of writing. What looks very obvious here is that a very high percentage (75.55%) 

of the respondents at pre teaching stage disagree which means that they were not 

guided by their teachers during the process of writing. But the same students 

showed significant change in their perceptions when they were asked the same 

question after being taught by process method. Now a bigger majority (77.08%) 

are of the view that their teacher of writing English has guided them during the 

process of writing. 

75.55

6.66

17.77
20.83

2.08

77.08

Pre-teaching Response in % Post-teaching Response in %

16.Teacher guides me while writing EC).

Disagreement (1+2) 

Donot Know  (3)

Agreement (4+5)
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Item-17 

 

Analysis: The responses to this item as shown above indicate that 

66.6% of the respondents  were not used to spare time for revising their writing 

before being taught by a process based method, whereas a very big majority of 

respondents (86.95%) at the post teaching stage are of the opinion that they spare 

time to revise their writing. This item tends to reflect that their previous teachers 

of English writing did not take it important enough to teach the students that a 

better piece of writing cannot be produced without being revised. 

66.66

10.41

18.75
13.04

0.00

86.95

Pre-teaching Response in % Post-teaching Response in %

17. I spare time to revise my writing EC). 

Disagreement (1+2) 

Donot Know  (3)

Agreement (4+5)
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Item-18 

 

Analysis: This item refers to the kind of importance given by the 

teacher to ideas or grammar. In the pre teaching stage students’ responses, we see 

that the teacher gives more attention to grammar than ideas but at the post stage 

response it is obvious to note from above bars that the teacher gives more 

importance or attention to ideas. This difference indicates that the teacher of 

English writing may have been giving preference to accuracy than fluency. 

Whereas in latter perception of the respondents (70.16%) we see that grammar 

does not occupy a very important place and the teacher of this class gave more 

importance to ideas. 

  

60.41

4.16

31.25

16.66

4.16

79.16

Pre-teaching Response in % Post-teaching Response in %

18. The teacher gives more importance to ideas than grammar (EC).

Disagreement (1+2) 

Donot Know  (3)

Agreement (4+5)
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Item-19 

 

Analysis: In response to this statement a majority of the respondents 

(64.58%) at the pre stage said that the materials used for the teaching of writing 

were not interesting, on the contrary, (27.68%) of the students were satisfy with 

the materials used by the teacher of writing. But at the post teaching stage a very 

high percentage (77.08%) of the students agreed that the materials were very 

interesting. It is important to mention here that during the course of the experiment 

some materials other than the prescribed one like handouts (pictures, outlines, 

jumble sentences and newspaper cuttings) were also used but occasionally. This 

was done   with a view to expose the students to the kind of English used in our 

society. This may be one of the reasons that the perception of students has 

changed so much, moreover, it may also depend on the teacher how he sensitizes 

the materials and methods. 

 

64.58

8.33

27.08
22.91

0.00

77.08

Pre-teaching Response in
%

Post-teaching Response in
%

19.The materials used by the teacher were interesting (EC).

Disagreement (1+2) 

Donot Know  (3)

Agreement (4+5)
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Item-20 

 

Analysis: In response to this item again it seems quite obvious from the 

above bars that the post teaching results are different than the pre-teaching results. 

In the pre stage (62.5%) of the respondents do not find the teacher helpful 

whereas, at the post teaching stage, a majority (78.16%) of the students finds the 

teacher very helpful. This indicates that according to students’ perception, a 

teacher in a process based environment may prove more helpful than in the 

traditional classroom setup. 

62.5

0.0

37.5

20.83

0.00

78.16

Pre-teaching Response in % Post-teaching Response in %

20. The teacher's way of teaching has been very helpful in learning writing (EC).

Disagreement (1+2) 
Donot Know (3)

Agreement (4+5)
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Item-21   

 

Analysis: This is the last item in part II, and asks the respondents’ 

perception about the degree of interest they see in their teachers’ way of teaching. 

The results as shown in the above bars, demonstrate that only (31.25%) of the 

respondents agreed and found the teacher’s style interesting whereas at the post 

teaching survey the majority of the respondents (72.91%) found the teacher’s way 

of teaching very interesting. This may be due to the fact that the process writing 

teacher interacts with the students individually, in pairs and in groups whereas we 

do not see such interaction in the traditional product based classrooms, where 

mostly the teacher remains active and the other students stay passive until invited 

to ask questions. 

 

58.33

10.4

31.25
27.08

0.0

72.91

Pre-teaching Response in % Post-teaching Response in %

21. The teacher's way of teaching has been very interesting (EC).

Disagreement (1+2) 

Donot Know  (3)

Agreement (4+5)
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4.2.3  A General Conclusion of Part-II 

After a comparative of analysis of the respondents’ perception at both the 

stages of the study it seems quite clear that the respondents have significantly 

changed their opinions from pre to post teaching stage. This, therefore, may be on 

the basis of the treatment (experiment) they received for four months in a process 

based environment (during the pre and post stages of the study). Although there is 

an unexpected variation or difference in the respondents’ perception which may be 

critical and subject to students understanding of the items, yet the possibilities of a 

changing perception cannot be eliminated. I, therefore, conclude that there is a 

significant impact of process based teaching on students’ perception and 

ultimately on students’ learning of writing.  

Moreover, the respondents have clearly shown that they have never been 

taught in a process based environment before, and once they are taught in such 

methodology, they can improve their writing stills. 

4.2.4    Problems in Writing English (Part III) 

The Purpose of this part of the questionnaire was to see how students 

viewed their problems at two different stages of the study. Moreover, it is 

presumed that by teaching the students with process based method, their problems 

will be reduced. This part, there fore, reports on the results of students’ perception 

about their problems at the pre process teaching stage and the post process 

teaching stage of the study. 
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Items-22 

 

 

Analysis: In response to the above item (62.5%) of the respondents at 

the pre teaching stage showed dissatisfaction with their writing abilities. This 

indicates that students realize the problems in writing. But at the post teaching 

stage this agreement level has gone   down to 27.08 percent. This means that a 

majority of the students (66.66%) feel satisfaction about their skill of writing. This 

may be due to their experimental learning in this study. Although this response 

rate creates a danger of reliability, yet we can assume that the change in students’ 

perception has occurred. 

 

 

35.41

2.1

62.5
66.66

6.25

27.08

Pre-teaching Response in % Post-teaching Response in %

22. I am dis-satisfied w ith my writing abilities (EC).

Disagreement (1+2) 

Donot Know  (3)

Agreement (4+5)



 141

Item-23 

 

Analysis: A very high percentage (54.16%) of respondents at the pre stage 

agreed that it was very difficult for them to get started on the paper but this 

response rate has significantly gone down (31.25%) after they were taught by 

process based methodology. This indicates that the students have been 

experiencing problems in starting to write and with the introduction of process 

based teaching it may be reduced or minimized. 

 

 

41.66

4.16

54.16

60.41

8.33

31.25

Pre-teaching Response in % Post-teaching Response in %

23. It is very hard to get started on a paper (EC). 

Disagreement (1+2) 

Donot Know  (3)

Agreement (4+5)
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Item-24 

 

 Analysis: The response to the above item is very interesting as it shows 

that a significant difference has occurred in students’ level of perception. We can 

see in the above bars that a big majority (70.83%) of students agreed that there 

were times when they could not write what they actually mean. Moreover, it 

indicates that the respondents were very seriously experiencing this problem until 

they were introduced to a new methodology of learning to write. The post teaching 

responses (27.08%) suggest that there is a considerably positive change in 

students’ views. The disagreement to this item has gone high from 25.00% in pre 

stage to (68.75%) at the post stage which is a very positive change. 

 

 

 

25.00

4.2

70.83 68.75

4.2

27.08

Pre-teaching Response in % Post-teaching Response in %

24. There are times when I can not write what I mean (EC).

Disagreement (1+2) 

Donot Know  (3)

Agreement (4+5)
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Item-25 

 

Analysis: In this response we can also see a clear change in students’ 

perception about the difficulty they feel in writing English. This difficulty, 

however, as shown in the above bars has also reduced considerably well. 

Therefore, this can be assumed that in a process environment the respondents may 

feel less difficulty in the writing skill than they usually felt in another traditional 

classroom.     

33.33

0.00

66.66

58.33

4.16

33.33

Pre-teaching Response in % Post-teaching Response in %

25. Writing in English is very difficult (EC).

Disagreement (1+2) 

Donot Know (3)

Agreement (4+5)
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Item-26 

 

Analysis: In response to the above item again a majority (54.16%) of the 

respondents at the pre teaching stage agreed that they don not find good words to 

use. When asked, the same question at the post teaching stage, this number 

reduced to (40.42%) which means that a considerably positive change has 

occurred in respondents’ perception about finding good words. Moreover, this 

problem indicates lack of practice as already seen in items # 12, 13 and 14.  

 

 

 

45.83

0.00

54.16

59.57

0.00

40.42

Pre-teaching Response in % Post-teaching Response in %

26. I don't find good words to use (EC).

Disagreement (1+2) 

Donot Know  (3)

Agreement (4+5)
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Item-27 

    

Analysis: From the percentage statistics above it is obvious that 51.06% 

of the respondents at the pre teaching stage agreed for being blocked due to the 

shortage of words, however, the level of agreement at the post teaching stage is 

22.91% which means that 72.91% of the students at the post stage did not feel this 

problem as much as they faced in the pre stage. This is, however, in conformity 

with item # 23 and 24. This change in respondents’ perceptions suggests that the 

vocabulary focused learning is not being done nor efforts have been made to 

improve students’ vocabulary.  

 

 

46.80

2.12

51.06

72.91

4.2

22.91

Pre-teaching Response in % Post-teaching Response in %

27. I get blocked due to shortage of words (EC).

Disagreement (1+2) 

Donot Know  (3)

Agreement (4+5)
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Item-28 

 

Analysis: This item asks students if they get blocked due to lack of ideas. In 

response to this item 47.91% of the respondents agreed that they experience 

shortage of words, however, at the post teaching stage the percentage has gone 

down to (27.08%) which means that learning in a process based environment has 

helped students in this main problem area. Because the response to item# 9, 

77.08% of the students had said that they were not taught to create or generate 

ideas, and as a result of that, students realize this as one of their problems but 

interestingly in a more interactive class where writing is also done in pairs and 

groups, students overcame this problem more easily. 

 

 

47.91

4.16

47.91

72.91

0.00

27.08

Pre-teaching Response in % Post-teaching Response in %

28. I get blocked due to lack of ideas (EC).
  

Disagreement (1+2) 

Donot Know  (3)

Agreement (4+5)
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Item-29 

  

Analysis: In response to this problem which is about their sense of 

difficulty in writing specifically in an essay. 68.75% of the respondents at the pre 

teaching stage agreed with it, which suggests that they may not have been taught 

how to write essays. Like in response to item # 6, 7 and 8 (sentence, paragraph and 

essays) most of the students said that they were taught sentences more than 

paragraphs or essays. This also indicates that the students are facing problems 

because the teaching of writing has always centered on the sentence which is also 

in conformity with the prescribed syllabus. Nevertheless, respondents’ perception 

has also changed about this difficulty as the post teaching bars show that now only 

33.33% in comparison to 68.75% say that they have difficulty in writing essays.  

31.25

0.00

68.75 66.66

4.16

33.33

Pre-teaching Response in %Post-teaching Response in
%

29. Essay writing is very difficult for me (EC). 

Disagreement (1+2) 

Donot Know  (3)

Agreement (4+5)
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Item-30 

 

Analysis: The above statement mentions a very important problem that 

every writer in L1 or in L2 encounters. In this case the majority (66.66%) of the 

respondents perceives that when they write, during the process, they forget many 

ideas. This is the area of great concern and seems to be the result of the traditional 

teaching which does not touch upon this aspect, whereas process based 

methodology engages the students in pre writing activities which is like, thinking 

creating ideas and promptly taking them down on the paper or making the outline. 

It is due to this effect that significant difference is seen in students’ perception at 

the post teaching stage where the percentage of the respondents has reduced to 

33.33% only. 

 

27.08

6.25

66.66

57.77

8.88

33.33

Pre-teaching Response in % Post-teaching Response in %

30. I forget many ideas while writing (EC).

Disagreement (1+2) 

Donot Know  (3)

Agreement (4+5)
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Item-31 

 

Analysis: This item reveals another problem area which is about 

students’ confusion in understanding the arrangement of sentences or sentence 

combinations. A good majority (63.63%) of the respondents was experiencing this 

problem at the pre teaching stage and the percentage has dropped to 27.08% at the 

post teaching stage. This clearly indicates that in the traditional teaching of 

writing, the students may not have been taught in activities like jumble sentence or 

topic sentence recognition. Whereas in the process based writing classroom 

students are definitely engaged in such activities. This may be the reason that 

change in respondents’ perception has occurred in their post teaching response. 

 

 

36.36

0.00

63.63

72.91

0.00

27.08

Pre-teaching Response in % Post-teahcing Response in %

31. The arrangment of sentences confuses me (EC).

Disagreement (1+2) 

Donot Know  (3)

Agreement (4+5)
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Item-32 

 

Analysis: In response to this item as can be seen in the above bars a 

majority (66.66%) of the respondents realize that their problems in writing are due 

to lack of practice, this, intact is a very important indicator, and is also in 

conformity with the data in items # 12,13 and 14 but students responses at the post 

teaching stage show that they have practiced good deal of writing but still 23% of 

the students do not agree with this practice, which means they may need more 

practice opportunities than offered in the process based classroom. The perception 

of the respondents here implies that enough practice may help them in solving 

their problems. With this experimental course of learning, the students do change 

their perception but simultaneously realize the importance of practice.  

33.33

0.0

66.66

75.00

2.08

22.91

Pre-teaching Response in % Post-teaching Response in %

32. I don't do enough practice in writing English (EC).

Disagreement (1+2) 

Donot Know  (3)

Agreement (4+5)
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4.2.5  General Conclusion of Part-III 

 In the light of above analysis, I conclude that students’ problems are very 

much related with the teaching method. They need to be taught in a method which 

can help them overcome hesitation, confidence building and in thinking about a 

topic. Moreover, they need to do a lot of practice in creating ideas, outlining, 

developing ideas, revising their drafts for clarity. And students’ positive response 

to process teaching of writing has reasonably reduced their problems. Moreover, it 

can be assumed that a process based method which is more interactive and 

addresses the students’ problems in learning writing may be a good choice for 

such students. However, as it is generally perceived that in response to 

questionnaire items, different respondents perceived differently and this weakens 

the conclusions drawn. In this respect, it is important to note that the 

questionnaires were piloted and at their time of administration in the EC were 

explained item by item in the L1 of the subjects. All though all attempts were 

made to ensure that the students understand the questionnaire items, yet some of 

the subjects might not have perceived the items for the intended purpose. But this 

happens in all the surveys; however the majority gives the impression that the 

students in this class (EC) have improved their perception and performance from 

pre to the post stage of the study.  

4.3 Analysis of the Pre & Post Teaching Perception Data: the control 

 class analysis an interpretation 

4.3.1  Introduction  

In this section, I will present the results, analysis and interpretation of the 

perception data of the control class. As mentioned in chapter # 3, the data 

collection procedure was same as in the experimental class. The data is presented 

and the results are analyzed item by item with the help of simple statistical 
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percentages, and showed with the help of bars. 38 such participants were sorted 

out who took part in all the four stages of the investigation. In the following bars I 

am trying to demonstrate the level of perception of participants at the beginning of 

the semester IV and at the end of the semester IV. During this period a teacher of 

English taught the same course but using traditional product based methodology. 

The results of the control class participants’ responses can also be seen summarily 

in appendices (F, G &H) 

4.3.2  Background Information (Part-I) 

The questionnaire had three parts. Part one was about the background 

information which is put in the following table. 

Age 18 to 22 years 

Gender 8 females and 30 males 

Class  B.A (II) 

Department at the university (Major) Economics   

Your period of study at this university Three semesters ( one and half years) 

 

4.3.3  Teaching Methodology (Part-II) 

The purpose of this part is to see students’ perception about their teachers 

of writing and to find out, if any substantial change has happened in the students’ 

perception about the teaching methodology, moreover which are the core areas of 

difference in their opinions after a period of four months of teaching by traditional 

grammar or product based method. 

 With 21 items, this part of the questionnaire is about how students 

perceive their teachers i.e. about the teaching methodology used in the classroom. 

In other words what does the teacher do when he is in the class of teaching writing 



 153

in English? Students’ responses to each statement are presented in the following 

bars showing the difference at both the stages respectively. The orange color 

shows the disagreement levels, the pink shows the do not know’ or undecided and 

the green color shows the agreement level of the respondents.  

Item #1 

 

Analysis:  In response to the above question students’ perception level does 

not change fairly well as we se is obvious in the bars. A majority of the 

participants (57.89%) at the pre stage of the study said that they do not perceive 

the teacher comes well prepared; nearly same is the response at the post stage of 

the study (51.35%). On the other hand, we see that the agreement level has 

increased which means that a less than majority (48.64%) do perceived the teacher 

is well prepared. This indicates that the students are almost equally divided in their 

perception about teacher’s preparation in the class. If compared, this variation with 

item #1 of the experimental class, we see there is more significant change in their 

level of perception. 

57.89

5.26

36.84

51.35

0.00

48.64

Pre-teaching Response in % Post-teaching Response in %

1. The teacher comes well prepared in the class (CC).

Disagreement (1+2) 

Donot Know  (3)

Agreement (4+5)
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Item#2 

 

 

Analysis: The response in the above bars clearly indicates that a majority 

of the participants at both the stages have agreed that their teacher used to discuss 

and explain the model essays in the class. This suggests that the teacher may be 

using product based method while teaching writing. 

 

 

 

26.31

5.26

63.15

23.68

5.26

71.05

Pre-teaching Response in % Post-teaching Response in %

2.The teacher discusses  model essays in class (CC).

Disagreement (1+2) 

Donot Know  (3)

Agreement (4+5)
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Item # 3 

 

Analysis: The percentages shown above again suggest that a big majority 

of the students at both the stages of the study indicate clearly that all of them were 

given topics in advance to learn them by heart for their final exam preparation. 

This implies a very serious problem because by cramming students’ ideas 

generating faculty of mind cannot be opened, and they may get blocked when 

given a topic that is new to them. 

 

20.00

0.0

80

23.68

2.6

73.68

Pre-teaching Response in % Post-teaching Response in %

3. The teacher gives topics to be remembered for final exam (CC).

Disagreement (1+2) 
Donot Know (3)

Agreement (4+5)
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Item # 4 

 

Analysis: In response to this item no big variation is seen in terms of 

disagreement as well as agreement at both the stages. This can be, however, 

implied that the students are not greatly divided in their perception about whether 

writing is taught as a separate skill or is integrated with some other skill. Yet 

57.80% of the participants believe that it is integrated with reading, moreover, this 

opinion is also in conformity with the curriculum of the class.   

52.63

10.5

36.84

57.89

0.00

42.10

Pre-teaching Response in % Post-teaching Response in %

4. Writing is taught as a separate skill (CC).

Disagreement (1+2) 

Donot Know  (3)

Agreement (4+5)
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Item # 5 

 

Analysis:  In this response percentage it is very clear that the writing is 

integrated with reading as 65.78% of the participants at the pre stage and 61.11% 

of the participants at the post stage perceive it. 
 

Item # 6 

 

Analysis: In the above bars a big majority of the participants indicates that 

they have been taught sentences in their u/g classes at both stages whereas the   

35.13% of the participants at the post stage disagreed with this idea. 

 

26.31

3.89

65.78

33.33

5.55

61.11

Pre-teaching Response in % Post-teaching Response in %

5. Learning of writing is integrated with reading (CC).

Disagreement (1+2) 

Donot Know (3)
Agreement (4+5)

22.22

0.00

77.77

35.13

0.00

64.86

Pre-teaching Response in % Post-teaching Response in %

6.The teacher has taught sentences (CC).

Disagreement (1+2) 

Donot Know (3)

Agreement (4+5)
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Item # 7 

 

 

Analysis:  In response to paragraph teaching, participants’ perception 

seems to be different than as it was in item # 6. How ever, it can be said that a 

majority at both the stages disagreed with paragraph teaching. This indicates that 

teacher’s focus is again more on a sentence than on a paragraph. 

 

 

 

55.26

0.00

44.73

63.15

5.26

31.57

Pre-teaching Response in % Post-teaching Response in %

7.The teacher has taught paragraphs (CC).

Disagreement (1+2) 

Donot Know (3)

Agreement (4+5)
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Item # 8 

 

Analysis:  In this item respondents, as is obvious in the above bars, are 

fairly divided particularly at the post teaching stage of the study where 47.36% of 

the participants disagreed and 47.36% agreed to teaching of essay. This can be 

implied that half of the students perceive the use of model essays, as teaching of 

essays whereas the other half thinks that this is not the teaching of essay. This is 

however, interesting point as have been indicated by the students which implies 

that they know what happens in the class. 

50.00

7.89

42.10

47.36

5.26

47.36

Pre-teaching Response in
%

Post-teaching Response in
%

8. The teacher has taught essays (CC).

Disagreement (1+2) 

Donot Know  (3)

Agreement (4+5)
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Item # 9 

 

 

Analysis: This is the key point of the investigation as was assumed that the 

teachers’ do not teach creating ideas. As shown clearly in the above bars 74.28% 

of the participants say that they have not been taught how to create ideas. Only 

24.32% of the participants at the post stage have said that they have been taught 

but I assume that they may not have understood the sense behind the item 

‘creating of ideas’. The majority at the both stages again have demonstrated 

clearly their perception on this very important item. 

74.28

11.42
14.28

62.16

13.51

24.32

Pre-teaching Response in % Post-teaching Response in %

9. Taught to generate (create)  ideas (CC).

Disagreement (1+2) 

Donot Know  (3)

Agreement (4+5)
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Item # 10 and 11 

 

 

Analysis: The responses of the participants in both the items above clearly 

indicate that majority of the participants at both the stages of the study say that 

they prepare only one draft and 78.94% to 73.68% of participants said that they do 

not prepare more than one draft. This clearly indicates that they have been 

perceiving writing as a linear (start and finish) process but not as a process 

discussed in the experimental class data. 

26.31

7.89

65.78

31.57

5.26

63.15

Pre-teaching Response in % Post-teaching Response in %

10. I prepare only one draft (CC).

Disagreement (1+2) 

Donot Know  (3)

Agreement (4+5)

78.94

5.26

15.78

73.68

7.89

18.42

Pre-teaching Response in % Post-teaching Response in %

11.I prepare more than one draft (CC).

Disagreement (1+2) 

Donot Know (3)

Agreement (4+5)
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Item # 12, 13 and 14 

 

 

Analysis: All the above bars show that 

the majority of the participants were not 

given enough practice individually, in 

pairs and in groups. This suggests a 

serous draw back of the present teaching 

methodology. It may be assumed here 

that this is one of the reasons that 

students written efficiency does not 

improve effectively. 

76.47

11.76 11.76

60.58

13.15

26.31

Pre- teaching Response in % Post-teaching Response in %

12. I am engaged alone in lot of practice in class (CC).

Disagreement (1+2) 

Donot Know (3)

Agreement (4+5)

83.78

5.40
10.81

81.08

8.10
10.81

Pre-teaching Response in % Post-teaching Response in %

13. I practice writing in class in pair (CC).

Disagreement (1+2) 

Donot Know (3)

Agreement (4+5)

84.21

7.89 7.89

82.85

8.57 8.57

Pre-teaching Response in
%

Post-teaching Response in
%

14. I practice writing in class in group (CC).

Disagreement (1+2) 

Donot Know  (3)

Agreement (4+5)
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Item # 15 

 

Analysis:  In response to this item again a big majority of the 

participants at both the stages of the investigation perceive that they do not get any 

help from their pair or their next bencher. This also indicates that no pair work is 

done in this class. The teacher may have been depending on the individual work 

only. This also suggests a product based methodology which does not obviously 

encourage classroom interaction. 

71.05

2.63

26.31

66.66

2.77 3.55

Pre-t eaching Response in % Post - t eaching Response in %

15. My partner in the pair helps me in writing (CC).

Disagreement  (1+2) 

Donot  Know (3)

Agreement  (4+5)
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Item # 16 

 

 

Analysis: The percentage of the participants in response to this item seems 

to be not highly different than previous item, as the majority of them at pre and 

post stages say that they are not guided during the time of writing. This supports 

the assumption that writing is perceived as a solitary act. 

 

 

 

65.78

7.89

26.31

57.89

2.63

39.47

Pre-teaching Response in % Post-teaching Response in %

16.Teacher guides me while writing (CC).

Disagreement (1+2) 

Donot Know  (3)

Agreement (4+5)
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Item # 17 

 

Analysis: Almost 72.22% of the participants in response to this item as is 

obvious in the above bars say that they do not spare time to revise what they write. 

This indicates that writing is perceived as a linear process in this control class. 

This is unlike the students post response in the experimental class where the 

participants revealed that most of them revise what they write. 

72.22

5.55

22.22

73.52

0.00

26.47

Pre-teaching Response in % Post-teaching Response in %

17. I spare time to revise my writing (CC). 

Disagreement (1+2) 

Donot Know  (3)

Agreement (4+5)
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Item # 18 

 

Analysis: The response to this item shows that most of the participants say 

that their teacher gives more attention grammar than ideas but 36.84% at pre and 

47.36% at post stage of the study say that they perceive more attention to ideas 

than grammar. This close bifurcation of participants suggests that equal attention 

may have been given to grammar as well as ideas. However, this is a stronger 

contention that grammar occupies a very important place in the eyes of the teacher 

and may be the participants. 

 

55.26

7.89

36.84

47.05

5.26

47.36

Pre-teaching Response in % Post-teaching Response in %

18. The teacher gives more importance to ideas than grammar (CC).

Disagreement (1+2) 

Donot Know  (3)

Agreement (4+5)
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Item # 19 

 

Analysis: The perception of the participants about this item is very 

interesting as the participants are nearly equally divided. Half of them perceive 

that the teaching materials are not interesting but a bigger half as shown in the 

above bars suggests that they find the teaching materials interesting. This 

however, does not indicate that the teacher has used or has not used materials 

other than the prescribed course. 

 

 

44.73

13.15

42.10

47.05

2.94

50.00

Pre-teaching Response in % Post-teaching Response in %

19.The materials used by the teacher were interesting (CC).

Disagreement (1+2) 

Donot Know  (3)

Agreement (4+5)
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Item # 20 and 21 

 

Analysis: In response to the above two items about teacher’s way of 

teaching as is shown in both the bars, 55.26% of the participants say that it was not 

helpful at the pre post stage of the study but this lowered at the post stage where 

36.84% of the participants do not find the way helpful. Whereas the participants 

were almost equally divided in their perception for the interest in teacher’s method 

(item21), whereas at the post stage results, we can see that an obvious change has 

occurred as 59.45% in comparison to 45.45% perceived the way of teaching 

interesting which indicates a change but this cannot be implied as a very 

significant change. 

4.3.4  A General Conclusion of Part-II   

On the basis of the perception data analysis in part II of this questionnaire it 

can be concluded that participants’ perception at both the stages of the study 

remain nearly same and no significant change has occurred in their level of 

perception whereas, we found considerable and significant change in the 

perception level of the participants in the experimental class discussed in the 

previous section of this chapter. 

55.26

7.9

36.84 36.84

2.63

60.52

Pre-teaching Response in % Post-teaching Response in %

20. The teacher's w ay of teaching has been very helpful in learning w riting (CC).

Disagreement (1+2) 

Donot Know (3)

Agreement (4+5)

48.48

6.06

45.45

32.43

8.10

59.45

Pre-teaching Response in % Post-teaching Response in %

21. The teacher's way of teaching has been very interesting (CC).

Disagreement (1+2) 

Donot Know  (3)

Agreement (4+5)
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4.3.5  Problems in writing (Part III)  

The purpose of this part of the questionnaire was also the same as in the 

experimental class that is to determine whether students’ perception about their 

problems have changed over a period of four months or not. In this section, there 

are 10 items to represent the problem areas of the participants. 

Item # 22 

  

 Analysis: The response to this item, 65.78% of the participants at the pre 

stage of the study said that they were not satisfied from their writing abilities 

whereas in the post perception data the percentage reasonably reduced which 

means now 44.73% of the participants are feeling dissatisfaction. In general this 

percentage indicates that students after studying their complete course of English 

compulsory realize that they need some thing more to achieve satisfaction. 

65.78

2.6

34.21

44.73

2.63

52.63

Pre-teaching Response in % Post-teaching Response in %

22. I am dis-satisfied w ith my writing abilities (CC).

Disagreement (1+2) 

Donot Know  (3)

Agreement (4+5)
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Item # 23 

 

Analysis: As is shown in the above bars the perception of the participants 

on this item at the pre stage is almost equally divided and same is the case at the 

post stage of the study. This response rate indicates that these students have been 

experiencing the problem of getting started in writing. If compared to the 

participants (EC), where we found their post stage perception significantly 

changed. This may be concluded as the impact of a teaching methodology. 

45.71

11.42

42.85

50.00

0.00

50.00

Pre-teaching Response in % Post-teaching Response in %

23. It is very hard to get started on a paper (CC).

Disagreement (1+2) 

Donot Know  (3)

Agreement (4+5)
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Item # 24 

 

Analysis:  The response percentage of the students’ disagreement to this 

item shows change in the perception as from 23.68% at the pre stage to 34.28% at 

the post stage of the study. These participants say that they can write what they 

actually mean but the other participants who establish majority, say that they have 

this problem and cannot write what they actually mean. This suggests lack of 

practice or revision habits in the participants. 

23.68

5.26

71.05

34.28

8.57

57.14

Pre-teaching Response in % Post-teaching Response in %

24. There are times when I can not write what I mean (CC).

Disagreement (1+2) 

Donot Know  (3)

Agreement (4+5)
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Item # 25 

 

Analysis: This item addresses the level of difficulty before and after. As is 

obvious in the above bars, there is a change in participants’ level of perception 

with respect to difficulty. This change though positive, is not as significant as it 

was in the experimental class participants’ perception.   

  

 

 

 

 

31.57

0.00

68.42

52.63

2.63

44.73

Pre-teaching Response in % Post-teaching Response in %

25. Writing in English is very difficult (CC).

Disagreement (1+2) 

Donot Know  (3)

Agreement (4+5)
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Item # 26 

 

Analysis: In response to the above item, it is clear from the bars that no 

prominent change has been seen but there are small variations in their perception 

levels which indicate that they are facing the problems in finding good words to 

use even at the completion of their course of writing in English. 

 

47.36

0.00

52.63

39.47

5.26

55.26

Pre-teaching Response in % Post-teaching Response in %

26. I don't find good words to use (CC).

Disagreement (1+2) 

Donot Know  (3)

Agreement (4+5)
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Item # 27 and 28 

 

 

Analysis: This is obvious in the above bars that participants of this class 

get blocked due to shortage of words and lack of ideas and their percentages do 

not suggest significant change in their pre perception and post perception levels 

whereas significant change has been noted in the perception of the participants in 

the experimental class. Participants being blocked in creating ideas, indicate that 

they were not made to practice creating ideas throughout the semester. 

32.43

0.00

67.56

43.24

2.70

54.05

Pre-teaching Response in % Post-teaching Response in %

27. I get blocked due to shortage of words (CC).

Disagreement (1+2) 

Donot Know (3)
Agreement (4+5)

44.73

5.26

50.00

44.73

5.26

50.00

Pre-teaching Response in % Post-teaching Response in %

28. I get blocked due to lack of ideas (CC).
  

Disagreement (1+2) 
Donot Know (3)

Agreement (4+5)
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Item # 29 

 

Analysis: This item shows participants’ response to the level of 

difficulty they perceive in writing an essay. As shown in the above bars, there is a 

change in their level of perception. In pre stage of the study 65.78% of the 

participants said that they had problems in writing an essay but this percentage has 

reduced to 44.73%. Although this change is very positive and indicates that some 

of the participants have improved upon their level of perception yet the majority 

(52.63%) again in the post teaching stage perceive that essay writing is difficult. 

28.94

5.26

65.78

52.63

2.63

44.73

Pre-teaching Response in % Post-teaching Response in %

29. Essay writing very difficult for me (CC). 

Disagreement (1+2) 

Donot Know  (3)

Agreement (4+5)
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Item # 30 

 

Analysis:  This item as mentioned in the above title is about forgetting the 

ideas during the process of writing. In response to this item, 71.05% of the 

participants at the pre stage and 70.27% of the participants at the post stage of 

investigation say that they forget ideas while they are writing. This unchanging 

tendency obviously suggests that the students do not revise or make outlines 

before they actually write.  This tendency therefore, can be assumed as the de-

merit of the teaching method practiced by the teacher in this traditional class. 

28.94

0.00

71.05

24.32

5.40

70.27

Pre-teaching Response in % Post-teaching Response in %

30. I forget many ideas while writing (CC).

Disagreement (1+2) 

Donot Know  (3)

Agreement (4+5)
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Item#31 

 

Analysis: The response of this item shows that the participants’ perception 

about the problem has not changed after the four months teaching. The percentage 

has reduced only by 83%. However, a reasonable percentage of participants 

(42.85%) perceive that they do not have this problem. This indicates that despite 

having done a lot of practice in sentence making and sentence conversion as 

analyzed in response to item # 6, the students still experience confusion and are 

therefore, not confident about he usage or proper arrangement of sentences 

according to ideas. 

 

 

37.83

2.70

59.45

42.85

5.71

51.42

Pre-teaching Response in % Post-teahcing Response in %

31. The arrangment of sentences confuses me (CC). 

Disagreement (1+2) 

Donot Know  (3)

Agreement (4+5)
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Item # 32     

 

Analysis:  The response of this item is very surprising, as the big 

majority of the participants at both the stages of the study perceive that their 

writing is not good because of enough practice. This realization particularly at the 

post stage of the study indicates the fact that participants during the course on 

writing skills were not made to practice writing sufficiently, whereas the 

participants in the experimental class in their post stage perception were very 

positively changed.    

23.68

0.00

76.31

26.31

2.63

71.05

Pre-teaching Response in % Post-teaching Response in %

32. I don't do enough practice in writing English (CC).

Disagreement (1+2) 

Donot Know  (3)

Agreement (4+5)
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4.3.6   General Conclusion  

This is on the basis of the perception data elicited from participants’ 

perception about their problems in writing English which indicate that their views 

have not changed significantly as was the case in the perception level of the 

experimental class students. This, therefore, can be assumed that the participants 

of the control class completed their course on writing with having nearly the same 

problem as they started with. It can be concluded that the perception have not 

changed because the teaching methodology practiced in their class was not new 

but traditional grammar or product based. 

4.4.  Perception Data (V):Teacher’s Questionnaire 

4.4.1  Introduction 

This section reports on the results, analysis and interpretation of the 

responses / opinions given by the teachers. As mentioned in the last chapter there 

are four parts of this questionnaire, part one gives us the background information 

about the teacher respondents, part II deals with teacher’s views about current 

teaching practices, and this part has 18 items. Part III aims to explore teacher’s 

perception about students’ supposedly low efficiency in written English. It also 

looks into the probable reasons for such efficiency. This part has three main 

questions with four and thirteen sub-questions (items) respectively. The last part 

(IV) aims to get teacher’s views about the new method of teaching. 

The purpose of this questionnaire was mainly to see teachers’ perceptions 

about current teaching practices in writing, students’ efficiency, and their opinions 

about the prospects of introducing a new methodology. This section, therefore, 

tries to find the answers to the research question one as mentioned in the first 

chapter. 
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4.4.2  Background Information (Part-I) 

 The total number of teachers who took part in this survey is (10). All 

there teachers are teaching the same course in different classes and departments 

respectively. The response rate was 100 percent. Following is the figure which 

shows the above mentioned information about the teachers. 

1 Name of the teacher  
 

 

2 Teaching at what level (B.A I,II/-
B.Sc I,II) 

Seven are teaching both B.A.I and II 
and the others are teaching the same 
course to B.Sc I &II 

3 Number of classes (periods) per 
week 

Vary from 6 to  9 

4 English language teaching 
experience  

3 teachers have 13 years, 4 teachers 
have 9 years and other 3 teachers 
have 6 years of experience. 

5. Professional training, if any: One has a 9 month diploma in ELT, one has 
three months training in FDP, other four teachers have attended two weekly 
short courses in ELT and the rest of the four don’t have any training 
experience.  

 

4.4.3  Current Practices in the Teaching of Writing English   
(Part-II) 

This section reports on the analysis and results of teachers’ perception 

about their teaching practices. It may help us to determine the kind of 

methodology being used by them in their classrooms. We will analyze these parts, 

question by question. 

Q.1  What do you teach most of the times?  

 (a) Reading   (b)   Writing          (c) Both  
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 In response to question number one as mentioned above, all the 

teachers said that they teach both the skills of reading and writing. This shows that 

all the teachers have been teaching both- reading and writing together. It also 

indicates that writing is being integrated more with reading. This is also important 

to note here that the two year syllabus of English Compulsory also focuses on the 

development of reading and writing only. It doesn’t mention any thing about 

speaking or listening. 

Q. 2  Which one of the following items do you teach most commonly?  

 (a) Sentence writing    (2/10)  

  (b) Paragraph writing  (1/10) 

  (c) Essay writing   (0.10) 

 (d) All the above   (7/10) 

  (e) None of the above  (0/10) 

 

The above responses show that majority of teachers teach sentences, 

paragraphs and essay writing which means all the three forms mentioned above, 

only two out of 10 say, they taught sentences only. The response of these two 

teachers in fact is surprising because they do not teach the paragraphs or essays. 

However the majority of the teacher’s (7) response is also contrastive with the 

response of the students where the majority of the students in both the classes 

(experimental and control) said that they were taught sentences more than 

paragraphs or essays. The students’ response looks closer to the two teacher’s 

responses who say they teach sentences most commonly. 

Q.3  Which of the following methods are you aware of? 

 (a) Product-based method (2/10) 

 (b) Process-based method (0)  
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 (c) Grammar based method (8/10) 

 (d) All the above (0)  

 (e) None of the above (0)  

In response to the above question, it is obvious that the majority (8) of the 

teachers find themselves more familiar with grammar based methodology whereas 

only two teachers say that they are more familiar with product based method of 

teaching writing. The above responses indicate that all the teachers are not familiar 

with process based teaching of writing. 

Q.4  Which of the following methods do you   use? 

 (a) Product-based method  (3/10)  

 (b) Process-based method    (0/10)  

 (c) Grammar based method (7/10)  

 (d) All the above   (0/10)  

 (e) None of the above  (0/10)  

 

In the above responses, we see that again a majority (o7) of the teachers are 

using grammar based methodology whereas three teachers say that they use 

product based method. The important point of concern here is, do all these 

teachers clearly understand what grammar translations method or product based 

method is? Or do they really practice these methods completely are partially? 

There are few concerns that I am hesitant to believe, and I do this on the basis of 

the background information revealed in part one that most of the teachers have 

never received any professional or ELT training, so their perception may or may 

not mean what actually they say. But the perception of students might help us in 

understanding the actual situation.  
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Q.5. As a teacher of writing how do you see the importance of knowing  

  these  methods? 

 (a) Not at all important  (0/10)  

  (b) Slightly important  (3/10)  

 (c) Fairly important   (2/10)  

 (d) Very important   (5/10)  

 

Teachers’ responses for the above question are very interesting intact, 

because if we combine (a) + (b) = 3 and a (c) + (d) =7. It can be said that a 

majority of the teachers (7) realize the importance of knowing the methods 

mentioned in item # 4. The other 3 teacher think that it is slightly important to 

know these methods. This can be implied that the teachers want to know these 

methods and if given opportunities may involve in training or in practicing the 

best of these methods. This can also be presumed that some of the teachers are 

aware of the importance and a need of methodology based teaching. 

Item # 6 to item # 17 are the statements designed for likert scale. Option 1 

and 2 (strongly disagree and disagree) were combined to see disagreement level 

and options 3 and 4 (agree and strongly agree) were combined to see the 

agreement level of the teachers and their results are presented in the following 

table.  

S. 
No. 

Items. Disagreement   Agreement 

6 I am satisfied the way writing is taught 
presently in our institutions.  

09 01 

7  I teach writing by showing students some 
models of essays in class.  

02 08 

8 I discuss and explain some parts (introduction- 
body-conclusion) of essay.  

01 09 

9 I teach the students how to select a topic. 03 07 
10  I teach them how to start writing a topic. 02 08 
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11  I teach them how to make an outline.  03 07 
12  I teach them how to develop the ideas.  04 06 
13  I teach them how to revise the draft of an essay  07 03 
14  I engage the students in pair or group 

activities.  
08 02 

15  I correct students’ mistakes while they are 
writing.  

08 02 

16 I correct their mistakes after they have- finished 
their writing. 01 08 

17 The prescribed course is   helpful in teaching of 
writing 

07 03 

 

The above figure shows that most of the teachers (9) are not satisfy the way 

writing is taught presently. 8 out of 10 teachers say that they teach writing by 

using model essays in class. This majority of the teachers obviously indicate that 

they have been practicing a very important element of product based methodology. 

Nine out of ten teachers say that they explain and discuss the parts of essays, such 

as, introduction, body and conclusion. In response to item # 9, seven teachers say 

that they teach the students how to select a topic. This response is also in 

contradiction to data elicited from students’ questionnaire where the majority of 

the respondents do not perceive this teaching practice in their writing classes. 

The response to item # 10 seems very interesting where a majority (08) of 

the teachers realize that they do not teach their students how to get started with 

writing on a topic. This response actually matches with the students’ perception. In 

the question of out-line 3 three teachers have agreed that they have been teaching 

the making of an outline but again a majority (07) teachers say, they do not teach 

how to make an outline.  

About the development of ideas, six teachers say they teach development of 

ideas whereas 04 of the teachers say they do not teach. In response to item # 13, 

the majority of the teachers (7) have said that they don’t teach how to revise 
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essays but other three say they do teach the revisions. Another important response 

is in item # 14 where 8 out of ten (10) teachers say that they do not engage the 

student, in pairs or groups. This indicates that the students’ perception about their 

teacher’s teaching techniques is very clear. 

         In response to item # 15 and 16, 8 teachers say that they do not 

correct the mistakes of the students while they are writing but after they have 

finished their writing. Moreover, seven (07) teachers have been of the view that 

the prescribed course is not helpful in the teaching of writing. 

Q. 18      Open ended------- 

This was an open ended question where we see lot of diversity in the 

teachers’ ways, they applied in the writing classes other than specified above. 

Three of the ten teachers said that they do lot of grammar work (like active voice 

and passive voice, Direct and Indirect speech etc). Four teachers said that they 

engage students in writing summaries of some model essays; one teacher says that 

he explains and gives detailed information to his students about the structure of 

sentences, paragraphs and essays. One teacher said that he asks students to do 

writing while making précis and another teacher said that he gives topics for 

reading and then asks the students in the class to write about what he has 

understood. 

4.4.4     Teachers’ Opinions about Students’ Efficiency in Written  

  English   (Part-III) 

The purpose of this part of the questionnaire was to strengthen or correlate 

the perception which emerged from students’ responses and the writing tests in 

which we found that the students’ level of efficiency was not very good. Teachers’ 

opinions may not only supplement this idea but may also help establish a ground 
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of reasons for such efficiency. It would be easier then to justify the need of a new 

methodology. The reasons, if agreed by the teachers, may lead us to establish the 

hypothesis that in the given circumstances, perceptions and problems, we need to 

teach writing in a new method which may be process based, therefore, can work as 

a remedy to the problems that our students are experiencing. This section thus, 

reports the analysis and interpretation of teachers’ perception about students’ 

efficiency and probable reasons for that. 

Q.19 How do you see your students writing efficiency? 

Poor Fai

r 

Good 

06 02 02 

  

It is important to note as is obvious in the above table that six out of ten 

teachers of English believe that students’ written efficiency is poor. There are two 

teachers who say it is fair but there are other two who say it is good. Since this is 

one of the most important items to analyze, I should reveal that the terms poor, 

fair or good may mean differently to different teachers. Particularly the term fair is 

some times perceived closer to good and some times to poor, and some teachers, I 

am aware, perceive a sense of similarity in the terms (fair and good). However, it 

would be very difficult for me to find out exactly how each teacher in this survey 

understood these terms. Therefore, I have to assume that they all mean roughly the 

same when they choose the same option. Other wise there would be no way out for 

me to measure it at all. 
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Q.20.  Students’ writing efficiency is low because of: 

   Disagreement Agreement 
a)  The  current teaching methods             ( 

techniques or practices)  
03 07 

b)  Lack of practice 00 10 
c)  They are not engaged in writing activities 02 08 
d)  Teachers give more importance to 

grammar than ideas. 
04 06 

e)  Because students do not think before 
writing- make the outline or plan. 

03 07 

f)  Writing is perceived as start and finish 
process without revision. 

02 08 

g)  Students don’t create their own ideas. 01 09 
h)  The teacher doesn’t give them effective 

feed back. 
03 07 

 

This question is the outcome of item # 19, where teachers’ majority 

believed that students’ written efficiency is poor. I interpret poor as low. The 

above table, therefore, shows the reasons for that low level of efficiency. As is 

obvious most of the teachers have agreed the given reasons. Particularly teachers’ 

perceptions of the items # a, b, c, f, & g indicate that there needs a shift in the 

teaching methodology or the teaching paradigm. 

Q.21 In which of the following areas do you think the students need more help. 

 Please write the option according to your choice in the opposite box. 

 (1)   For Strongly Disagre, (2)     for   Disagree   (3)    for Agree (4) for  
   strongly agree 
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 Although this item is not directly linked with the Part III, it aims to help 

reveal teacher’s perception about the problem areas, and particularly where do the 

teachers actually think, the students need more help. The results are reported in the 

following table. 

  Disagreement Agreement 

a)  Grammar 05 05 

b)  Content 03 07 

c)  Organization 03 07 

d)  Proper teaching methodology 01 09 

 

In the above graph it is interesting to note that majority of the teachers (9) 

out of 10 feel that proper teaching methodology can help the students whereas 

seven of the teachers in response to sub items (b+c) say that the students need help 

in content and organization. The response rate to item (a) is divided by 5 each. 

Five of the teachers think grammar teaching will help, and five are against 

grammar teaching. I would, therefore, assume that the majority of the teachers 

think that the students should be helped by a proper methodology, attention to 

content and organization. 

4.4.5.   The Process-based Methodology of Teaching Writing   

(Part-IV) 

The purpose of this part is to let teachers give their views about a new 

methodology which might help in the context of Shah Abdul Latif University. 

This part, therefore explains the concept of process based writing first, and then 

describes in the form of statements (sub-items) the different techniques or 
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characteristics that usually a process writing teacher is supposed to practice. The 

results of this question are presented in the following table.     

Q.22. How effective do you see the teacher of writing with the above  

  definition and in the following statements. 

 (1)  For Not at all effective, (2)  for slightly effective, (3) Fairly effective  

 (4)  Very effective. 

    Not Effective  
(1+2) 

Effective  
(3+4) 

a.  If he teaches the students how to get started 
(create ideas). 

02 08 

b.  If he teaches the students how to develop the 
main ideas. 

01 09 

c.  If he teaches the students how to revise and 
correct their own mistakes. 

03 07 

d.  If he gives more attention to ideas than 
grammar. 

06 04 

e.  If he engages the students in pair or group 
activities. 

02 08 

f.  If he gives more attention to fluency than 
accuracy. 

03 07 

g.  If the teacher of writing follows the above 
procedure (Process-based) in his teaching 

03 07 

 

The responses given by the majority of the teachers indicate that they 

expect a process based methodology would be very effective. The only concern 

here is that there are teachers who still adhere to the elements of grammar based 

method of teaching writing as is clear in response to item (d) where they think that 

without giving attention to grammar the teacher will not prove effective. However, 

on the basis of the most of the teachers’ perception, it can be concluded that the 

teachers are optimistic about new method to be introduced in this University. 
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   Q.23.  Any thing else ………. 

This is the last item of the part IV and was open ended. Teachers’ 

comments in response to this item were very interesting. Three teachers said that 

this is a very good method and will work wonders. This indicates that they are 

really excited or motivated to teach this method. Two teachers said this is okay but 

the teacher should be given training to teach it more effectively. Other two 

teachers said that although it is a good method yet their may be problems of time 

management. One teacher said that success or failure of this method depends on 

the course contents. Two teachers pointed out that the testing patterns need to be 

changed so as to make the teaching more and more effective. 

This can be concluded that all the teachers have agreed to the prospects, 

possibilities and effectiveness of teaching with this method. 

4.4.6   A General Conclusion of Perception Data (V)  

On the basis of the analysis made in part II, III and IV of the teacher 

questionnaire, I conclude that there is great need to shift from traditional grammar 

based teaching to a new method which can help the students improve their writing 

skills. Moreover, the majority of the teachers’ agreed that the students efficiency 

in written English is low and the main reasons are lack of practice, ineffective 

teaching methods and a wrong perception  of writing as a linear process. This is, 

therefore assumed that process method provides enough opportunities to address 

the above mentioned problems. In this respect, our analysis of the product data in 

the next chapter will be more vital, authentic and important to decide the impact of 

this new methodology.  
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4.4.7.    Conclusion 

 This is on the basis of the results derived from the perception data that I 

conclude that the students’ perceptions about their learning of writing and about 

teaching have significantly changed from preprocess teaching stage to post process 

teaching stage. This is important to note that a comparison of results of the 

perception data of both the classes suggests that the perceptions of the participants 

in the control class do not change, but the changing perceptions of the participants 

in experimental class students indicate lot of difference. And it is on the basis of 

this difference where I assume/say that the change is due to the treatment (process 

writing environment). And in other class (control), the participants did not receive 

the same treatment; therefore their opinions have not changed even fairly well. 

However, as it is generally perceived that in response to questionnaire items, 

different respondents perceived differently and this weakens the conclusions 

drawn. In this respect, it is important to note that the questionnaires were piloted 

and at their time of administration in the EC were explained item by item in the L1 

of the subjects. All though all attempts were made to ensure that the students 

understand the questionnaire items, yet some of the subjects might not have 

perceived the items for the intended purpose. But this happens in all the surveys; 

however, the majority gives the impression that the students in this class (EC) 

have improved their perception and performance from pre to the post stage of the 

study.  

The significant change in the (E.C) students’ perceptions can form the basis 

that process based teaching of writing is more effective and the impact is very 

positive. 
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The views of the teachers, despite contradictory with students in few items, 

generally indicate that the students’ efficiency in written English is not 

satisfactory. Moreover, their responses about their teaching practices indicate that 

they have been using grammar based or product based methodologies which I term 

as traditional methods of teaching writing in Pakistan. A majority of the teachers’ 

agreed that the students efficiency in written English is low and the main reasons 

are lack of practice, ineffective teaching methods and a wrong perception  of 

writing as a linear process. This is, therefore assumed that process method 

provides enough opportunities to address the above mentioned problems. In this 

respect, our analysis of the product data in the next chapter will be more vital, 

authentic and important to decide the impact of this new methodology.  
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C H A P T E R   FIVE 

The Product Data: Results, Analysis and Interpretation 

5.1  Introduction 

The chapter reports and discusses the results, analysis and interpretation of 

the product data which come through writing tests. As mentioned in the chapter # 

3, the product data form a subset and comprises of 20 students’ scripts from the 

experimental class and 20 students’ scripts from the control class. These 20 

students in each of the classes were sampled on the basis of simple random 

sampling and their participation in all the stages of investigation including their 

class attendance. In order to maintain inter rater reliability three independent raters 

carried out the job of holistic evaluation   on all occasions. The data of the pre and 

post process teaching tests (E.C) will be analyzed by using a correlated t-test. 

Similarly the data of the control class (CC) will also be analyzed, discussed and 

compared to measure the impact of process based teaching of writing. 

Consequently, I would be trying to answer the following research questions in this 

section. 

2 How do the students perform in a writing test? 

3 Can process based approach help   improve students’ writing  

   efficiency?  

5.2  Holistic Evaluation 

As mentioned in chapter three (3.9) holistic scales were chosen to evaluate 

writing. A writing instrument is said to have content validity when “it evaluates 

writers' performance on the kind of writing tasks they are normally required to do 
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in the classroom" (Jacobs 1981, p. 74). Construct validity, the second but equally 

important issue, is the degree to which the scoring instrument is able to distinguish 

among abilities in what it sets out to measure, and is usually referred to in 

theoretical terms; in this case, the theoretical instruct is “essay writing ability” 

which the instrument aims to measure. 

Holistic scales are mainly used for impressionistic evaluation that could be 

in the form of a letter, grade, a percentage, or a number on a preconceived ordinal 

scale which corresponds to a set of descriptive criteria. The scales used in this 

study were in the form of numbers (1-6) one represents the lowest and six 

represents the highest level of ability. 

In this study all the score, given by the raters were counted and then 

correlated t- test was applied to see the difference and measure the level of 

significance in terms of the impact. 

5.3.  The Product Data of the Experimental Class: Results   

  Analysis and Interpretation 

5.3.1  Experimental Class: Pre Process Teaching Test Results 

This test was conducted in the beginning of the studies for the fourth 

semester. Before the subjects experienced process based teaching and learning 

they took the test. As the detailed procedure is already given in the chapter 3, we 

present here the results, analysis and interpretations. In the following table (8) we 

can see how each script has been scored / marked by the three independent raters. 

Column one is script number, column two contains holistic scores given by three 

raters respectively, and column three shows the total of the scores each script has 

obtained. 
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Table—8 Pre Process Teaching Test Score (EG) 

 

Script No 
Score on Pre- Test Total score 

Rater-1 Rater- 2 Rater- 3 
1. 2 2 2 6 
2. 4 3 3 10 
3. 3 2 2 9 
4. 1 1 1 3 
5. 4 4 5 13 
6. 2 1 1 4 
7. 1 2 2 5 
8. 4 4 3 11 
9. 2 1 3 6 
10. 2 2 2 6 
11. 2 3 2 7 
12. 1 1 1 3 
13. 3 3 3 9 
14. 1 2 1 4 
15. 3 3 4 10 
16. 2 2 3 7 
17. 2 3 3 8 
18. 3 3 3 9 
19. 4 5 5 14 
20. 3 4 4 11 

  

 Analysis: In the above figure, we can see that the scores the subjects 

have obtained do not look impressive. There are only few subjects who could get 

good scores. Such as subject/scripts # 2, 5, 8, 15, 19 and 20; these students in this 

pre process teaching test of writing has performed better than the majority. We can 

say that only six students have given good performance out of a majority of 14 

students. The rest of the students remained low achievers as is obvious in the table. 

The important point to note here is a kind of variation among the evaluators as 

none of the evaluators agree on any one scale. This variation indicates that the 

raters have had different expectations. Or they may not have properly perused the 

concept and requirements of each scale despite the fact that they were given some 
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training in holistic evaluation. This variation differs from a script to script basis, 

and by one  scale to two scales. How ever, there are examples of scripts per se (1, 

4 ,10, 12, 13, 18) where we see that all the evaluators have given the same scores 

(1,2, 3) numbers. This similarity falls into first three scales only. In addition to this 

all the other variable scores also fall in the first three scales. This is therefore, on 

the basis of low scores received by the majority of the subjects, I conclude that 

students writing efficiency is low and the reasons may be, among others, a poor 

teaching methodology. 

5.3.2  Experimental Class:  Post-Process Teaching Test Results   

  and Analysis 

 After the pre test, as mentioned in the test section, the same students 

of the same class experienced process – based teaching of writing for a period of 

four months (whole semester).  At the end of the semester and before they leave 

for their exam preparatory break, they were given the writing test of same duration 

as was given at pre test stage. The evaluation procedure was same as mentioned 

earlier. The results are presented in the following table 

Table—9 Post- Process Teaching Test Score (EC) 

S. no. of 
Student/script 

Score on Post- Test 
Total score 

Rater-1 Rater- 2 Rater- 3 
1.  2 3 2 7 
2.  3 4 4 11 
3.  3 2 3 8 
4.  2 2 3 7 
5.  5 5 6 16 
6.  3 2 2 7 
7.  2 2 3 7 
8.  5 5 4 14 
9.  4 3 4 11 
10.  3 3 4 10 
11.  3 3 3 9 
12.  2 3 3 8 
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13.  4 4 4 12 
14.  3 3 2 8 
15.  3 3 2 8 
16.  2 2 2 6 
17.  3 3 4 10 
18.  4 4 3 11 
19.  6 5 5 16 
20.  5 5 5 15 

 

 Analysis: The scores obtained by the subjects in the post writing test, as is 

obvious in the above table, indicate that the four months of teaching writing by a 

process method has significantly improved the writing efficiency of the students. 

If compared to pre test results many students have performed better and have got 

better scores. For example, 10 students have got scores (total) higher than 10, and 

gone up to 16 out of 18 (6x3). In the above table we see that scripts # 11, 13 and 

20 have obtained same score from all the three evaluators. This becomes more 

authentic however to claim that these scripts did not get a unanimous score at the 

pre test stage but their getting similar score at the post test stage indicates a 

significant change in the writing behavior of the subjects. Moreover, generally the 

students have improved their efficiency which implies that by learning in a process 

based environment students can improve their skill of writing. In the following 

table, we compare the results of the pre and post writing tests of the experimental 

class. This may help us more understand the degree of difference. 

5.3.3  A Comparative Analysis of Pre and Post test Results (E.C) 

In the following table, we have put together both the totals against each 

subject (scripts). The column # one is the subject number, the column # two is 

total pre test score and the column # three is the total post test score obtained by 

each subject at the two stages of the study. This is important to note here that all 

the subjects are same at both the stages. Column # four shows (di) the difference 
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and column five presents multiplication of pre & post test scores the statistics         

( di2). At the end of the column # 4 & 5, we see a total given in statistical pattern. 

Due to my weak knowledge of statistics, statistical structures and t-test used 

in this study were carried out with the help of a faculty member of the statistics 

department. 

Table- 10  Total of the Scores at Pre and Post test (EC) 

Student/Script no. Pre-Test 
Score 

Post-Test Score di di2 

1.  6 7 + 1 1 
2.  10 11 + 1 1 
3.  9 8 - 1 +1 
4.  3 7 + 4 16 
5.  13 16 + 3 9 
6.  4 7 + 3 9 
7.  5 7 +  2 4 
8.  11 14 +  3 9 
9.  6 11 + 5 25 
10.  6 10 + 4 16 
11.  7 9 + 2 4 
12.  3 8 + 5 25 
13.  9 12 + 3 9 
14.  4 8 + 4 16 
15.  10 8 - 2 +4 
16.  7 6 - 1 +1 
17.  8 10 + 2 4 
18.  9 11 + 2 4 
19.  14 16 + 2 4 
20.  11 15 + 4 16 
                ∑di=46     ∑ di2=178 

Analysis: The above comparison of total scores at pre and post test stages 

of the experimental class presents the level of improvement achieved by the 

subjects after the intervention by a process method of teaching writing. Majority  
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of the subjects’ scores indicate that the improvement is obvious. Nevertheless, 

there are subjects who have gained more strength than others, in other words, there 

are high achievers and low achievers. For example, script number (5) obtained a 

score of 13 from three evaluators at the pre test stage whereas the same script has 

improved the performance and now at post test stage her score is ‘16’.Similarly, 

script number 6 got a score of ‘4’ at pre teaching test and a score of ‘7’ at post 

teaching test which suggests a very positive change. In this way other scripts such 

as 8, 9, 10, 14, and 20 have shown very significant improvement in their 

performance the scripts # 9 and 12 are the highest achievers as shown in the (di 2). 

However, there are examples such as script numbers (3, 15, and 16) show 

that some of the students have declined in their earlier performance. This reversal 

in their skill of writing indicates that these students might have been struggling 

during the course of teaching. It may be due to their poor background in learning 

English writing, their weak power of perceiving the instructions and may be they 

do not have enough ideas to write consistently and with a sense of clarity. The 

overall improvements therefore, cannot be ruled out as the majority of the scripts 

provide the basis that the scores have changed from pre to post stages of the study 
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5.4 A Correlated t- test Analysis 

In the last sections we analyzed that difference has emerged in the 

performance levels of the subjects in both the tests, and in order to see the 

statistical significance of this difference, we conducted the following correlated t- 

test (Hinton, P. R 1995). 

Figure-4 
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From the above analysis it can be concluded that our calculated value of      

t (5.34) is greater than the tabulated value of t (1.729) with 19 degrees of freedom 

at 0.05 level of significance, therefore we reject the null (first) hypothesis that 

“The traditional teaching of writing is not effective and accept the alternate 

hypothesis that the process based teaching of writing will better improve the 

writing efficiency of the students. Moreover, we found that there is great 

difference in the pre and pot test performances of the students. This is therefore   

concluded   that the difference is highly significant. The samples of pre & post 

writing tests of the EC are given at appendix-(M). These samples are transcribed 

on MS word in their original form. This appendix has a pre process teaching test 

sample and post process teaching test sample.   

On the basis of the findings in the t-test analysis, I conclude that the 

students have performed better in the second writing test which was administered 

after four months of process based teaching. We also conclude that the difference 

is highly significant, which indicates that process based teaching of writing is 

better suited in the context of shah Abdul Latif University, and if applied by other 

teachers in the similar contexts can work wonderfully well.     

5.6 The Product Data of the Control Class: Results, Analysis and  

   Interpretation 

As mentioned in the chapter # 3 the main purpose of this data was to 

support the findings of the experimental class students’ performance. In the 

beginning it was hypothesized that the traditional teaching methods are not 

effective enough to improve the written efficiency of the undergraduate students 

and that the performance level of experimental class has improved significantly 

because of the treatment they received, not because of the period of time spent. By 

analyzing the pre- and post data of this class we would be able to measure the 
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difference in students’ performance at both the stages and then discuss the levels 

of achievement of both the classes. The evaluation scale (holistic) and the 

procedure were similar and the raters were also the same. 

5.6.1  Pre Writing Test Results of the Control Class 

This writing test according to the similar procedure as mentioned in chapter 

# 3 was also held in the beginning of the fourth semester. The time, the prompts 

and the patterns, all were same. There scripts were also evaluated by the same 

three independent raters on holistic scales. The following table with the same 

structure as in the experimental class shows the scores earned by each script. 

Table—11 Pre Traditional Teaching Test Scores (CC) 

S. no. of 
Student/script 

Score on Pre- Test Total score 

Rater-1 Rater- 2 Rater- 3 

1.  3 3 2 8 

2.  2 2 2 6 

3.  3 2 2 7 

4.  4 3 3 10 

5.  2 1 2 5 

6.  2 2 2 6 

7.  2 2 2 6 

8.  2 3 3 8 

9.  3 3 3 9 

10.  1 1 2 4 

11.  2 2 2 6 

12.  2 2 3 7 

13.  3 2 3 8 

14.  1 2 2 5 

15.  3 3 4 10 
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16.  2 3 2 7 

17.  5 4 4 13 

18.  3 3 4 10 

19.  3 2 3 8 

20.  2 1 2 5 

  

Analysis: The above table mentions the scores given by all the three raters 

and finally a total is presented. The total scores earned by the students indicate that 

their performance in writing English is not better than those in experimental class 

student’s pre test results. Counting scores of (10), we see here only three students 

who got a total score of 10, whereas the majority (17) of the students is quite less 

than that. Only one student has a score of nine (09). In the light of these low scores 

achieved by the students, it can be concluded that their efficiency at the beginning 

of the fourth semester was not good. 

5.6.2.    Post Writing Test Results and Analysis   

This test like other post tests was also held at the end of the semester IV 

when the students were going for their final exam: preparation leave (one week). 

With all the structural similarities of the this test, I present in the following table 

the results of this post writing test of the control class who was taught by a 

traditional teacher. 
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Table—12 Post Traditional Teaching Test Scores (CC) 

S. no. of 
Student/script 

Score on Post- Test 
Total score 

Rater-1 Rater- 2 Rater- 3 
1.  2 3 3 8 
2.  3 3 2 8 
3.  4 3 3 10 
4.  3 2 3 8 
5.  2 2 3 9 
6.  3 2 3 8 
7.  2 2 2 8 
8.  3 2 2 7 
9.  4 3 3 10 
10.  2 2 2 6 
11.  3 2 3 8 
12.  2 3 3 8 
13.  3 4 4 11 
14.  3 2 3 8 
15.  3 3 4 10 
16.  2 2 3 7 
17.  4 3 3 10 
18.  4 3 4 11 
19.  3 2 2 7 
20.  3 2 3 8 

 

Analysis: The analysis of the above total scores obtained by the each script 

indicates no big difference in the post test results. Although the highest number of 

scores like ‘10’  or more is achieved  by 5 five students scripts, only one student 

has got a score of 9, and nine (09) students have obtained the total score of 8, 

which is higher than the pretest scores because in pretest only four students got the 

score of ‘8’.  Another important point to note here is that the script # 17 got higher 

score in the pre test and a score of 10 at post test stage. This indicates that in a few 

cases students writing performance has even declined. However, the overall 

figures suggest a very little change to suppose that the students have improved but 

very mildly but not significantly as we saw in the last section (5.3.2) the post test  
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results of the experimental class. Considering these few changes in the scripts of 

students and low scores achieved by a majority of the students in the control class, 

I conclude that the students’ performance has not significantly improved, and the 

reason for this is the teaching methodology used by the teacher as reflected by 

these students in response to the questionnaires. Moreover, an overall scoring of 

the scripts does not support the significant change in their ratings. 

5.6.3.     A Comparative Analysis of the Pre and Post Writing Test  

 Results   

 As mentioned earlier (5.3.3) we analyzed the degree of difference in the 

performance levels of the subjects in both the tests and in order to see the 

statistical significance of this difference, we conducted the following correlated t- 

test as suggested by Hinton (1995). 

Table-13           Total of the Score at Pre and Post test (CC) 

Student/Script no. Pre-Test 
Score 

Post-Test 
Score 

di di2 

1.  8 8 0 0 

2.  6 8 + 2 4 

3.  7 10 + 3 9 

4.  10 8 - 2 4 

5.  5 9 + 4 16 

6.  6 8 + 2 4 

7.  6 8 +  2 4 

8.  8 7 - 1 +1 

9.  9 10 + 1 1 

10.  4 6 + 2 4 

11.  6 8 + 2 4 

12.  7 8 + 1 1 
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13.  8 11 + 3 9 

14.  5 8 + 3 9 

15.  10 10 0 0 

16.  7 7 0 0 

17.  13 10 -3 9 

18.  10 11 + 1 1 

19.  8 7 -1 +1 

20.  5 8 + 3 9 

21.    ∑di= 22 ∑di2      =    90 

 

Analysis: The above comparison of total scores at pre and post test stages 

of the control class (CC) presents the level of improvement achieved by the 

subjects after the intervention by a traditional method of teaching writing. 

Majority of the subjects’ scores indicate that there is no impressive improvement. 

In this comparison the margin of difference is very different then it was seen in the 

experimental (EC) (5.3.3). Although the subjects have improved their performance 

after a traditional teaching of writing in which no sufficient practice, pair or group 

work was done, yet this improvement is quite less and unimpressive than resulted 

by the intervention of process writing in the experimental class. Some of the 

scripts here can also be termed as high achievers and low achievers as #5, 13, 14 

and 20 are high achievers. Their scores at post teaching test indicate that they have 

improved their skill whereas rest of the scripts (12) are low achievers. This is 

because their scores have improved by one 1 to 3 scores/scales. It is also not 

worthy here that there are participants who have declined even further such as 

scripts (4, 8, 17, and 19) have achieved low scores than they achieved at the pre 

teaching stage of the study. In addition to this, there are few scripts such as 1, and 

5, who achieved same scores at both the stages of the study. Thus, and above all  
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infrequent variations support the contention that in our traditional teaching of 

writing students don’t improve their writing performance so significantly. 

Moreover, this is a very serious indicator which needs our attention. Following 

(5.6.4) is the statistical presentation, analysis and interpretation of the total scores 

5.6.4. t- test Results and Analysis 

As we applied a correlated t- test to measure the impact of teaching 

methodology in the experimental context we did the same test in this (control) 

context. All the subjects in pre and post test were same. Their total scores for t- 

test analysis are presented in the following figure.        

Figure-5 
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From the above analysis it is obvious that our calculated value, of (t =2 .68) 

is higher than the tabulated value (1.729) which means the students performance 

has also changed but statistically this change may be termed as significant but not 

highly significant as was the case in the results of experimental class students. 

In the light of above results, I conclude that as a result of teaching writing 

in a traditional approach, students, writing efficiency has also improved but not so 

significantly as in the other class where process teaching of writing was practiced. 

5.7. Conclusion 

This chapter has explored the impact of process based approach to the 

teaching of writing by testing students’ efficiency before and after the treatment. 

And in order to strengthen the findings/results of the experimental class, the 

results of the control class has been presented and t- test analysis was done to see 

the difference in the results respectively. 

This is on the basis of the results of the writing tests of both the classes at 

pre and post stages that the following conclusions have been drawn that the 

subjects of the experimental class improved their writing efficiency. The 

difference in their pre and post test results was highly significant. Moreover, this is 

on the basis of this highly significant difference where I conclude that the students 

who were taught with process based method, performed much better than those 

who were taught by a traditional method of teaching writing. 
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C H A P T E R   SIX 

The Classroom Observation Data:   Analysis, Interpretation and 

Discussion 

6.1  Introduction  

 The chapter presents the analysis of the classroom observation data 

collected through a checklist. The purpose of the classroom observation as 

mentioned in chapter #.3 was to note  and describe the inside picture of teaching 

and learning in both the classes with a view to support the impact of teaching 

method in one class and compare it with the other and finding out the difference 

between the inside environment. The checklist consists of five items which are 

analyzed below. 

6.2 Item-I General 

6.2.1 Medium of Instruction in the Class  

 Although the official medium of instruction in all the tertiary level 

institutions in Pakistan is English, yet the observer noted that the teachers in both 

the classes used English most of the times. There were times when a teacher will 

explain concepts and examples in the L1 of the participants. The observer also 

noted that the students in both the classes were interested to listen to frequent 

explanations in their L1 which indicates that the students’ listening comprehension 

was poor. We can assume that English being the main medium of instruction was 

supported by switching to L1 both by the teachers as well as by the participants in 

both the classes. 



 210

6.2.2  The Organization of the Class 

The organization of both the classes was similar because the chairs were 

connected with an iron rod-immoveable chair. Usually the seating arrangement of 

both the classes is on first come first serve basis.  

However unlike the control class, the experimental class students were 

asked at many occasions to change their seats. For example, during a generating 

the ideas/ brain storming activity the experimental class students were divided by 

the teacher in two groups one “very good” and other “not very good writers” and 

then pairs were arranged by taking one student from each group. The pair was then 

advised to sit at place of their comfort. In one class it was also noted that the 

teacher gave instructions to both the groups to find their partner from the other 

group by their choice of working more comfortably. It was like one student 

interacting with his next bench mate in a parallel manner rather than sitting in the 

opposite direction. In the control class there was no such re-shuffle, the students 

were not asked/instructed to sit and work in pairs, or help each other. There were 

no such talks noted about the arrangement of seating or organization. Probably the 

teacher, as noted during all the five observations, found the class organization 

satisfactory and he would rush to speak on the topic he tended to teach.        
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6.3  Item # 2 Time spent on each of the following skills in each  

 class by the teacher and   students 

An average time consumed by each skill in 31 classes of teaching. 

Experimental Class Control Class Total  
Time

B
y 

   
  

T
ea

ch
er

 

Listening Speaking Reading Writing Listening Speaking Reading Writing 

8.20 
hrs 

12.31 
hrs 

7.13 
hrs 

19.23   
hrs 

3.32 
hrs 

22.13 
hrs 

8.19 
hrs 

3.1 
hrs 

31 
hrs 

B
y 

S
tu

d
en

t 

14.42 
hrs 

11.22 
hrs 

13.11 
hrs 

18.31 
hrs 

23.29 
hrs 

5.20 
hrs 

7.07 
hrs 

6.09 
hrs 

31 
hrs 

 

Analysis 

The above table shows a comparison of an average time consumed in each 

class by the teacher and by the students respectively. All the above figures portray 

unexpected picture of both the classrooms. In the experimental class maximum 

time consumed by the teacher is in writing (19.23 hrs) whereas in the control class 

maximum time consumed by the teacher is in speaking (22.13 hrs). We can 

therefore assume that the teacher in the experimental class may have been engaged 

in writing himself on the board or on the scripts of the students. 

Whereas the teacher in the control class used most of the time in speaking, 

and very little time in writing (3.1 hrs).Such a short time given by the teacher 

indicates that writing skill is ignored in the control class if we compare teachers 

average time consumption with the average time consumed by the students, we see 

that the students of experimental class consumed 18.31 hours out of 31 hours of 

teaching/ learning. Whereas the time consumed by the control class students is 
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(6.09 hrs). The surprising figure observed in control class students is that they are 

mostly listeners as they spent most of their time in listening (23.29 hrs). This is in 

fact a sad indicator that in an English composition class students spend lot of time 

in listening and reading. This also reflects the concerns about traditional classroom 

practice prevailing in Pakistani institutions. However, the observation of the 

experimental class suggests that the students spent considerable duration of time in 

writing (18.31 hrs). This is followed by reading which consumed 13.11 hours out 

of 31 hours. This indicates that writing may have been integrated by reading. 

6.4 Item # 3 Teaching Methodology 

S.No. Items Observation /Comments 
Experimental 
Class 

Control Class 

1 
Topic selection (by teacher, by 
student, by both) 

  

2 Forms of writing (sentence/ 
paragraph/essay)…… 

  

3 Brain storming (generating ideas)   
4 Practice of writing in the 

classroom……. 
  

5 Revision or corrections (by teacher by 
students) 

  

6 Teaching of grammar items (Yes/No) 
if yes what……? 

  

 

6.4.1 Topic Selection (by teacher, by student, by both) 

 This item aimed to look into the teaching methodologies in both the 

classes. As noted by an independent observer the selection of topics for writing 

(activities) in experimental class was made both by the teacher as well as by the 

students. It was also observed that most of the times it was done only by the 

students. The teacher on the other hand, would write all these topics on the board 

and the class would engage in a discussion to select one topic for the whole class 

or topics for groups or for pairs. Some times the writing activities were preceded 
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by oral discussions. The selection of topic was quite different in the control class. 

The observer noted that the topics along with fully developed essays were 

introduced in the class at number of occasions. There was hardly any discussion or 

talk about the nature of topics or selection of topics or students’ participation in 

that stage. The teacher was noted as explaining the qualities of very good essay 

and more specifically what is introduction, body and conclusion. The students do 

have photo copies of these essays or books where from they will read while 

listening and following the analysis of the teacher. It was also observed that the 

teacher in this class asked the students to write the summaries of the essay. I can 

therefore assume that selection of topic in the experimental class was done mainly 

by both the students and the teacher but in the control class such discussion about 

the topic selection was not noted, however it was observed that the teacher would 

select  the essays himself and announce them in the class. No choice for students 

seen in the five classes/ periods.    

6.4.2 Forms of Writing Practiced in Each Class  

 The observer noted that the students in the experimental class practiced 

writing mostly in the form of essays. These were short essays as well as long 

essay. The length of these essays probably varied from one page to three pages. 

There were a good number of students who could write paragraphs only, when 

they were asked to write essays. In five periods observed, there was no single 

example of teacher or students writing sentences only. This indicates that most of 

the writing done in this class was centered on essays. 

The control class participants/ students as understood from the instructions 

from the teacher, however, were found practicing sentence conversion or 

transformation, writing summaries and reproducing the model essays. This was 

done on the basis of detailed lecturers /explanations given by the teacher in this 
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class. We can thus assume that the teacher and students were focusing on 

sentences and essay like summaries. 

6.4.3. Brainstorming (Generating Ideas)    

 The independent observer noted that in experimental class there is lot of 

discussion in the beginning of the class. On three occasions, the teacher entered 

the class and engaged with the students in asking them different questions. 

Particularly when a topic was selected jointly for a write up, the teacher would tell 

the students how to create ideas on a given topic. It was observed that the teacher 

would some times make clusters, outlines or develop a set of questions on the 

board about certain topics and similar practice was done by the students. Students 

discuss in pairs orally some times the contents of a topic, exchange the same, add 

or delete some points if necessary. The students of this class were busy in writing, 

revising and getting their ideas clarified and organized by their peer or by the 

teacher.  On the basis of above practice it can be assumed that there was definitely 

a tendency of brainstorming and generating ideas because the student were not 

reproducing are summarizing but they were trying to write from their own ideas. 

The control class students on the other hand were observed very passive and 

teacher’s talk was mostly dominant. Since this class aimed at reproduction and 

writing summaries, the students were not found talking to each other on any thing, 

moreover, the teacher gave the impression that he liked pin drop silence in his 

class. It was noted that in this class the teacher asked the students for writing 

summaries of essays selected by the teacher on two occasions. And while the 

students were writing, the teacher would remain silent behind the rostrum in the 

class or he may walk across the passages between the student benches in the class. 

This suggests that there was no brainstorming or ideas creating activity done in 

this class. 
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6.4.4 Practice of Writing in Each Class 

 Looking into the five time observations of each class, it is easy to report 

that there was more practice in the experimental class than in the control class. 

Through the nature of practice in both the class varied significantly, yet we can 

say that there was some practice of writing done in control class as well. However 

the purpose of both the practices is not difficult to interpret. In the experimental 

class the students were trying to achieve a skill whereas in control class, students 

were trying to do some writing without using their cognitive abilities. This 

indicates that they were writing for the sake of their teacher only. Moreover their 

focus was on the written ideas rather than creating their own ideas. The observer 

also noted that very little time was spared for writing in comparison to time spared 

in the experimental class 

6.4.5 Revisions or Corrections (by the teacher /by the student) 

 As noted by the observer, the experimental class students frequently 

revised their drafts, individually as well as in pairs. This was noted through their 

oral discussions and the questions they were asking from the partner or from the 

teacher. The teacher was also observed revising some sentence structures on the 

board, or, the teacher would explain to the individual student the confusing 

structures. In each experimental class, the students were given instructions to spare 

some time in the end and revise their ideas, language and correct it by themselves. 

As the teacher was seen guiding the students during the process, it can be assumed 

that there were revisions or corrections done in this class. On the other hand the 

control class students were not intervened during their process of writing. On one 

occasion, it was noted that teacher asked the students to change sentences from 

simple to complex and from complex to compound sentences. Here many students 

did mistakes and the teacher corrected these mistakes after having checked all the 

students’ responses. This indicates that there was correction rather than revision 
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done by the teacher but not by the students. Moreover, the control class students 

were engaged in a different kind of writing and quite infrequently as compared to 

the experimental class. 

6.4.6 Teaching of Grammar Items 

As noted by the observer there was more teaching of grammar items in 

control class than in experimental class. It was noted in three classes that the 

teacher was explaining to the students some forms and conversion of sentences, 

such as simple sentences, complex and compound sentence and also referring to 

the use of model verbs like would, should, can etc. On the contrary in the 

experimental class, the observer noted that only one occasions, the teacher 

explained the arrangement of a sentence and on other occasion he was explaining 

the purpose of using a past tense. This can therefore be assumed that. More 

grammar items were focused in control class than in experimental class which   

indicates that the two teachers were following two different approaches. 

6.4.7 Teacher’s Interaction, (one to one, to group, or one to class) 

 The observation of the experimental class suggests that the teacher was 

frequently interacting with the students   individually, in groups and also with the 

whole class. However, more interaction was noted with groups or pairs. Whereas 

the teacher in the control class was seen mostly talking to the whole class and only 

on two occasions, he answered and explained some questions asked by few 

students. This also indicates that the teacher consumed lot of time in speaking and 

holding the charge of the class which also seems in conformity with item No.2 of 

the checklist. On the basis of the above analysis we can conclude that there was 

more teacher student interaction observed in experimental class than it was 

observed in the control class. 
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6.5  Teaching Materials/Resources /Aids Used in Each Class 

The observer noted that in experimental class, the teacher used OHP but 

only once whereas this was not noted in the control class. However, the use of 

white board was very common and frequent in both the classes. The handouts 

were also used in both the classes but more use of handouts was observed in the 

experimental class than in the control class. The teacher in the control class also 

used a book and the copy of the similar book was almost with every student and 

the students did lot of reading. On the contrary the experimental class students had 

mainly handouts for their use in addition to a book, but they gave more time to 

writing than reading. The observer noted and I report that the teacher in the control 

class used essays as models for writing and asked the students to read them again 

and again, and summaries them whereas as the teacher of the experimental class 

asked the students to read the essays from the book and use them as a resource to 

generate ideas, and also add, change or expand those ideas the way students liked 

it. This indicates that the students of the experimental class enjoyed more freedom 

than the students of the control class. 

6.6  Learners’ Behavior  

Regarding teachers behavior, the independent observer noted that the 

learners in control class spent more time in listening and reading essays from the 

book or from the handouts. Whereas this was quite less in the experimental class 

where students were engaged in pair, and group work. They would read some 

thing and than discuss it with the partner or other group members. On the contrary 

no pair work or group work was noted in the control class. All these students were 

working individually. The students in the experimental class were frequently 

intercepted by the teacher or they received frequent guidance from the teacher on 

their own request, whereas teachers’ interception in the control class was very 

limited. He would only intercept if there was a disciplinary problem in the class or 



 218

would occasionally answer to student’s questions. The observer also noted that 

learners’ behavior in control class was very passive with lack of motivation which 

suggests that the teacher wanted a silent class only to listen the explanations or 

lecture of the teacher whereas the learners of the experimental class were found 

well motivated, active and confident. They could speak to the partner and to the 

teacher whenever they were confused. This class was noted as noisy class in 

comparison to the control class. This can be concluded that there was more 

interaction in experimental class and as result students were very active, on the 

contrary, in the (traditional) control class the learners were quite passive and 

lacked confidence.  

6.7 Conclusion  

On the basis of independent classroom observations carried out through a 

checklist, it is concluded that despite some similarities in both the classes in terms 

of organization and medium of instruction, the students of experimented class 

were more actively engaged in oral discussion, brainstorming, and spent lot of 

time in writing, revising and discussing their problems with their teacher. On the 

other hand the students of control class were very passive and spent more time in 

listening and reading than on writing. Moreover, the students of experimental class 

were noted to have been engaged in creating their own writing texts rather than 

reproducing or summarizing the given essays as was the case in the control class. 

The teacher in the experimental class was also found active and  more effective as 

he motivated his students, helped them create new ideas, gave them confidence to 

become independent writers, thinkers as well as editors. He guided the class 

individually as well as collectively, and also paid attention to the weak areas of the 

students. Whereas the teacher in the control class also remained very active but he 

did not give enough time to the students to participate in the teaching and learning 

process. He was noted paying more attention to the model essays, their 
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explanation, the grammatical accuracy rather than fluency in writing. We can 

therefore, assume that the experimental class where the teacher was using process 

based method for teaching of writing looked more efficient and confident whereas 

the other (control class) class students received instruction in a traditional product 

based method were not engaged in enough practice and were not guided properly, 

therefore, their level of performance was not so impressive. Moreover, the silence 

in the class led to form the opinion that they did not improve their writing ability 

as significantly as observed in another class. 
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C H A P T E R   SEVEN 

  Conclusion 

7.1  Introduction  

The preceding two chapters presented the results of the perception data and 

product data of the undergraduate students of Shah Abdul Latif University. The 

current chapter of the thesis discusses the results, the findings and pedagogical 

implications of the study.  

In this chapter, I will present to the readers some possible explanations of 

these findings. This chapter, therefore, provides a summary of this study, 

including its aims, methods, and findings and draws conclusions from the data 

analysis with an emphasis on its implications for a more viable understanding of 

the needs and problems of our students, teachers as well as this fastly growing 

society. On the basis of the analysis made in the last chapters, I make relevant 

recommendations and conclude with suggestions for further research in this area.  

 On the basis of review of literature, analysis of the perception data derived 

from the questionnaires at the pre and post stages of the investigation, and on the 

basis of the analysis of the results of writing tests (product data) administrated in 

both classes at pre and post stages of the investigation and classroom observations, 

I have come to the following findings. 

In general, the findings of this study indicated that there is a highly 

significant difference in the writing performance of the participants in these 

respective stages (Pre-and Post). The participants of the experimental class in their  
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pre writing test did not perform well but after a period of four months 

learning writing in a process based environment they improved their skill quite 

significantly. 

The other class (control), the participants did not receive the similar 

treatment but were taught by the so called traditional method of teaching writing; 

their performance, therefore did not improve quite significantly. I will discuss 

these findings in more details later in this chapter. 

7.2  The Research Problem and its Significance 

Research in English as second or foreign Language writing may be old 

across the world but in Pakistan it is absolutely new. As mentioned in the chapter 

# 2 , there are very few research studies appeared in ESL/EFL writing in Pakistan 

(Hassan, R. 2002,  and  Zaki, S. 2001 )  one  focuses the post graduate level 

students and the other is  an investigation about children’s  (at elementary level) 

creative writing process. None of the studies have ever addressed the problems of 

teaching writing at undergraduate level. 

Although over the last few years we have witnessed a growing tendency in 

researching the issues pertaining to ELT pedagogy (action research) yet nothing of 

the sort has been published other than the few studies mentioned in the chapter # 

two. 

The researcher believes that in order to achieve set goals by a student, 

competency in written English is a must; therefore need to be brought to the 

attention of the teachers, researchers and other specialists for further exploration. 

This study therefore, was an attempt to explore the impact of process based 

method of teaching writing on the undergraduate students’ writing performance. 
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This study was exploratory and comparative in nature and investigated the 

perceptions of the participants and their performance levels in writing tests.   

7.3  Purpose of the Study 

This study was aimed to investigating the perceptions of students and 

teachers about teaching practices in writing, and it investigated the students’ level 

of performance in writing tests at pre and post stages of the study. The study 

intended to see their response to new teaching methodology and to the traditional 

teaching methodology. The following main research questions were used. 

1. What are students’ views about the teaching of writing?  

2. How do the students’ perform in a writing test? 

3. What are the teacher’s views about their teaching of writing?  

4. Can process based approach help   improve students’ writing efficiency?  
 

Based on these research questions the following hypotheses were 

 formulated. 

Current teaching method does not improve the writing efficiency of the 

 students. 

A process based writing method will improve more effectively the writing 

 skill of the u/g students of Shah Abdul Latif University. 

7.4  Limitations of the Study 

 This study was limited in several ways. The limitations include the 

 following: 
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(a). The experiment of process teaching took place in one class only, it 

would have been better if more than one classes were made part of 

this experiment. 

(b) It would have been ideal if the number of participants in both the 

classes would have been same at the questionnaire (perception) 

stages. Usually it is mandatory to keep the number of both groups 

same. Here the number of participants from both the class selected 

as sub set (20 students from each class) was same but keeping the 

number same for the questionnaire was difficult due to the actual 

enrolment and size of classrooms. The number of students in other 

classes was even smaller, we, however, desired to study as many 

participants as possible.  

(c) The second and important limitation is the inexperienced raters. 

Although   with my little experience of holistic evaluation, I tried my 

level best to train and aware them of the needs of holistic evaluation, 

yet I had to depend on them with the lack of experience, and finally 

getting some support from literature review, we could manage to do 

it. 

(d) As the participants (students) in this study were not very good 

readers and listeners of English so I have to translate most of the 

items of the questionnaires in Sindhi or Urdu (L1) again and again. 

Although the response rate was very good yet I have to survive with 

the danger of their improper understanding of the items put in the 

questionnaires. 

(e). Due to my personal weakness in using statistics I had to get help 

from a colleague of the statistics department in the t- test analysis. 

Moreover, while analyzing the questionnaires, I had to depend on 
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the percentages and could not use some SPSS programs due to the 

expected uncertainties and hesitations for achieving accurate results. 

(f). Initially I had planned to observe the control class for a better 

understanding, analysis and comparison but the permission to 

observe the class as a researcher was not granted by the head of the 

department. If permission was granted, I could have added another 

subset of data as classroom observation and would have got great 

support in understanding the context of the study more clearly. 

(g). The findings of this study may be generalized to a population with 

similar context, such as, the u/g students studying in universities 

located in the rural areas of Pakistan but cannot be generalized to the 

students studying in the urban areas (big cities) of Pakistan. 

(h). Due to lack of awareness and infrequent  access to internet sources 

the researcher has faced lot of problems in getting access to relevant 

literature in the initial years but one semester stay in U.K provided 

great exposure to research skills, resources and materials but I 

believe that this was not sufficient. 

7.5  Methods and Procedures  

In order to respond to the research questions and hypotheses mentioned in 

6.3, the researcher followed the methods and procedures detailed in chapter # 3.  

Basically the data collected for the purpose of this study were gathered in two 

complementary ways (Pre and post). These were perception data and product data. 

The research first of all designed a questionnaire, pilot tested, and administered the 

survey to explore the perceptions of the participants in both the classes 

(experimental and control). After this survey, a questionnaire was also given to the 

10 teachers of English of this University. This was followed by the writing tests 

conducted in both the classes. All the above procedure was repeated after a period 
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of four months during which the one class received the treatment and the other 

class did not. The product data was analyzed by using a correlated t-test (the 

details are given in chapter three). The perception data was analyzed on the basis 

of simple statistics (percentages and frequency) to see whether students’ 

perceptions about their writing teachers, their efficiency, and their problems have 

changed or not. In addition to this both the classrooms were observed on five 

occasions to note the teaching learning process.  

7.6.  Major Findings 

As reported in the chapter # 4 and 5, the results of this study revealed that 

there is highly significant difference in the performance levels of the participants 

(students). The summary of these findings is presented as under: 

1. The participants in the experimental class showed significant change 

in their perceptions about their writing efficiency and the degree of 

problems they were facing during both the stages of the study. 

2. The pre perception data indicated that the students were being taught 

by a traditional or so called product based method and due to this 

their writing efficiency did not improve as significantly as in the 

experimental class. 

3. The pre perception data revealed that no writing activities were done 

in the classrooms, no pair or group work was done. Most of the 

participants perceived lack of practice and motivation as causes of 

their poor writing efficiency. 

4. A big majority of the students/participants in this study believed that 

their writing efficiency was not good because the teaching methods 

were not effective, interesting and helpful. 
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5. A big majority of the students in both the classes were unaware 

about writing as a process. They mostly started and finished their 

writing which is a linear rather than a recursive approach. 

6. Participants, before this experiment took place, were never asked or 

taught to think about a topic, generate ideas, make outlines, and 

develop sentences into paragraphs and paragraphs into essays. They 

were never asked to spare time in their writing sessions to revise 

their writings and correct mistakes by themselves. 

7. More focus is given to grammar, sentence structures and sentence 

conversions. 

8. Accuracy is found to be more important than fluency.  

9. Remembering essays is preferred to learning to write essays. 

10. In the post perception data the experimental class participants 

showed great change in their perception whereas the control class 

participants did not show any substantial change in their perception. 

11. From the analysis of teachers’ perception, it was found that the 

majority of the teachers still practice and adhere to the elements of 

grammar translation method or product based method. 

12. Majority of the teachers showed their dissatisfaction the way writing 

is taught. This indicates that they are ready to introduce such 

techniques which could effectively improve the writing efficiency of 

the students of this University.      

13. Little contradiction has also been found between teachers’ and 

students’ perceptions. 
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14. Contradictions have also been found among the raters view of 

holistic evaluation. 

15. Most of the teachers’ opinions about students writing efficiency 

suggested that their written efficiency is very poor. 

16. Most of the teachers (1-9) believe that a proper teaching method will 

  help in improving the efficiency of the students. 

17. Most of the teachers support the idea that the students are not made 

to create their ideas and that writing is finished without any revision. 

18. In response to new method (based on a process), most of the teachers 

think that this will work very effectively in the context of Shah 

Abdul Latif University. 

19. The product data analysis of the experimental class found that 

process based teaching of writing has very significantly improved 

the writing efficiency of the participants. This method therefore, if 

applied in similar contests can be highly effective. 

20. The product data analysis of the control class does not suggest that 

significant difference as in experimental class, which proves the 

hypotheses # 2 that process based teaching of writing will produce 

better results. 

21. The post perception data results of the experimental class indicated 

that the participants were experiencing less problems compared to 

pre-perception data results. 

22. On the basis of independent classroom observations carried out 

through a checklist, it was found that despite some similarities in 
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both the classes in terms of organization and medium of instruction, 

the students of experimented class were more actively engaged in 

oral discussion, brainstorming, and spent lot of time in writing, 

revising and discussing their problems with their teacher. On the 

other hand the students of control class were very passive and spent 

more time in listening and reading than on writing. Moreover, the 

students of experimental class were noted to have been engaged in 

creating their own writing texts rather than reproducing or 

summarizing the given essays, as was the case in the control class. 

The teacher in the experimental class was also found active and 

more effective as he motivated his students, helped them create new 

ideas, gave them confidence to become independent writers, thinkers 

as well as editors.  Whereas the teacher in the control class also 

remained very active but he did not give enough time to the students 

to participate in the teaching and learning process. He was noted 

paying more attention to the model essays, their explanation, the 

grammatical   accuracy rather than fluency in writing.  Moreover the 

silence in the class (CC) led to form the opinion that they did not 

improve their writing ability as significantly as observed in another 

class (EC). 

7.7     Recommendations or Implications for Policy and Practice 

 Based on the findings of this study, the researcher believes that there are 

several recommendations that ought to be presented to the writing specialists and 

policy makers. These recommendations are intended to bring a paradigm shift, 

from traditional, grammar or product based teaching methods to more viable, 

effective and useful methods of teaching writing, based on a process approach. In 

this study, I also had to face critical situation or constraints regarding time 

management. The process writing classes tend to consume more time than the 



 229

usual typical classes we commonly have in Pakistan. The teacher mostly has to 

leave in the middle of some thing that is yet to be finished. The important point to 

note in this respect is the amount of practice, the teacher has. To my experience, 

the teachers may encounter difficulties in terms of time constraints which badly is 

an institutional issue, for this ‘the more the teacher practices, the more effective he 

will be; can also be a guiding principle.  

First, the results of the participants’ perceptions and performance at the pre 

teaching stage of the study indicated that the writing efficiency of the participants 

was low due to lack of practice and an ineffective teaching practices or 

methodology. This was also noted in the results of the participants in the control 

class where students were not engaged in writing as a process, therefore the 

researcher believes that this is the time to change the teaching practices from 

traditional, product based to process based. 

Second, the teachers need to engage the students in life related writing 

tasks; more and more practice on topics of simple nature to topics of difficult 

nature; all the practice should follow a set of procedure as laid down by a process  

method. Students should be taught to think, generate ideas, make clusters or 

outlines, organize their ideas and finalize the drafts in the end. Students should be 

motivated to give up the practice of ‘start and finish’ writing, accept writing as a 

recursive process, requiring revisions, additions and deletions. 

Third, teacher training is essential.  The post test results of the experimental 

class indicated highly significant improvement in the written efficiency of the u/g 

students. The researcher therefore believes that all the teachers working in the 

similar contexts should learn the art of process based teaching of writing; they 

should explore opportunities for getting training in the teaching of this skill. 

Moreover, they should also give up the practice of assigning the topics in advance 
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to their students which they remember and produce in the final test (Exam). The 

researcher believes that the teachers should give more time and attention to 

organizing their teaching practices and encourage learning rather than cramming. 

Fourth, the post test results of the control class suggested that the 

participants did not find their teachers’ way of teaching interesting and helpful. 

This point should be noted by the teachers of this university in particular, thus it is 

time to think about new techniques and methods of teaching. Process based 

approach has proved effective in our context, which means the rest of the teachers 

can also do it in their classrooms. It is important to mention that process approach 

may not be very popular (as being old) in the western  countries but it is getting 

increasing popularity in South East Asian countries; like, India, Thailand, Hong 

Kong, China, Japan and many other countries. 

Though new in Pakistan, this method can work wonders if applied by the 

teachers of English (L2) writing.  

Fifth, the teachers should also note that if they are not effective teachers 

they are causing great loss to students who miss out golden job opportunities due 

to their poor writing efficiency as a result of ineffective teaching. The teachers 

need to keep themselves abreast with the new emerging changes or innovations in 

the field of ELT. 

Sixth, the findings lead us to recommend that the teachers’ need to give 

more attention to fluency or the flow of ideas rather than accuracy or grammatical 

issues. Moreover fluency in modern ways of learning is always more essential 

than accuracy. It is the fear of accuracy that many participants got blocked due to 

shortage of words or ideas. The teacher therefore should give preference to ideas 

or fluency first and then accuracy will gradually be achieved. 
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Eighth, in order to improve the writing efficiency of the students, the 

university should also arrange In-service training programs in ELT or ensure an 

effective access of the English Language faculty to such trainings or work shops 

where teachers can easily improve their professional awareness. This can also be 

done in the department as well with the help of the HEC, the British Council and 

the U.S consulate to organize 1-3 days work shops on teaching reading and writing 

skills. 

Ninth, Preparation of text books, based on process method like White’s 

(1991) is also essential. I strongly recommend this book to be a text book for the 

undergraduate students of this university. 

Tenth, the teachers should also be properly trained in holistic evaluation, 

because mostly teachers do not have enough time to find and point out all 

mistakes, make the scripts red, and serving no purpose. With proper awareness 

about holistic evaluations they can recognize very quickly the substance of essays. 

7.8  Discussion  

As discussed in chapter # 2.4 that the process approach to teaching of 

writing is widely used in America and South East Asian countries like Hong 

Kong,  China and Japan, and that there are growing tendencies to welcome the use 

of this approach departing from our traditional methods of teaching. An important 

issue to address here is that why this methodology being old (30 years) on, now 

has not been so widely used in many European and Asian countries such as 

Pakistan, India, Russia Germany, France, Austria, Italy, Spain etc.  Although 

literature supports the use of this approach fairly well (Zamel, 76; Matsuda, 2003; 

Badge & White 1991, and 2000; Penington, 98) but it rarely outlines the 

disadvantages and problems that might fall down the line. As explained in 2.3.3 at 

2.3.4, the process based instruction also opens up some issues of  historical, 
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institutional and professional nature. For example Horowitz formed it difficult to 

manage with the cognitive and psycholinguistic concerns, others talked about how 

the elements of this approach are properly practiced despite institutional problems 

where the environment is not conducive. 

This study with all the pros and cons comes to point out   that the most 

important issue is teachers’ professional awareness about how to practice and 

reflect this approach in the classroom. The institutional factors, though important, 

but are secondary in nature. The context in which this study has emerged, has 

taken into account all these considerations. The wider issue and concern to discuss 

is the training of the Pakistani teachers to implement the principles of process 

writing. Historically it is always difficult to depart from any set traditions; such 

may be the case in this paradigm shift from ‘product to process ’. Professional 

awareness and training then may be the reason that this approach despite its 

dynamic expansion and popularity could not gain the strength in South Asia. 

Moreover, resources and materials, which tend to guide in process pedagogy have 

been almost extinct in this part of the world. But now as the world is increasingly 

becoming a global village in which internet plays a vital role, it seems very 

encouraging and conducive to overcome the issues of institutional and 

professional nature. Pakistan in the first decade of 21st century is different than the 

last decade of the 20th century. There are far reaching prospects and possibilities 

to introduce change backed by innovation in our classroom practice. We need to 

explore all the possibilities for addressing and fulfilling the needs of our learners. 

 The study obviously leads to prove that if teachers teach writing using a 

process based method would get encouraging results, this, however doesn’t 

guarantee the improvement or change in students’ performance as permanent. 

There are other factors also which require some thing more than professional 

training, environment and resources. These are the commitment and the kind of 
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enthusiasm required to achieve that difference in students’ performance and this 

needs a consistent and continuous refreshing, pushing and practice. On the 

contrary, there does exist the danger that the improvement in students’ 

performance which has resulted as an effect of highly organized and interactive 

teaching may drop off fairly quickly and the change of performance as concluded 

in this study may turn out to be temporary. So the teachers of process writing will 

have to demonstrate that commitment and enthusiasm throughout as done by the 

teacher in this experimental class than in the control class. Not only the teachers 

but the students of a process writing class will be motivated and required to be 

committed and enthusiastic in their process of learning writing as an independent 

skill. 

7.9  Suggestions for Further Research 

This study has shown that there is highly significant difference in students’ 

performance after receiving a treatment based on process method of teaching 

writing and that students performed better in process based environment than in 

traditional product based environment.  

The researcher suggests that further research needs to be conducted in this 

area more thoroughly by adding some other sets of data such as  classroom 

observation or video/audio taping of the learning and teaching process in any class 

supported by latest electronic means. 

I strongly suggest another research like qualitative, descriptive and cross 

sectional should also be conducted. There are greater possibilities of exploring the 

role of L1 writing on the growth of L2 writing. I also suggest to conduct a study 

which looks deeper into the composing process of an individual writer by using 

(SRM) stimulated Recall Method. 
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I also feel great need of researching the issues of teachers’ feedback to 

student writing. 

Considering the depth of the problem that our students are experiencing, we 

need to explore all the possibilities for a better and viable understanding of the 

issues and challenges. There is a need to study the role of teaching materials in the 

development of writing skills and more importantly writing as an integrated skill 

which may be more effective if investigated from reading as resources for writing. 

This study is replicable. The researcher therefore, recommends replicating 

it in similar contexts and on different populations. Particularly I recommend, and 

would like to encourage replicating this study in another similar context of another 

rural university in Pakistan and with little additional input of data–classroom 

observation; this can also be conducted in urban universities. 

I strongly suggest more focused use of classroom observations as a subset 

of the main data. It becomes significantly effective, if the teachers become 

researchers and their roles as researchers help them in deciding the curriculum, 

teaching and testing issues successfully.                      

7.10.  Conclusion 

This study explored the impact of process based teaching of writing on the 

writing efficiency of undergraduate students of Shah Abdul Latif University. The 

design of this study was experimental and research was quantitative as well as 

qualitative in nature. 86 participants from two undergraduate classes in their fourth 

semester took part in this study. The participants formed two different classes 

under two titles: experimental class and control class. Ten teachers of English 

were also a part of this study. The research instruments used were questionnaires 
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and writing tests both at pre and post stages of the study and a checklist for 

classroom observation. 20 participants in each class formed the subset of the main 

data. As most of the participant come from rural areas -villages, or from far off 

districts, they represent whole population in the northern part of the province of 

Sindh. Statistical percentages, t- test and descriptive analysis were used to estimate 

the difference or the impact of new methodology on the performance, practices 

and perceptions of the participants. 

 The results of this study indicated that there was difference found in 

the pre and post data of the participants in both the classes. But the difference 

between the pre and post data of the experimental class was highly significant. The 

findings of this study suggested that process based teaching of writing should be 

introduced in all the classes of this University and in all the contexts similar to this 

University. The findings further suggested that teachers of English should keep 

themselves abreast with the new tendencies in the teaching profession. Teachers  

should pay more attention to the improvement of their classroom practice, engage 

students in more and more practice, focus on fluency than grammar exercises, 

create an inter active environment in the classes. The study finally suggested that 

in service teacher training should be introduced by University in the area of 

English language teaching where teachers could get themselves professionally 

developed; then the teachers also need to put in practice their training and 

knowledge in a more effective manner to their students. 
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APPENDICES  
Appendix -A 

 
Prescribed Syllabus for B.A Part- I and II, (English A and B) 

   
 ENGLISH-A  B.A Part- (I)    Two Semesters    

 
O B J E C TI V E S: 
 

o to learn to read literary texts and understand them 
o to develop reading skills 
o to develop critical thinking 
o to develop skimming and scanning skills 
o    to develop ability to critically appreciate English texts     

  (Prose, Poetry and Drama). 
o to develop overall reading comprehension skills  
o to develop language skills by using literature. 
 

Syllabus:  English and American Literature  
 

  (1). Poetry (selection of English poetry) From Robert   
    Herik, Words Worth, Pope etc. (Ventuestor Book of   
    English) Verse 

  (2). Prose:  Points of view selection of Essays. 
  (3). Dramas: The Women at War by………… 
     Mr. Sampson. by…………. 
     The Old man and the Sea”  by    

      E.Hemingway. 
   

 ENGLISH-A  B.A Part-(II) Two Semesters    
 

O B J E C TI V E S: 
 

 to develop writing skills by using literary or non literary texts 
 to develop essay writing skills 
 to help improve their weakness and mistakes in writing English 
 to help students write correct English fluently with lot of practice 
 to discuss the elements of grammar in details so that the students   

  should understand and use them in writing essays 
 to write English effectively, correctly and fluently. 

Syllabus: Grammar and Composition 
  Semester-I 
1.  Sentence conversion (simple, Complex, compound) 
2.  Active voice to passive voice 
3.  Remove too 
4.  Inter change of degrees of comparison 
5.  Direct and Indirect speech (Narration modes) 
6.  Use of prepositions 
  Semester-II 
7.  Idioms 
8.  Essay writing  
9.  Précis writing 
10.  Punctuations 
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Appendix- B: Questionnaire format for students                   

Dear Participants, 

I am conducting a research study on “Teaching the Writing of English: 
Exploring the Impact of Process Approach on the Undergraduate Students of Shah 
Abdul Latif University Khairpur.” While teaching at this university for the last eight 
years, I have observed that the undergraduate students of this university are unable to 
write English correctly and fluently. I intend to develop your writing abilities by using a 
new approach/ methodology. This questionnaire aims to explore your writing strategies, 
experiences and problems. It consists of THREE parts. The first part is about the 
background information, the second part is about your response to   teaching 
methodology/practices and the third part addresses the problems you mostly face while 
writing, If you don’t understand any thing, ask for help. Please be truthful and honest in 
giving facts or opinions. Your names will be kept secret, however, you may use the 
initials of your name if you don’t want to tell me your name, for example, for Ghulam 
Mustafa Mashori the initials are GMM. 

I highly appreciate your time and effort to participating in this study, which shows your 
deep love for education. 

Name of Research Fellow: Ghulam Mustafa Mashori,  

Assistant Professor,  dept. of English, SALU. Khairpur.  

Part I Background Information 

I. Name ……. 

II. Age …………………………………….. 

III. Gender…………………. 

IV.  Class ……………. 

V.  Department at the university ………. 

VI Your period of study at this university…… 

VII The medium of instruction at the college you last attended   
 before coming to university…… 
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Please tell us whether you disagree or agree with the following statements by 

putting a cross (X) in the box of your choice. Remember that (5) is the most positive 

and (1) is the least positive response. 

Part-II Current Teaching Methodology/Practices 

 
Statements 

(1
) 
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d
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e (2
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e (3
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(4
) 
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ee

 (5
) 

S
tr

on
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1. The teacher comes well prepared 
in class. 

    

2. The teacher discusses some model 
essays in class  

    

3. The teacher gives topics to be 
remembered for final exam. 

    

4. Writing is taught as a separate 
skill. 

    

5. Learning of writing is integrated 
(related) with reading. 

    

6. The teacher has taught me the 
sentences.  

    

7. The teacher has taught me the 
paragraph organization.  

    

8. The teacher has taught me essays.     
9. I have been taught how to 

generate (create)  ideas.  
    

10. I prepare one draft only (start and 
finish).  

    

11. I prepare more than one draft 
(outlining, developing writing and 
revising). 

    

12. I am engaged alone in lot of 
practice (activities) in class. 

    

13. I practice writing activities in 
class in pair. 

    

14. I practice writing activities   in 
class in group 

    

15. My partner in the pair helps me a 
lot in correcting the arrangement 
of the outline. 

    

16. Teacher guides me while I am 
writing. 
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17. I spare some time to revise (check 
the arrangement of ideas, words 
and grammar) in my writing. 

    

18. The teacher gave more 
importance to ideas than 
grammar. 

    

19. The materials (resources) used to 
teach writing were  interesting. 

    

20. The teacher’s way of teaching was 
very helpful in learning writing 

     

21. The teacher’s way of teaching was 
very interesting. 

    

 

Part-III  Problems in Writing English 
 

 
Statements 
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22. I am dis-satisfied with my writing 
abilities. 

 

23. It is very hard for me to get started on a 
paper. 

  

24. There are times when I cannot write 
what I mean actually. 

  

25. Writing in English is very difficult for 
me. 

  

26. I don’t find good words to use.   
27. I get blocked (stopped) due to shortage 

of words 
  

28. I get blocked (stopped) due to lack of 
ideas 

  

29. Essay writing is very difficult for me.   
30. I forget many ideas while I am writing.   
31. The arrangement (combination) of 

sentences   confuses me. 
  

32. I don’t do enough practice in writing 
English 

  

Thank you very much for your cooperation. 
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Appendix - C 

Table-2    Pre test responses of the experimental class Participants 

Part-I Background Information 

Age  

Gender  

Class  

Department at the university (Major)  

Your period of study at this university  

  

Part-II  Teaching Methodology 

Item No. Total Disagreemen
t 

(1+2) 

Don’t 
Know 

(3) 

Agreement 
(4+5) 

1) The teacher comes well 
prepared in class. 

48 22 ( %) 4 (8.33%) 20 (41.66%) 

2) The teacher discusses some 
model essays in class.  

48 14 (29.16%) 3(6.25%) 3 
31(64.58%) 

3) The teacher gives topics to be 
remembered for final exam. 

48 9(18.75%) 0.00 39(81.25%) 

4) Writing is taught as a separate 
skill. 

48 25(52.08%) 2(4.16%) 22(45.83%) 

5) Learning of writing is 
integrated (related) with 
reading. 

46 17(36.95%) 3(6.52%) 26(56.52%) 

6) The teacher has taught me the 
sentences.  

48 15(31.25%) 1(2.08%) 32(66.66%) 

7) The teacher has taught me the 
paragraph organization.  

48 24(50.00%) 4(8.33%) 20(41.66%) 

8) The teacher has taught me 
essays.  

48 27(56.25%) 5(10.41%) 16(33.33%) 

9) I have been taught how to 
generate (create) ideas.  

 
 

48 37(77.08%) 4(8.33%) 7(14.58%) 

10) I prepare one draft only (start 
and finish).  

48 12(25.00%) 3(6.25%) 33(68.75%) 
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11) I prepare more than one draft ( 
outlining, developing writing 
and revising)  

48 34(70.83%) 5(10.41%) 9 (18.75%) 

12) I am engaged alone in lot of 
practice (activities) in class. 

48 29(60.41%) 3(6.25%) 16(33.33%) 

13) I   practice writing activities in 
class in pair. 

48 39(81.25%) 2(4.16%) 7 (14.58%) 

14) I   practice writing activities in 
class. 

48 45(93.75%) 0.00 3 (6.25%) 

15) My partner in the pair helps 
me a lot in correcting the 
arrangement of the outline. 

47 37(78.72%) 2(4.25%) 8(17.02%) 

16) Teacher guides me while I am 
writing. 

45 34(75.55%) 3(6.66%) 8 (17.77%) 

17) I spare some time to revise 
(check the arrangement of 
ideas, words and grammar) in 
my writing. 

48 32(66.66%) 5(10.41%) 9 (18.75%) 

18) The teacher gave more 
importance to ideas than 
grammar. 

48 29(60.41%) 2(4.16%) 15 (31.25%) 

19)  The materials (resources) 
used to teach writing were 
interesting. 

48 31(64.58%) 4(8.33%) 13(27.08%) 

20) The teacher’s way of teaching 
was very helpful in learning 
writing. 

48 30(62.5%) 0.00 18(37.5%) 

21) The teacher’s way of teaching 
was very interesting. 

48 28(58.33%) 5(10.41%) 15(31.25%) 
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Part-III              Problems in Writing English 

Statements 
 

Total 
 

Disagreeme
nt 

(1+2) 

Don’t 
Know  (3) 

Agreement
 

(4+5) 
22) I am dis-satisfied with my 

writing abilities. 
48 30(62.5%) 01(2.08%) 17 (35.41%) 

 23) It is very hard for me to get 
started on paper. 

48 20(41.66%) 2(4.16%) 26 (54.16%) 

24)   There are times when I cannot 
write what I mean actually. 

48 12(25.00%) 2(4.16%) 34 (70.83%) 

25) Writing in English is very 
difficult for me. 

48 16(33.33%) 0.00 32 (66.66%) 

26)   I don’t find good words to use. 48 22(45.83) 0.00 26 (54.16%) 
27)  I get blocked (stopped) due to 

shortage of words. 
47 22(46.80%) 1 (2.12%) 24 (51.06%) 

28)  I get blocked (stopped) due to 
lack of ideas. 

48 23(47.91%) 02(4.16%) 23 (47.91%) 

29)   Essay writing is very difficult 
for me. 

48 15(31.25%) 0.00 33 (68.75%) 

30)   I forget many ideas while I am 
writing. 

48 13(27.08%) 3(6.25%) 32 (66.66%) 

31)    The arrangement 
(combination) of sentences   
confuses me 

44 16(36.36%) 0.00 28 (63.63%) 

  32)  I don’t do enough practice in 
writing English 

48 16(33.33%) 0.00 32 (66.66%) 
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Appendix- D 

Table-3 Post test responses of the experimental class Participants 

 Part-I Background Information 

Age  

Gender  

Class  

Department at the university (Major)  

Your period of study at this university  

 

Part-II    Teaching Methodology 

Item No. 
Total 

Disagreement 
1+2= 

Don’t Know
3 

Agreement
4+5= 

1. The teacher comes well 
prepared in class. 

48 12(25.00%) 2(4.16%) 34(70.83%)

2. The teacher discusses some 
model essays in class.  

48 24(50.00%) 1(2.08%) 21(43.75%)

3. The teacher gives topics to be 
remembered for final exam. 

48 37(77.08%) 0.00 11(22.91%)

4. Writing is taught as a separate 
skill. 

48 22(45.83%) 0.00 26(54.16%)

5. Learning of writing is integrated 
(related) with reading. 

48 24(50.00%) 2(4.16%) 22(45.83%)

6. The teacher has taught me the 
sentences.  

48 31(64.58%) 0() 17(35.41%)

7. The teacher has taught me the 
paragraph organization.  

48 11(22.91%) 02(4.16%) 35(72.91%)

8. The teacher has taught me 
essays.  

44 14(31.81%) 0.00 30(68.18%)

9. I have been taught how to  
generate (create) ideas. 

48 9(18.75%) 1(2.08%) 38(79.16%)

10. I prepare one draft only (start 
and finish).  

 
 
 

48 35(72.91%) 2(41.16%) 11(22.91%)

11. I prepare more than one draft 48 14(29.16%) 1(2.08%) 33(68.75%)
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(outlining, developing writing 
and revising)  

12. I am engaged alone in lot of 
practice (activities) in class. 

48 10(20.83%) 1(2.08%) 37(77.08%)

13. I   practice writing activities in 
class in pair. 

48 7 (14.58%) 1(2.08%) 40(83.33%) 

14. I   practice writing activities in 
class. 

48 12 (25.00%) 2(4.16%) 34(70.83%)

15. My partner in the pair helps 
me a lot in correcting the 
arrangement of the outline. 

48 8(16.66%) 0.00 40(83.33%)

16. Teacher guides me while I am 
writing. 

48 10(20.83%) 1(2.08%) 37(77.08%)

17. I spare some time to revise 
(check the arrangement of ideas, 
words and grammar)  my 
writing. 

46 6(13.04%) 0.00 40(86.95%)

18. The teacher gave more 
importance to ideas than 
grammar. 

48 8(16.66%) 2(4.16%) 38(79.16%)

19. The materials (resources) used 
to teach writing were 
interesting. 

48 11(22.91%) 0.00 37(77.08%)

20. The teacher’s way of teaching 
was very helpful in learning 
writing. 

48 10(20.83%) 0.00 38(78.16%)

21. The teacher’s way of teaching 
was very interesting. 

48 13(27.08%) 0.00 35 (72.91%)
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Part-III              Problems in Writing English 

Item Nos. Total Disagreeme
nt 

1+2= 

Don’t 
Know 

3 

Agreement 
4+5= 

22.  I am dis-satisfied with my 
writing abilities. 

48 13(27.08%) 03(6.25%) 32(66.66%) 

23.  It is very hard for me to get 
started on a paper. 

48 29(60.41%) 4(8.33%) 15(31.25%) 

24. There are times when I cannot 
write what I 

          mean actually. 

48 33(68.75%) 02(4.16%) 13(27.08%) 

25. Writing in English is very 
difficult for me. 

48 28(58.33%) 02(4.16%) 16(33.33%) 

26. I don’t find good words to use. 47 28(59.57%) 0.00 19(40.42%) 
27. I get blocked (stopped) due to 

shortage of words 
48 35(72.91%) 2(4.16%) 11(22.91%) 

28. I get blocked (stopped) due to 
lack of ideas 

48 35(72.92%) 0.00 13(27.08%) 

29. Essay writing is very difficult 
for me. 

48 32 (66.66%) 02(4.16%) 16(33.33%) 

30. I forget many ideas while I am 
writing. 

45 26(57.77%) 4(8.88%) 15(33.33%) 

The arrangement (combination) of 
sentences  confuses me. 

48 35(72.91%) 0.00 13(27.08%) 

31. I don’t do enough practice in 
writing English 

48 36(75.00%) 1(2.08%) 11(22.91%) 
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Appendix- E 

Table-4 

A Comparison of the Pre and Post test Responses of Experimental Class 
Participants 

 Pre Test 
 Response 

Post Test 
Response D

ifferen
ce 

F
req

u
en

cy 

P
ercen

tage 

F
req

u
en

cy 

P
ercen

tage 

Teaching methodology         
1. The teacher comes well prepared in 
class. 

Disagreement 24 50.00 12 25.00  
Agreement 20 41.66 34 70.83  

2.The teacher   discusses some model 
essays in class. 

Disagreement 14 29.16 24 50.00  
Agreement 31 64.58 21 43.75  

3. The teacher gives topics to be 

remembered for final exam. 

Disagreement 9 18.75 37 77.08  
Agreement 39 81.25 11 22.91  

4. Writing is taught as a separate skill. Disagreement  25 52.08 22 45.83  
Agreement 22 45.83 26 54.16  

5. Learning of writing is integrated 

(related) with reading. 

Disagreement  17 36.95 24 50.00  
Agreement 26 56.52 22 45.83  

6.The teacher has taught me the 

sentences 

Disagreement  15 31.25 31 64.58  
Agreement 32 66.66 17 35.41  

7.The teacher has taught me the 

paragraph organization 

Disagreement  24 50.00 11 22.91  
Agreement 20 41.66 35 72.91  

8.The teacher has taught me essays Disagreement  27 56.25 14 31.81  
Agreement 16 33.33 30 68.18  

9. I have been taught how to  
generate (create) ideas. 

Disagreement  37 77.08 9 18.75  
Agreement 7 14.58 38 79.16  

10.  I prepare one draft only (start and 
finish). 

Disagreement 12 25.00 35 72.91  
Agreement 33 68.75 11 22.91  

11. I prepare more than one draft ( 
outlining,  developing writing and 
revising) 

Disagreement 34 70.83 14 29.16  
Agreement 9 18.75 33 68.75 
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 Pre Test  
Response 

Post Test  
Response 

Difference 

F
req

u
en

cy 

P
ercen

tage 

 
F

requency 

P
ercen

tage 

12. I am engaged alone in lot of 
practice (activities) in class. 

Disagreement 29 60.41 10 20.83  
Agreement 16 33.33 37 77.08  

13. I   practice writing activities in 
class in pair. 

 

Disagreement 39 81.25 7 14.58  
Agreement 7 14.58 40 83.33  

 14. I   practice writing activities in 
class. 

Disagreement 45 93.75 12 25.00  
Agreement 3 6.25 34 70.83  

15. My partner in the pair helps me a 
lot in correcting    the arrangement of 
the outline. 
           

Disagreement 37 78.72 8 16.66  
Agreement 8 17.02 40 83.33  

16. Teacher guides me while I am 
writing. 

Disagreement 34 75.55 10 20.83  

Agreement 8 17.77 37 77.08  
17. I spare some time to revise (check 
the arrangement of ideas, words and 
grammar) in my writing. 
          

Disagreement 32 66.66 6 13.04  
Agreement 9 18.75 40 86.15  

18. The teacher gave more importance 
to ideas than grammar. 

Disagreement 

 
29 60.41 8 16.66  

Agreement 15 31.25 38 79.16 
19. The materials (resources) used to 
teach writing were  interesting. 

Disagreement 

 
31 64.58 11 22.91  

Agreement 13 27.08 37 77.08  
20. The teacher’s way of teaching was 
very helpful in learning writing. 

Disagreement 

 
30 62.5 10 20.83  

Agreement 18 37.5 38 78.16  
21.The teacher’s way of teaching was 
very interesting 

 

Disagreement 

 
28 58.33 13 27.08  

Agreement 
 
 

15 31.25 35 72.91  
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 Pre Test  
Response 

Post Test 
Response 

D
ifferen

ce /  
R

em
ark

s 

F
req

u
en

cy 

P
ercen

tage 

F
req

u
en

cy 

P
ercen

tage 

Problem in writing English  

    

22. I am dis-satisfied with my 
writing abilities. 

Disagreement 30 62.5 13 27.08  
Agreement 17 35.41 32 66.66  

23. It is very hard for me to get 
started on paper. 

Disagreement 20 41.66 29 60.41  
Agreement 26 54.16 15 31.25  

24. There are times when I 
cannot write what I mean 
actually. 

Disagreement 12 25.00 33 68.75  
Agreement 34 70.83 13 27.08  

25. Writing in English is very 
difficult for me. 

Disagreement 16 33.33 28 58.33  
Agreement 32 66.66 16 33.33  

 26. I don’t find good words to 
use. 

Disagreement 22 45.83 28 59.57  
Agreement 26 54.16 19 40.42  

27   I get blocked (stopped) due 
to shortage of words. 

Disagreement 22 46.80 35 72.91  
Agreement 24 51.06 11 22.91  

28. I get blocked (stopped) due to 
lack of ideas. 

Disagreement 23 47.91 35 72.92  
Agreement 23 47.91 13 27.08  

29. Essay writing is very difficult 
for me. 

Disagreement 15 31.25 32 66.66  
Agreement 33 68.75 16 33.33  

30. I forget many ideas while I 
am writing. 

Disagreement 13 27.08 26 57.77  
Agreement 32 66.66 15 33.33  

31.  The arrangement 
(combination) of sentences   
confuses me 

Disagreement 16 36.36 35 72.91  
Agreement 28 63.63 13 27.08  

32.   I don’t do enough practice in 
writing English 

Disagreement 16 33.33 36 75.00  
Agreement 32 66.66 11 22.91  
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Appendix-F 

Table-5 Pre test Responses of the Control Class Participants 

Part-I  Background Information 

Age  

Gender  

Class  

Department at the university (Major)  

Your period of study at this university  

 

Part-II Teaching Methodology/Practices 

Item No. Total Disagreement 
(1+2) 

Don’t 
Know 

(3) 

Agreement
(4+5) 

1. The teacher comes well 
prepared in class. 

38 22(57.89%) 2(52.26%) 14(36.84%) 
 

2. The teacher discusses some 
model essays in class.  

38 10(26.31%) 2(5.26%) 24(63.15%) 

3. The teacher gives topics to be 
remembered for final exam. 

35 7(20.00%) 0(0.00%) 28(80.00%) 

4. Writing is taught as a separate 
skill. 

38 20(52.63%) 4(10.52%) 14(36.84%) 

5. Learning of writing is integrated 
(related) with reading. 

38 10(26.31%) 3(3.89%) 25(65.78%) 

6. The teacher has taught me the 
sentences.  

36 8(22.22%) 0(0.00%) 28(77.77%) 

7. The teacher has taught me the 
paragraph organization.  

38 21(55.26%) 0(0.00%) 17(44.73%) 

8. The teacher has taught me 
essays.  

38 19(50.00%) 3(7.89%) 16(42.10%) 

9. I have been taught how to 
generate (create) ideas. 

35 26(74.28%) 4(11.42%) 5(14.28%) 

10. I prepare one draft only (start 38 10(26.31%) 3(7.89%) 25(65.78%) 
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and finish).  
11. I prepare more than one draft 

( outlining, developing writing 
and revising)  

38 30(78.94%) 2(5.26%) 6(15.78%) 

12. I am engaged alone in lot of 
practice (activities) in class. 

34 26(76.47%) 4(11.76%) 4(11.76%) 

13. I   practice writing activities in 
class in pair. 

37 31(83.78%) 2(5.40%) 4(10.81%) 

14. I   practice writing activities in 
class. 

38 32(84.21%) 3(7.89%) 3(7.89%) 

15. My partner in the pair helps me 
a lot in correcting the 
arrangement   of the outline. 

38 27(71.05%) 1(2.63%) 10(26.31%) 

16. Teacher guides me while I am 
writing. 

38 25(65.78%) 3(7.89%) 10(26.31%) 

17. I spare some time to revise 
(check the arrangement of ideas, 
words and   grammar) in my 
writing. 

36 26(72.22%) 2(5.55%) 8(22.22%) 

18. The materials (resources) used 
to teach writing were 
interesting. 

38 17(44.73%) 5(13.15%) 16(42.10%) 

19. The teacher’s way of teaching 
was very helpful in learning 
writing. 

38 21(55.26%) 3(7.89%) 14(36.84%) 

20. The teacher’s way of teaching 
was very interesting. 

33 16(48.48%) 2(6.06%) 15(45.45%) 
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Part-III             Problems in Writing English 

 
Statements 
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22. I am dis-satisfied with my 
writing abilities. 

38 25(65.78%) 1(2.63%) 13(34.21%) 

23. It is very hard for me to get 
started on a paper. 

35 16(45.71%) 4(11.42%) 15(42.85%) 

24. There are times when I cannot 
write what I mean actually. 

38 9(23.68%) 2(5.26%) 27(71.05%) 

25. Writing in English is very 
difficult for me. 

38 12(31.57%) 0(0.00%) 26(68.42%) 

26  .I don’t find good words to use. 38 18(47.36%) 0(0.00%) 20(52.63%) 
27. I get blocked (stopped) due to 

shortage of words 
37 12(32.43%) 0(0.00%) 25(67.56%) 

28. I get blocked (stopped) due to 
lack of ideas 

38 17(44.73%) 2(5.26%) 19(50.00%) 

29. Essay writing is very difficult 
for me. 

38 11(28.94%) 2(5.26%) 25(65.78%) 

30. I forget many ideas while I am 
writing. 

38 11(28.94%) 0(0.00%) 27(71.05%) 

31. The arrangement (combination) 
of sentences   confuses me. 

37 14(37.83%) 1(2.70%) 22(59.45%) 

32. I don’t do enough practice in 
writing English 

38 9(23.68%) 0(0.00%) 29(76.31%) 
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Appendix-G 

Table: 6 Post   test Responses of the Control Class     
  Participants 

 Part-I  Background Information 

Age  

Gender  

Class  

Department at the university (Major)  

Your period of study at this university  

 

Part-II Teaching Methodology/Practices 

Item No. 

T
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(1
+
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(4
+

5)
 

1. The teacher comes well prepared in 
class. 

37 19(51.35%) 0(0.00%) 18(48.64%) 

2. The teacher discusses some model 
essays in class.  

38 9(23.68%) 2(5.26%) 227(71.05%) 

3. The teacher gives topics to be 
remembered for final exam. 

38 9(23.685) 1(2.63%) 28(73.68%) 

4.    Writing is taught as a separate skill. 38 22(57.89%) 0(0.00%) 16(42.10%) 
5. Learning of writing is integrated 

(related) with reading. 
36 12(33.33%) 2(5.55%) 22(61.11%) 

6. The teacher has taught me the sentences. 37 13(35.13%) 0(0.00%) 24(64.86%) 
7. The teacher has taught me the paragraph 

organization.  
38 24(63.15%) 2(5.26%) 12(31. 57%) 

8. The teacher has taught me essays.  38 18(47.36%) 2(5.26%) 18(47.36%) 
9. I have been taught how to generate 

(create) ideas. 
 

37 23(62.16%) 5(13.51%) 9(24.32%) 
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10. I prepare one draft only (start and 
finish).  

38 12(31.57%) 2(5.26%) 24(63.15%) 

11. I prepare more than one draft ( 
outlining, developing writing and 
revising)  

38 28(73.68%) 3(7.89%) 7(18.42%) 

12. I am engaged alone in lot of practice 
(activities) in class. 

38 23(60.52%) 5(13.15%) 10(26.31%) 

13. I   practice writing activities in class in 
pair. 

37 30(81.08%) 3(8.10%) 4(10.81%) 

14. I   practice writing activities in class. 35 29(82.85%) 3(8.57%) 3(8.57%) 
15. My partner in the pair helps me a lot in 

correcting the arrangement   of the 
outline. 

36 24(66.66%) 1(2.77%) 11(30.55%) 

16. Teacher guides me while I am writing. 38 22(57.89%) 1(2.63%) 15(39.47%) 
17. I spare some time to revise (check the 

arrangement of ideas, words and  
grammar) in my writing. 

34 25(73.52%) 0(0.00%) 9(26.47%) 

18. The purpose of my writing is to impress 
the teacher. 

38 18(47.05%) 2(5.26%) 18(47.36%) 

19. The materials (resources) used to teach 
writing were interesting. 

34 16(47.05%) 1(2.94%) 17(50.00%) 

20. The teacher’s way of teaching was very 
helpful in learning writing. 

38 14(36.84%) 1(2.63%) 23(60.52%) 

21. The teacher’s way of teaching was very 
interesting. 

37 12(32.43%) 3(8.10%) 22(59.45%) 



 281

Part-III   Problems in Writing English. 
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22.  I am dis-satisfied with my writing 
abilities. 

38 17(44.73%) 1(2.63%) 20(52.63%) 

23.  It is very hard for me to get started 
on a paper. 

36 18(50.00%) 0(0.00%) 18(50.00%) 

24. There are times when I cannot write 
what I mean actually. 

35 12(34.28%) 3(8.57%) 20(57.14%) 

25. Writing in English is very difficult for 
me. 

38 20(52.63%) 1(2.63%) 17(44.73%) 

26.  I don’t find good words to use. 38 15(39.47%) 2(5.26%) 21(55.26%) 
27.I get blocked (stopped) due to 

shortage of words 
37 16(43.24%) 1(2.70%) 20(54.05%) 

28. I get blocked (stopped) due to lack of 
ideas. 

38 17(44.73%) 2(5.26%) 19(50.00%) 

29. Essay writing is very difficult for me. 38 20(52.63%) 1(2.63%) 17(44.73%) 
30. I forget many ideas while I am 

writing. 
37 9(24.32%) 2(5.40%) 26(70.27%) 

31. The arrangement (combination) of 
sentences   confuses me. 

35 15(42.85%) 2(5.71%) 18(51.42%) 

32.  .I don’t do enough practice in writing 
English. 

38 10(26.31%) 1(2.63%) 27(71.05%) 
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Appendix-H 

Table-7 

A comparison of Pre and Post Test Responses of the Control Class 
Participants 

 
Pre Test 

Response 
Post Test 
Response 
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Teaching methodology (Practices)  

1. The teacher comes well prepared in 
class. 

Disagreement 22 57.89 19 51.35  

Agreement 14 36.84 18 48.64  

2. The teacher discusses some model 
essays in class 

Disagreement 10 26.31 9 23.68  

Agreement 24 63.84 27 71.05  

3. The teacher gives topics to be 
remembered for final exam. 

Disagreement 7 20.00 9 23.68  

Agreement 28 80.00 28 73.68  

4.  Writing is taught as a separate 
skill. 

Disagreement 20 52.63 22 57.89  

Agreement 14 36.84 16 42.10  
5. Learning of writing is integrated 

(related) with reading. 
Disagreement 10 26.31 12 33.33  

Agreement 25 65.78 22 61.11  

6. The teacher has taught me the 
sentences 

Disagreement 8 22.22 13 35.13  

Agreement 28 77.77 24 64.86  

7. The teacher has taught me the 
paragraph organization 

Disagreement 21 55.26 24 63.15  

Agreement 17 44.73 12 31.57  

8. The teacher has taught me  essays Disagreement 19 50.00 18 47.36  
Agreement 16 42.10 18 47.36  

9.  I have been taught how to 
generate (create) ideas. 

Disagreement 26 74.28 23 62.16  

Agreement 5 14.28 9 24.32  

10. I prepare one draft only (start and 
finish). 

Disagreement 10 26.31 12 31.57  

Agreement 25 65.78 24 63.15  

11. I prepare more than one draft 
(outlining, developing writing and 
revising) 

Disagreement 30 78.94 28 73.68  

Agreement 6` 15.78 7 18.42 
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  Pre Test 
Response 

Post Test 
Response 
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12. I am engaged alone in lot of 
practice (activities) in class. 

Disagreement 26 76.47 23 60.52  

Agreement 4 11.76 10 26.31  

13.  I   practice writing activities in 
class in pair. 

Disagreement 31 83.78 30 81.08  

Agreement 4 10.81 4 10.81  

 14. I   practice writing activities in 
class in Class. 

Disagreement 32 84.21 29 82.85  

Agreement 3 7.89 3 8.57  

15. My partner in the pair helps me 
a lot in correcting the 
arrangement of the outline and 
draft. 

Disagreement 27 71.05 24 66.66  

Agreement 10 26.31 11 30.55  

16. Teacher guides me while I am 
writing. 

Disagreement 25 65.78 22 57.89  

Agreement 10 26.31 15 39.47  

17. I spare some time to revise 
(check the arrangement of ideas, 
words and grammar) in my 
writing. 

Disagreement 26 72.22 25 73.52  

Agreement 8 22.22 9 26.47  

18 .The purpose of my writing is to 
impress the teacher 

Disagreement 21 55.26 18 47.36  

Agreement 14 36.84 18 47.36  

19. The materials (resources) used 
to teach writing were 
interesting. 

Disagreement 17 44.73 16 47.05  

Agreement 16 42.10 17 50.00  

20. The teacher’s way of teaching 
was very helpful in learning 
writing. 

Disagreement 21 55.26 14 36.84  

Agreement 14 36.84 23 60.52  

21.The teacher’s way of teaching 
was very interesting 

Disagreement 16 48.48 12 32.43  

Agreement 15 45.45 22 59.45  
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 Pre Test 
Response 

Post Test 
Response 
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Problem in writing English  

22. I am dis-satisfied with my 
writing abilities. 

Disagreement 25 65.78 17 44.73  

Agreement 13 34.21 20 52.63  

23. It is very hard for me to get 
started on paper. 

Disagreement 16 45.71 18 50.00  

Agreement 15 42.85 18 50.00  

24. There are times when I 
cannot write what I mean 
actually. 

Disagreement 9 23.68 12 34.28  

Agreement 27 71.05 20 57.14  

25. Writing in English is very 
difficult for me. 

Disagreement 12 31.57 20 52.63  

Agreement 26 68.42 17 44.73  
  26. I don’t find good words to 

use. 
Disagreement 18 47.36 15 39.47  

Agreement 20 52.63 21 55.26  

27. I get blocked (stopped) due 
to shortage of words. 

Disagreement 12 32.43 16 43.24  

Agreement 25 67.56 20 54.05  

28. I get blocked (stopped) due 
to lack of ideas. 

Disagreement 17 44.73 17 44.73  

Agreement 19 50.00 19 50.00  

29. Essay writing is very 
difficult for me. 

Disagreement 11 28.94 20 52.63  
Agreement 25 65.78 17 44.73  

30. I forget many ideas while I 
am writing. 

Disagreement 11 28.84 9 24.32  

Agreement 27 71.05 26 70.27  

31.  The arrangement 
(combination) of sentences   
confuses me 

Disagreement 14 37.83 15 42.85  

Agreement 22 59.45 18 51.42  

32. I don’t do enough practice 
in writing English 

Disagreement 9 23.68 10 26.31  

Agreement 29 76.31 27 71.05  
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Appendix- I 

SURVEY QUESTIONNAIRE FOR TEACHERS 

Dear Colleagues! I am conducting a research study on “Teaching the Writing of 
English: Exploring the Impact of Process Approach on the Undergraduate Students 
of Shah Abdul Latif University”. I have observed that the university students at under 
grade level are unable to write English correctly and fluently. This questionnaire is 
intended to see your perception about current teaching practices, students’ efficiency in 
written English, and need for a process based teaching of writing.  Please be truthful 
and honest in giving your opinions. Make sure that this data will be kept confidential.  

Name of Research Fellow: Ghulam Mustafa Mashori, Assistant 
Professor, Dept. of English SALU. Khairpur.  

 

Part- I Background Information 

VI.  Name of the Teacher  (Respondent )-------------------------------------- 

VII. Teaching  at what level (B.A I,II/-B.Sc I,II)----------------------------- 

VIII.  Number of classes per week----------------------------------------------- 

IX. English language teaching experience…………------------------------ 

X. Professional training, if any ------------------------------------------------ 
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Part-II - Current Practices (methodology) in the teaching of   
   Writing in English 

NOTE: Please tick only one choice/option that most represents your 
opinion 

QUESTIONS 

1.  What do you teach most of the times?  

 (a) Reading   (b)   writing  (c) both  

2  Which one of the following items do you teach most commonly?  

 (a) Sentence writing (b) Paragraph writing    (c) Essay writing 

 (d) All the above     (e) None of the above 

4.           Which of the following methods are you familiar with? 

 (a)  Product-based method 

 (b)  Process-based method   

 (c)  Grammar based method 

 (d)  All the above 

 (e)  None of the above 

4. Which of the following methods do you   use? 

 (a) Product-based method 

 (b) Process-based method   

 (c) Grammar based method    

 (d) All the above 

 (e) None of the above 

5. As a teacher of writing how do you see the importance of knowing these 
methods? 

 (a) Not at all important (b) Slightly important  

 (c) Fairly important  (d) Very important 
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Please tell us whether you disagree or agree with the following 
statements using the following four point scale; put the number of your choice 
in the parenthesis infront of each statement. 

(1) 

Strongly Disagree 

(2) 

Disagree 

(3) 

Agree 

(4) 

Strongly agree 

 

6.  I am satisfied the way writing is taught presently in our institutions.(       ) 

7 I teach writing by showing students some models of essays in class.(       ) 

8 I discuss and explain the parts (introduction- body-conclusion) of the essay. (   ) 

9. I teach the students how to select a topic.             (       )  

10.  I teach them how to start writing a topic.             (       )  

11. I teach them how to make an outline.                                           (       )  

12. I teach them how to develop the ideas.                                           (       ) 

13. I teach them how to revise the draft of an essay.                                (       )  

14. I engage the students in pair or Class activities.                                 (       ) 

15. I correct students’ mistakes while they are writing.            (       ) 

16. I correct their mistakes after they have- finished their writing.         (        ) 

17. The prescribed course is   helpful in teaching of writing.          (       ) 

18. Any thing else that you do in class while teaching writing, please    
 specify………………………………………………………………………
………………………………………………………………………………………
………………………………………………………………………………………
………………………………………………………………………………………
……………………………….. 
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Part- III     Your opinions about students’ efficiency in written English 

Please tick the choice/option that most represents your opinion 

19. How do you see your students’   writing efficiency? 

(a) Very poor   (b) Poor (c) Fair    (d) Good   (e) Very good 

 20.  In which of the following areas do you think the students need more 
help. 

Please write the option according to your choice in the opposite box. 

(1)  For Strongly Disagree, (2) For   Disagree   (3) For Agree        

(4) For Strongly Agree 

a Content      

b Grammar     

c Organization     

d Proper teaching methodology     
 

Here are some of the possible reasons for students’ supposedly low level of 

written efficiency. How do you disagree or agree with the following reasons 

(statements) in the four point scale? put the number of your choice in the relevant 

box. 

(1) 

Strongly Disagree 

(2) 

Disagree 

(3) 

Agree 

(4) 

Strongly agree 
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21. Students’ writing efficiency is low because of: 

a) The  current teaching methods( techniques or practices)      
b) Lack of practice     
c) They are not engaged in writing activities     
d) Teachers give more importance to grammar than ideas.     
e) Because students do not think before writing- make the 

outline or plan 
    

f) Writing is perceived as start and finish process without 
revision 

    

g) Students don’t create their own ideas     
h) The teacher doesn’t give them effective feed bac     

 

Part –IV  The Process-based methodology of teaching writing 
  

 (The Process-based teaching methodology is the one which requires writing 
 to be taught as a process with at least three stages respectively; 
 

  1. Planning( Thinking-  Planning and Outlining) 
 2. Drafting or developing the ideas   
  3. Revising and editing.) 
22. Keeping in mind the above definition and the following statements  how 
 effective do you see the teacher of writing. 

 (1) For Not at all effective,  (2) for slightly effective, (3) Fairly effective (4) 
 Very effective. Put the number of your choice in the relevant box against  each 
 statement. 

a 
If he teaches the students how to get started (create 
ideas) 

    

b If he teaches the students how to develop the main ideas     

c 
If he teaches the students how to revise and correct their 
own mistakes 

    

d If he gives more attention to ideas than grammar     
e If he engages the students in pair or group activities     
f If he gives more attention to fluency than accuracy     

g 
If the teacher of writing follows the above procedure 
(Process-based) in his teaching 

    

 

23.    Any thing else that you would like to add or suggest for using such a 
method………………. 

Thank you very much for you cooperation 
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Appendix-J 

 Pre-Writing Test Prompt   

   Rubric  

Date:………  Time:…………. Venue…                      Class………. 

 Instructions:  

1. You will see three topics followed by these instructions. Choose one of the three 
to write your essay on. You will have 50 minutes. 

2.  Try to write as much as you can. If you wish you may make an outline. You may 
revise or correct your writing but make sure that your hand writing is readable 

3. You will be evaluated on the basis of a general impression driven by content 
organization and language. 

4. You have three pages/papers attached. Do not write on the backside of the paper 

5. Please be honest and serious. Your essays are going to contribute to a study which 
may help improve your writing efficiency. 

6. Please make sure that your essays will remain a secret. 

 

ESSAY PROMPTS 

1.   Describe the Role of Education in our life.  

2.  A Comparison between College life and university life 

3. Describe the best or worst experiences you have had in the last one  
  year 
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Appendix-k 

Post-Writing Test Prompt   

Rubric  

Date:………   Time:………….   Venue…                      Class………. 

 Instructions:  

1. You will see three topics followed by these instructions. Choose one of the 
three to write your essay on. You will have 50 minutes. 

2.  Try to write as much as you can. If you wish you may make an outline. 
You may revise or correct your writing but make sure that your hand 
writing is readable 

3. You will be evaluated on the basis of a general impression driven by 
content organization and language. 

4. You have three pages/papers attached. Do not write on the backside of the 
paper 

5. Please be honest and serious. Your essays are going to contribute to a study 
which may help improve your writing efficiency. 

6. Please make sure that your essays will remain a secret. 

 

ESSAY PROMPTS 

1. My Favorite Book 

2. Advantages and disadvantages of Co-education. 

3.  A Comparison between Village  and City life. 
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Appendix-L 
Lesson Plan for the Teaching of Process Writing 
  
Overall aims: -   (i).   Students will be able to learn the process of writing an essay. 

      (ii).          They will be able to write fluently. 
      (iii).         They will be able to improve writing skill. 

 
Aids:-  White Board --Marker –Papers/Handouts. 
Specific objectives: 

Students will be able to: 
 (1)  Give ideas on the topic. 
 (2)     Write topic sentences. 

  (3)    Explain the topic sentence by writing supporting   
  sentences 
 (4)   Write concluding sentences 
 (5)  learn to develop ideas. 

 
Pre-writing: -Teacher greets the students which is followed by brainstorming  
          (10  Minutes) 

  -Topic for writing selected mutually. 
 -Teacher writes topic on the board and gives relevant words  on the 

board. 
Writing:                    (35 Minutes)  
 
Activity. (i)  Teacher makes the students work in pairs and asks them to write the topic 

sentence with the help of the words given on the board.(sometimes 
students on their own ask questions and discuss the topic with each other 
and start writing) 

 
Activity (ii)  Teacher asks students to write some lines/outline on the topic and organize 

it. 
 
Activity (iii)  Students develop the outline into paragraphs and essays. 
 
Activity (iv)  Teacher asks student for self-editing and exchange their copies with their 

friends, sitting next to them. 
 
Post writing:-                 (15 Minutes)  
 
Activity (i).   Teacher edits the students’ finished products and asks them to write  again.    
 
Activity (ii). Teacher selects some essays, notes the common mistakes, and explains them 

with the help of board.                        
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Appendix-(M) 

A Pre -Process Writing Test Sample of Experimental Class 

A Comparison between university and Collage life. 

 First of All Collage Life is very Good in the School Life because when I 
was come in the Collage first time I really confussed because i don’t know the 
atmosphere of Collage What is Method to teach the student and What they are doing, day 
by day I understand the rules and regulation of Collage. 

 The Co-operation of teacher’s is very good but some time they are not co-
operate with us in legal problem’s e.g When any teacher has a period he sit in the office 
but he did not come into the class when we are told The principle he could not response 
us and we are confussed. 

There I see one big problem is that attendence is very short and we are see lot of 
student’s who sit in the examination hall and when we are tell him are you a student they 
say’s yes even they are not one day came in the collage. 

In Govt: Collages no one can prefer the rules and regulations even a professor’s 
and teacher’s they are not come in the time. If principle told the teacher’s why are you 
late he quickly replied that I am president or member of association. Its my wish when I 
come here nobody asked me. And that thing is big trouble in study and we are nothing 
gain in collage life. 

UNIVERSITY LIFE 

When I was come in the university first time I wondered because in first day I see 
lot of new faces There’s a good manner in the university there’s a regular class and also 
can contractor teacher’s also co-operate with us even a chairman also co-operate with 
us. There also some problem’s in with us in university one problem is that there’s a 
students parties and they are resists in educations and its our educational lose. In 
university there’s a friendly atmosphere between teacher’s and student’s. 

Also there’s a good lawn in every department where all students are sit in the 
lawn get to combine study on the othere hand in collage side there’s no lawn where 
students sit and get combine study. In the end I say That university life is better than 
collage life because in university every one co-operate with us but in collage no one can 
co-operate with us in any problem. even a principle is also not co-operate with us in any 
problem.   
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A Post- Process Writing Test Sample of Experimental Class 

Draft-I 

A Comparison between City life and Village life 

 9 -City life is better than village 

 8 -Village life better than City life 

 5- City life is full of awareness  

 1 -Village Life is natural for health 

 2 -Human beings come close to nature Comfort 

 4- City life is the place of Modern 

 6 -City life provides opportunities for education institution 

 7 -Village life is beneficial for health  

 3- Village life more impressive for poets and Saints 

Draft-II 

 Village life is natural for health because human beings find  natural things 
in it. They see flowers lakes, mountains and many other natural things. They enjoy to see 
flowers, lakes, mountains, when they are depressed. 

 Human being becomes close to nature when they are Sad they come close 
to nature and Soothe their tension by observing these natural objects. They try to 
compose beautiful songs and to enjoy themselves. Village life is more impressive for 
Saints  and poets Because in village life Saints find themselves more Comfortable than 
Sophisticated City life. These  five senses work more quickly, Thus their poetry gives 
pleasure to reader.  

Great names in the history of English literature have shown in their writing rustic 
areas. They said The language of rustic people is for poetry. Because these people of 
rustic areas are dear minded and frank. Those who have introduced nature in their 
works. William Words Worth has introduced the flower and the mountain in his poetry. 
The daffodils is very famous and a dear example of it. William Shakespeare has shown 
the beautiful forest for Arden. Thus the poet and saints are the person who liked the 
village life very much. 

City life is the life of modern comfort. People find every facility. Modern invention 
wonder these people receive  quick them medical aid in city.If any body falls ill he/she is 
quickly taken to hospital for medical treatment and get recover soon.City life is full of 
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awareness people meet with different sitution whether positive or negative thus they meet 
with different experience of life.They become aware of vices and virtues, they come to 
know what is happening in the world by internet radio and television. 

City life provides opportunities educational institutions. These are schools, 
colleges and students get There education quite easily thus they become civilized citizens. 
It is beneficial  

for health. Any body who falls ill is taken to hospital. When they are in need of 
blood they provided with it very easily. 

Village life is better, because in village life, villager are healthy, they feed us  
lusy, curd, milk. They are free from diseases like, heart problem, diabates depression etc. 
These diseases are common in cities. City life is better than village life because in village 
life are lot of conviences, e for health, for education, for traveling and for security.  

People here closely connected with internets as well as with print Media and 
electronic media. They are aware of every thing that exists in world globe. Literacy rate 
of country life very high as compared to village life where, there are hardly well 
established schools. 

City life does the work of torch and village life does the work of soothing place. 
City life shows the way of knowledge of every thing present in the world. Village life 
alleviates tension, anxiety, makes person sound and strong and develop their mind 
mature.  Villagers are cooperative, soft heartd and caring more than the people living in 
city areas. thats why city life is better life. 

--------------------- 

____________________________ 

------------------------------------------ 

EC). 


	1
	2

